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Present:
The Right Hon. C. R. ATTLEE, M.P., Prime Minister (in the Chair)
The Right Hon. ERNEST BEVIN, M.P., The Rt. Hon. H. T . N . GATTSKELL, M.P.,
Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
The Right Hon. HUGH DALTON, M.P., The Rt. Hon. VISCOUNT ADDISON, Lord
Minister of Town and Country
Privy Seal.
Planning.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT, The Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M . P . ,
Lord Chancellor.
Minister of Defence.
The Right Hon. G. A. ISAACS, M.P., The Right Hon. ANEURIN BEVAN,'M.P,,
Minister of Labour and National
Minister of Health.
Service.
The Right Hon GEORGE TOMLINSON,
M.P., Minister of Education.
The Right Hbn. J. H. WILSON, M.P., The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
President of the Board cf Trade.
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
The Right Hon. HECTOR MCNEIL, M.P., The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
Secretary of State for Scotland.
wealth Relations.
The Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS, M.P.,

r

Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.

The following were also present:
The Right Hon. MAURICE WEBB, M . P . , The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAWMinister of Food (Item 7).
CROSS, K.C., M.P., Attorney-General
- (Items 2-6).
Field-Marshal Sir WILLIAM SLIM, Chief Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir
of the Imperial General Staff
JOHN SLESSOR, Chief of the Air Staff
(Items 1-4).
(Items 1-4).
Vice-Admiral Sir GEORGE CREASY, ViceChief of Naval Staff (Items 1-4).
Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.

Air: Marshal Sir WILLIAM ELLIOT.
Mr. A. JOHNSTON.
Mr. O . C MORLAND.
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1. The Prime Minister said that a difficult situation had arisen
over the representation of Pakistan at the Meeting of Common
wealth Prime Ministers, which was to open on 4th January. At
the last minute the Prime Minister of Pakistan had said that he
would not attend the Meeting unless the question of Kashmir
could be added to the agenda. The agenda for such meetings
had always been determined by common agreement between all
attending; and it was known that the Prime Minister of India
would not be willing that the Kashmir question should be added.
In any event, a dangerous precedent would be created if a dispute
of this kind between two Commonwealth countries were set down
for formal discussion at a meeting of Commonwealth Prime
Ministers. These considerations had been put to the Prime Minister
of Pakistan. It had also been explained to him that it was our
intention that there should be informal conversations about
Kashmir, during the period of the Meeting, and that arrangements
would if possible be made to associate two or three of the other
Commonwealth Prime Ministers with those conversations. The
Prime Minister of Pakistan had, however, asked for an assurance
that, even if the discussions were informal, all the other Prime
Ministers would join in them. No such assurance could be given:
partly because the Prime Minister of India would be unwilling to
agree that this question should be discussed, even informally, by
representatives of all members of the Commonwealth, and partly
because it was likely that the representatives of some Common
wealth countries would be unwilling to participate in such discussions.
The prospect must therefore be faced that the Prime Minister of
Pakistan might hot attend the Meeting.
The Cabinet agreed that a most unfortunate impression would
be created if the Prime Minister of Pakistan absented himself from
the Meeting, and that every effort should be made to persuade
him to come. Would he not be satisfied with an assurance that the
Prime Ministers of the United Kingdom, Canada and Australia
would join with him and the Prime Minister of India in informal
discussion of the Kashmir question? It was pointed out that no
firm assurance could be given to that effect until the assent of the
Prime Minister of India had been given, and that this could not
now be obtained until he arrived in London. On the other hand,
it was thought that the representatives of South Africa and Ceylon
were unlikely to be willing to participate in such discussions; and
there would be advantage in informing the Prime Minister of
Pakistan at once that this consideration alone made it impossible
to give him the assurance for which he was asking.
The C a b i n e t Took note of the position, and invited the Prime Minister
to send a further message to the Prime Minister of
Pakistan in the hope of persuading him to attend the forth
coming Meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers.

Korea.
(Previous
Reference:
CM. (50) 84th
Conclusions,
Minute .2.)
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2. The Foreign Secretary said that, after the efforts of the
Cease-Fire Committee had ended in failure, no further progress had
been made in United Nations discussions on Korea. The forth
coming meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers would provide
an opportunity to formulate an agreed Commonwealth view on
the next step to be taken, and to influence future United States
action in the United Nations. He had no doubt that the dispute
must eventually be settled through negotiation with the Chinese,
and the chances of reaching a settlement would be prejudiced if
the United States Government now insisted on introducing a
resolution in the Assembly naming China as an aggressor nation.
But the military situation must be stabilised before it would be
possible to negotiate with the Chinese with any prospect of success,
and it now seemed less likely that the United. Nations forces in
B2

3. the Foreign Secretary said that, since the Cabinet's discussion
on 14th December, he had held further consultations with the United
States and French Governments regarding the terms of the reply
to be sent to the Soviet proposal for a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers. The other two Governments had been unwilling
to accept his suggestion that the preliminary meeting of officials of
the Four Powers should be restricted merely to the preparation
of an agenda for the Ministerial meeting; and he had been obliged
to accept a compromise proposal that the officials should examine
the problems' mentioned in the reply to the Soviet Government
with a view to finding an acceptable basis for a meeting of Foreign
Ministers and recommending an agenda. The three Governments
had then despatched identical notes to the Soviet Government;
and the Soviet reply had now been received. This, though it was
long and reiterated many of the arguments in the original. note,
accepted the proposal for a preliminary meeting of officials—though
if was now the turn of the Soviet Government to suggest that their
task should be limited to drawing up the agenda for the Ministerial
meeting. The Soviet Government were also unwilling that the
officials should meet in New York. An alternative meeting place
would have to be suggested; and the Foreign Secretary said that he
was disposed to suggest Vienna. He was taking steps to ascertain
the views of the United States and French Governments; and,
when he had obtained these, he would inform the Cabinet of the
lines of the further reply which was to be sent to the Soviet
Government.
The CabinetTook note of the Foreign Secretary's statement.
4. The Cabinet had before them two memoranda by the
Foreign Secretary (CP. (50) 322 and 323) on the general scope
of the Japanese Peace Treaty and on claims for compensation by
individuals, and a further memorandum by the Foreign Secretary
and the Minister o f Defence.. (CP, (50) 318) on the security aspects
of the Treaty.
The Foreign Secretary said that it was still uncertain. when
the negotiation of the Peace Treaty would begin, and whether it
would be in general terms or would contain detailed provisions;
In either event a decision was required on the points enumerated
in paragraph 7 of C P . (50) 323, and he invited his colleagues to
approve the recommendations in the succeeding paragraph of
that paper.
In discussion the following points were made:—
(a) It would be undesirable to negotiate a Peace Treaty for
Japan without inviting the People's Government of China to take
part. The Cabinet agreed that the need for extending such an
invitation should be taken into account in the light of future political
developments.
(b) The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said
that the Australian and New Zealand Governments were still
inclined to favour the inclusion in the Treaty of economic controls
to prevent future Japanese aggression, but further discussion might
lead them to a general acceptance of our own view.
(c) It was pointed out-that the measures against political
societies and the release of war criminals (paragraph 8 (b) (viii) and
(x)) could not be enforced in practice. It was also doubtful whether?
the United States Government could be persuaded to accept the
proposal for restricting Japanese ship-building capacity (para
graph 8 ( / ) ) . It was, however, agreed that an attempt should
be made to secure the inclusion of these provisions in the Treaty,
\
The Cabinet' ', \
(1) Approved the recommendations in C P . (50) 323.

he
Individual
claims.

The Foreign Secretary said that in CP. (50) 322 he had
recommended that we should not press for the inclusion in the
Treaty of an obligation on Japan to pay individual claims for
damage to property outside Japan or for personal injury or ill
treatment wherever suffered. The value of the Japanese assets
which we held amounted to only £1$ million, and there was no
respect of obtaining satisfaction of these claims from Japan. The
mited States Government, who had been in possession of a much
;- -" greater -amount of Japanese assets, had distributed these among
sufferers from Japanese action, and this would to some extent
^strengthen opposition here, particularly among exrprisoners-of-war,
.to our abandoning the claims. The United States Government,
however, who had borne the heaviest burden in supporting the
Japanese economy, would be most unlikely to agree to the inclusion
of these claims in the Peace Treaty, and an attempt to include them
would in addition open the way to further large claims from the
Chinese and other nations.
V:

r'

;
v

?

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he agreed that these
claims should not be pressed. We had already made payments
totalling about £30 millions for damage done by the Japanese in
Burma and Malaya. The Japanese assets in our control should
be set against the payments we had already made: we could not
afford to make further payments from the Exchequer.
In discussion there was generai agreement with the Foreign
Secretary's recommendation. It was, however, suggested that there
would be some dissatisfaction at the abandonment of the claims,
and that the terms of a public statement would have to be con
sidered carefully, particularly since some ex gratia payments had
been made to Army officers and men in respect of property lost
in the Japanese campaign. The Colonies had also submitted large
claims for damage by the Japanese.
The Cabinet
(2) Endorsed the recommendations made by the Foreign
Secretary in CP. (50) 322.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in consultation with the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Minister of Defence
and the Secretary of State for the Colonies, to prepare
and submit to the Cabinet for approval a draft of a public
; statement, embodying the decision not to pursue the
claims.
Security
aspects.

The Foreign Secretary said that the report by the Chiefs of
Staff annexed to CP. (50) 318 recommended that Japanese
rearmament should start after the Peace Treaty had been signed.
It now appeared, however, from a recent statement by General
MacArthur (about which we had not been consulted) that the
United States Government might be prepared to allow some degree
of rearmament in advance of the conclusion of the Treaty. He
proposed to seek clarification from the United States Government,
and to discuss the problem with them in the light of the views
expressed by the Chiefs of Staff.
The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that the conclusions
of the Chiefs of Staff were based on the view that we could not
afford to lock up military strength in Japan for an indefinite period
after the Treaty had been signed. In isolation Japan did not represent
a military threat. Her aggression in the late war had been made
possible because she had had access to resources on the Asiatic
mainland, and had possessed a first-class navy.
In discussion the possibility was raised that the Communists
might secure control in Japan, with the result that her rearmament
would be to our direct disadvantage. The Foreign Secretary said

\

that he was advised that the strength of Communism in Japan was
unlikely to increase, but he undertook to investigate the point
further.
.
-

Legal
of Koreas
Conflict
(Previous
Reference:
CM. (50) 60th
Conclusions,
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The Cabinet
; (4) Approved the proposals in CP. (50) 318.
(5) Invited the Foreign Secretary to obtain from the United
States Government a clarification of their views on the
timing of Japanese rearmament.

5. On 18th September, 1950, the Cabinet had asked that
the practical aspects of the international status of the Korean
conflict should be further examined by the Departments concerned.
The Cabinet now had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary (CP. (50) 307) reporting that, as a result of this inter
departmental examination, it was thought that the balance of practical
advantage lay on the side of treating such a conflict as an inter
national police operation rather than as a war. This would,
however, involve certain difficulties in our domestic law which
would have to be further examined.
The Attorney-General said that this question had become more
complicated and more urgent as a result of Chinese intervention
in Korea. T h e position of persons in this country who traded
with China presented many legal difficulties. Further investigation
of the domestic implications of a decision to regard such conflicts
as police operations might reveal the need for legislation empowering
the King to declare, by Order-in-Council, that some or all of the
consequences of being at war should follow the undertaking of
police operations under the auspices of the United Nations.
In discussion there was general agreement that the question
whether such conflicts should be regarded as police operations
or as wars would depend on Where the balance of advantage lay.
This could not be finally determined until the implications in
domestic law of regarding such conflicts as police operations
had been further explored. The amending legislation which
would be required might give rise to difficulties in Parliament,
The Cabinet
(1) Took note of C P . (50) 307.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for officials of
the Departments concerned, to examine the implications
in domestic law of a decision to regard the Korean
conflict as a police operation: and asked that a report
should be submitted to the Cabinet on the nature of
the legislation which would be required.

Industrial
Disputes.
Kemsley
Newspapers
and Town
Clerks.

6. The Cabinet had before them the following memoranda:—
C P . (50) 313: by the Minister of Labour, explaining that
certain chapels of the National Union of Journalists had
applied to the High Court for an order of mandamus
directing him to refer to the National Arbitration Tribunal
a dispute between them and Kemsley Newspapers, Ltd.
C P . (50) 316: by the Minister of Labour, explaining that the
Society of Town Clerks had reported to his Ministry
disputes with twenty-five local authorities about the salary
arid conditions of service of their Clerk, with a view to
these disputes being referred to the Tribunal;
;CP. (50) 321: by the Attorney-General on the legal aspects of
the claim by the Society of Town Clerks that the disputes

with local authorities should be handled under the
provisions of the National Arbitration and Conditions of
Employment Order, 1940 (No. 1305).
The Minister of Labour said that the revised salary scales,
which certain local authorities were refusing to accept., had been
suggested by the Joint Negotiating Committee for Town Clerks
and District Council Clerks, which was not a Whitley Council
and was not in a position to make recommendations binding on
the local authorities. It would be unfortunate if a position was
reached in which suggestions put forward by the Joint Negotiating
Committee were imposed on local authorities by the National
Arbitration Tribunal. While he would feel bound in the ordinary
way to refer to the Tribunal a trade dispute between employers
and a union, when efforts at negotiation had broken down, he
felt justified in refusing to refer to the Tribunal the disputes between
certain Town Clerks and their local authorities.
The Attorney-General said that, until the High Court had given
a decision on the Kemsley Newspapers case which was now pending,
the Minister of Labour should not refer either that dispute or the
cases of the Town Clerks to the Tribunal. If the Court decided
that the Minister of Labour ought to have referred the Kemsley
Newspapers case to the Tribunal, he thought that the Minister
would be Obliged to refer the cases of the Town Clerks as well.
The Minister of Heath said that the negotiations between the
Town Clerks and local authorities, which had led to the recommenda
tions put forward by the Joint Negotiating Committee, had not been
of a satisfactory character; nor, in his view, had the findings of the
Joint Negotiating Committee been of a nature which justified a
reference to arbitration. The Government would have to consider
whether the machinery set up under the National Arbitration and
Conditions of Employment Order was to be used to coerce local
authorities. It was arguable that an elected local authority should
not be compelled to accept arbitration machinery against its will.
The general view of the Cabinet was that the Minister of
Labour ought not at this stage to refer either the Kemsley Newspapers
case or the cases of the Town Clerks to the National Arbitration
Tribunal, and that the position should be further reviewed in the
light of the decision of the High Court on the application for an
order of mandamus. '
t h e CabinetTook note of C P (50) 313, 316 and 321.

Production of
Groundnuts in
. East Africa.
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Reference: '
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7. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer (CP. (50) 324) and by the Minister of Food
(CP. (50) 326) on the futuis of the East African Groundnut scheme.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in the light of the
Cabinet's discussion on 7th December, the Secretary of State for
the Colonies, the Minister of Food and he had considered the
financial^aspects, of this problem, in consultation with the Governor
of Tanganyika and the Chairman of the Overseas Food Corporation.
They had decided to recommend that farming should continue,
as planned, on the land already felled in Kongwa and Urambo
and that 60,000 acres should be developed in the Southern Province.
The main arguments in favour of the-development of a further
60,000 acres were that this would cost little more than the complete
abandonment of the scheme and that the development could be
expanded to 105,000 acres after two or three years if it were found
that the scheme was likely to be a financial success. If the Cabinet
approved the proposals in his memorandum he would send to the

Minister of Food certain amendments to the draft White Paper
appended to C P . (50) 326, which would have the effect of setting
out the facts and financial implications more clearly.
There was genera! agreement that the balance of advantage
lay in continuing the scheme on the lines proposed in C P . (50) 324.
Complete abandonment would have serious consequences in
Tanganyika and would harm the prestige of this country in all
the African Colonies.

'

".-

The Cabinet*

(1) Approved the proposals for proceeding with the 60,000
acres scheme, on the fines and subject to the conditions
proposed in CP. (50) 324.
$
(2) Agreed that the Minister of Food should present a White
Paper in the terms of the draft annexed to C P . (50) 326,
subject to amendments to be notified to him by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer,
(3) Agreed that the Minister of Food should assume direct
responsibility for the activities of the QueenslandBritish Food Corporation.
(4) Agreed that the Minister of Food should arrange for the
drafting of the necessary legislation to amend the
Overseas Resources Development Act.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
- 2nd January, 1951.
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The Cabinet h a d before them a m e m o r a n d u m by the Minister
of Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 3) on the attitude which the Government
should adopt towards the questions of wages, pay for Saturday
working, additional paid holidays and supplementary pensions,
which would arise in negotiations between the National Coal Board
and the National Union of Mineworkers which were to begin on
10th January, 1951.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the immediate problem
over the next three or four months was to secure such additional
output of coal as would prevent large-scale unemployment in
industry. There remained the longer-term problem of reversing
the trends which were threatening to bring the output of coal well
below estimated demand in the next few years. The most obvious
means of increasing output in the near future was further Saturday
working,and he thought that the Government should be favourably
disposed towards suggestions which had been made for increasing
the incentive to Saturday working, provided that they did not
prejudice full working on other days of the week. The Portal
award had been discouraging to men o n day rates and he accordingly
proposed that, probably at the end of any short period during
which special payments were made for Saturday work, the lower
paid day rate men should receive an increase of about 5s. Od. a
week, which would cost about Ad. a ton of coal. H e strongly
recommended the approval of the supplementary pensions scheme,
put forward by the Board, which would help to retain men in the
industry. The highest rate of pension and gratuity could not be
earned for a long time and the full effects, therefore, lay in the
future. As workers in a large sector of private industry had two
weeks' paid holiday, the case for making a similar concession to
the miners was strong. Since, however, the concession would
inevitably involve some loss of coal production it was desirable
to postpone it until the present difficulties regarding output had been
overcome. The National Union of Mineworkers would probably
view with considerable disfavour the suggestion that the second
week's holiday with pay should not be given until output had
reached a figure of 215 million tons.
The Cabinet first considered the attitude which the Government
should adopt towards the forthcoming negotiations between the
National Coal Board and the National U n i o n of Mineworkers.
There was general agreement that n o effort should be made to
secure a postponement of these negotiations. The Government
should not purport to instruct the National Coal Board how it
should conduct the negotiations, but, in view of the imperative need
to increase coal output and the Government's responsibilities in
parts of the field, it was necessary to give clear guidance to the
Board. Thus, by arrangement, the National Coal Board consulted
the Minister of Fuel and Power before making an increase in coal
prices, and it was desirable that the Board should know the order
of magnitude of the concessions which the Minister was prepared
to see reflected in increased prices. Moreover, by statute, any
supplementary pensions scheme had to be approved by the Minister.
There was general agreement that the concessions to be
, negotiated by the National Coal Board should not, in the aggregate,
cost appreciably more than Is. Od. per ton of coal, and that in no
event should the concessions cost more than Is. 3d. per ton. This
information should be conveyed by the Minister to the Chairman
of the Board confidentially, for his guidance, but should not be
communicated to the National Union of Mineworkers.
Several Ministers felt than an effort should be made to secure a
reasonably enduring settlement with the National Union of Mine
workers. A series of concessions to the miners had an unsettling
effect on other workers. In this connection, importance was attached
to the suggestion in paragraph 11 of C P . (51) 3 that the National

Union of Mineworkers should regard the claims to be negotiated
as the only substantial ones to be made in 1951.)
Lower-Paid
Workers.

As regards the lower-paid workers on day rates, the general
view of Ministers was that an increase in pay, n o t exceeding 55. Od.
a week, should be made at once and should not be deferred until
the end of t h e winter. T h e Portal award had had the effect of
giving m u c h smaller increases in pay to the lower-paid men t h a n
appeared to be reasonable, and the National Union of Mineworkers
had recognised this by giving first priority, in their claims, to an
increase of 2s. Od. a shift in the wages of lower-paid workers. T h e
efforts which were being m a d e to increase output in the next few
months would, by increasing the earnings of men on piece rates,
still further widen the gap in earnings between the men on day
rates and those on piece rates. It was undesirable that the day-rate
men should leave the industry because of p o o r pay, since they
formed t h e p o o l from which face-workers were recruited. While
the difficulties of securing a wages structure which gave the present
day rate m a n a greater incentive were not under-estimated, there
was general agreement that the National Coal Board should m a k e
an effort to revise the present wages structure in a manner which
would relate t h e pay of the day-rate worker to the output of the pit
at which he was working.

Saturday
Working.

Considerable doubt was felt about the desirability of a claim,
fostered by t h e National U n i o n of Mineworkers, that double time
should b e paid t o men who had already done five shifts and worked
on Saturdays. Few men h a d the stamina to be able to work six
shifts a week for a prolonged period. The implication that Saturday
working should be paid at double time might have serious reper
cussions in t h e rest of industry. The measures to be taken to increase
Saturday working during the present fuel crisis were, however,
primarily m a t t e r s for the Board to consider.

Paid Holidays.

The N a t i o n a l Reference Tribunal had recently rejected the
miners' claim for a second week's annual holiday with pay, because
of the serious loss of coal a n d the increase in the price of coal which
would result. While it was true that about 60 per cent, of industrial
workers enjoyed two weeks' holiday with pay, many of these
industries w o r k e d a five-and-a-half day week. The fact that a
considerable loss of output might be involved would make it relatively
easy for the N a t i o n a l Coal Board at this juncture to defer negotiations
on "the subject. The claim should be put back for further discussion
at some m o r e appropriate time, rather than rejected outright.
Meanwhile, t h e National Coal Board could be considering whether,
when the national economy of the coal industry could afford this
concession, t h e extra week's holiday could be m a d e dependent
on a m i n i m u m number of attendances by the miner.

Supplementary
Pensions.

The Cabinet then discussed the scheme of
pensions outlined in the Annex to C P . (51) 3.

supplementary

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in company with
the Minister of Agriculture, the Minister of Fuel and Power and the
Minister of National Insurance, he had recently met representatives
of the T r a d e s U n i o n Congress on the questions of supplementary
pensions for miners, in accordance with the Cabinet's decision of
7th December. The representatives of the Trades Union Congress
had said t h a t it was no part of the functions of the T.U.C. to express
views on the merits of supplementary pensions schemes for particular
industries, a n d that they did not wish in any way to discourage the
Government from giving favourable consideration to proposals
put forward by the National Union of Mineworkers. At the same
time, they could give no assurance that, in the event of a supple
mentary pensions scheme for miners being introduced, there would
not be strong pressure for pensions schemes from the Unions in
other socialised industries. The attitude of the Unions did not, of

course, finally dispose of the question of discrimination in favour
of the miners, since it would be open to the responsible Minister
to refuse to approve a scheme relating to an industry other than
coalmining, if that were adopted as Government policy. He
believed that this policy was practicable if any scheme for miners
was confined to underground workers. Even if the scheme were
confined to underground workers he saw objection, for reasons
elaborated in the report of a working party of officials (S.I.(M) (51) 1)
which would be considered shortly by the Socialisation of Industries
Committee, to a number of the proposals outlined in the Annex
to C P . (51) 3. Thus, the lump sum payments appeared t o be too
high: it was very doubtful whether provisions should be made
for widows' pensions (bearing in mind that these related to natural
deaths and not to industrial accidents): and a scheme of pensions
payable on retirement due to ill-health would almost certainly
lead to serious abuses. It was possible, at this stage, to indicate
some of the conditions on which the Minister would feel obliged
to insist as a condition of his approval of any scheme, and the matter
could be examined in detail by the Socialisation of Industries
Committee. All that was necessary at this stage was for the National
Coal Board to indicate to the Union that they were ready to negotiate
a supplementary pensions scheme for underground workers.
In subsequent discussion on
following points were made:—

supplementary

pensions, the

(a) While a scheme confined to coalminers working under
ground did not present serious difficulties, any scheme covering
all manual workers in the mining industry would almost certainly
spread to many other industries. Workers in industries which
did not have supplementary pensions schemes would then demand
that the rates of benefit under the national scheme should be
increased and, if this were granted, it would lead to protests from
those who were contributing to supplementary pensions schemes
that they could not afford the high rates of contribution which they
were now expected to pay to the national and supplementary
schemes. T h e ultimate result might be the disruption of the
national scheme.
(b) A t the same time doubt was expressed whether it would
be practicable to confine any scheme to underground workers in
the coalmining industry. Difficult problems would arise in regard
to underground workers who were injured and had to take surface
work, and about the period of service which was to count in the
case of surface workers who at some later stage in their career
became underground workers. T h e proposal to confine the
scheme to underground workers would lead to much disagreement
among miners and would both delay the introduction of the scheme
and lead to its advantages being obscured by controversy.
(c) It was very desirable that the Committee which was to
examine the implications of supplementary pensions schemes
generally should be set u p without delay. It was understood that
the Trades Union Congress had now withdrawn their objection to
this enquiry, and the findings of the enquiry were urgently required
before further commitments were undertaken in this field.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the National Coal
Board should indicate willingness to enter into negotiations with
the National Union of Mineworkers with a view to working out a
scheme confined to underground workers. Meanwhile, the
Socialisation of Industries Committee would examine, in the light
of the report of the working party annexed to S.I.(M) (51) 1, the
principles which should guide the Minister—to be communicated
to the National Coal Board—in deciding whether to approve any
scheme for underground workers put forward by the National
Coal Board after agreement with the Union.

Italian
Workers.

Management.

There was general agreement that the National Coal Board
should be asked to ensure that the admission, without delay, of
skilled Italian coalminers should be a condition of the completion
of negotiations for some increase in the pay of the lower-paid
workers and the initiation of negotiations for a supplementary
pensions scheme for underground workers.
Attention was drawn to the extent to which coal o u t p u t
depended, not wholly on improved conditions for miners, b u t o n
greater efficiency of management. Reference was m a d e in this
connection to experiments, recently described in the Press, which
h a d been made at Bolsover Colliery, under which, after a dis
appointing start, substantial improvements in coal output appeared
t o have been achieved.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that the Government should not oppose the opening
of negotiations on wages and conditions of employment
between the National Coal Board and the National
Union of Mineworkers.
(2) Agreed that the Minister of Fuel and Power should inform
the Chairman of the National Coal Board, in confidence,
that from the point of view of the national economy the
Government would not wish the Board to grant
concessions which, in the aggregate, substantially
exceeded a cost of Is. Od. per ton of coal.
(3) Agreed that the Minister of Fuel and Power should n o t
offer any opposition to the grant of an immediate
increase in the pay of the lower-paid workers on day
wage rates, not exceeding 5s.' Od. a week, and should
encourage the National Coal Board to explore the
possibility of working out a wages structure which
would give workers at present on day wage rates a
greater interest in increased output.
(4) Agreed that the Minister of Fuel and Power should invite
the National Coal Board to suggest to the National
Union of Mineworkers that the claim for a second week
of paid annual holiday should be deferred for the time
being.
(5) Agreed that the Minister of Fuel and Power might indicate
to the National Coal Board that he would not raise
objection to the opening of negotiations between the
National Coal Board and the National Union of
Mineworkers for a supplementary pensions scheme,
provided that it was restricted to underground workers
and conformed to principles, to be communicated
later to the Board, which the Minister would wish to
see observed in any scheme submitted for his approval.
(6) Invited the Lord President to arrange for the Socialisation
of Industries Committee to settle the principles referred
to in (5) above, and to arrange for their communication
to the National Coal Board, through the Minister of
Fuel and Power.
(7) Agreed that the National Coal Board should be expected
to secure the acceptance of the immediate introduction
of trained Italian coalminers as part of the settlement
now to be negotiated.
(8) Invited the Lord President to ascertain that the Prime
Minister was in agreement with the above conclusions.
Cabinet Office,
S.W.I,
Sth January, 1951.
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Supplementary Pensions in Industry

Meeting of
Commonwealth
Prime Ministers,
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

1. The Prime Minister said t h a t useful results had been
achieved by the Meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers,
which had held its final session o n 12th January. The discussions
had been conducted in a spirit of understanding and co-operation;
and, at the end, agreement had been reached on a valuable declaration
of Commonwealth purposes.

Kashmir.

2. The" Prime Minister said that the Kashmir question had not
been formally discussed by the Meeting of Commonwealth Prime
Ministers: it was n o t the custom at such Meetings to discuss issues
arising between one Commonwealth country and another. H e
had, however, been able to arrange for the Prime Ministers of
Canada, Australia, New Zealand and Ceylon to join him and the
Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan in informal talks on the
Kashmir question. H e was sorry to have to report that these
informal discussions had proved unfruitful. Although the points
of difference had been narrowed, no settlement had been reached.

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 13th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

Defence.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 87th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

T h e Cabinet congratulated the Prime Minister on the success
of this Meeting. The declaration issued at the end of the Meeting
had been well received in the United Kingdom, and was likely
to have a healthy influence on public opinion abroad, both in the
United States and elsewhere.

3. The Prime Minister said that the Defence Committee and
the Cabinet would be considering, in the week beginning 22nd Jan
uary, proposals for accelerating our defence preparations which
had been worked out in pursuance of the Cabinefs decision of
18th December. T h e need for this acceleration, and its probable
impact upon the civil economy, would have to be carefully explained
to the public; and it had been suggested that he should m a k e a
speech on this subject during the coming week-end. H e himself
would have preferred to wait until h e could indicate the scale of
the acceleration and the nature of its economic impact, but he would
be glad to hear the views of his colleagues.
The Lord President said that he was concerned about the state
of public opinion in this country on two points. First, there was a
good deal of apprehension, which was not confined to Labour
circles, lest another world war might be precipitated by the pursuit
of provocative policies, particularly by the United States Government.
The Public should be forced to face the facts of the situation; to
recognise that the threat of war was real; and to understand the
nature and extent of Russian activities in stirring u p international
difficulties. At the same time, it should be m a d e clear that it was
the policy of the United Kingdom Government to seek to prevent
war, and that they would lose no opportunity of reaching a peaceful
settlement of outstanding differences with the Soviet Union. But
no Government could hope to negotiate successfully from a position
of weakness; and the process of increasing the defence preparedness
of the western Powers was an essential element in the policy of
preventing war. Secondly, the public had not yet realised that
increased defence programmes would involve some retardation of
social policies and of the improvement of economic conditions.
They should be m a d e to face the fact that this necessary increase
in the defence preparedness of the western democracies must involve
the acceptance of some sacrifices by their peoples.

The Lord President thought that this process of public education
should begin before Parliament reassembled. It was unfortunate
that the Prime Minister would n o t be able to indicate, before then,
the scale of the increased defence programme or the nature of its
economic impact; but, even so, he thought it would be valuable
if a preliminary speech could be m a d e on this subject during the
40027-3
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coming week-end. H e was anxious that this speech should be
m a d e outside Parliament, so that it could be reported by the Press
without the Opposition comment which, if it were made in Parliament,
would be published at the same time.
In discussion the following arguments were used in support
of the suggestion that the Prime Minister should make a preliminary
speech of this kind before Parliament reassembled and before the
Cabinet h a d decided what the scale of the increased defence
programme should b e : —
(a) T h e declaration of Commonwealth purposes, which had
been issued at the end of the recent Meeting of Commonwealth
Prime Ministers, had reflected the fundamental objectives of the
United Kingdom Government—to seek to remove the causes of
war by the peaceful settlement of outstanding differences, but t o
be prepared to resist aggression, if need be, and to accept the sacrifices
which this preparedness might entail. The Prime Minister might
well take an early opportunity of enlarging upon these objectives,
in his own words, from the United Kingdom point of view. A
speech on those lines would have the effect of reinforcing the
Commonwealth declaration. It would also give the Prime Minister
an opportunity to reassert the moral leadership of the United
Kingdom Government.
(b) There would also be some advantage in re-affirming the
G o v e r n m e n t s decision of 18th December to increase and accelerate
their defence preparations still further. This decision, though it
had been announced at the Brussels meeting of the N o r t h Atlantic
Council, had not received much publicity in this country.
(c) There would be advantage in emphasising the readiness of
the United Kingdom Government to join in any discussions which the
Soviet Government or the Chinese Government were willing t o
enter with a sincere desire to reach a settlement of outstanding
issues in Europe and in the F a r East.
(d) It would be useful if the Prime Minister could m a k e plain
the reality of the Russian threat to world peace. H e might with
advantage make more widely known the information which the
Minister of Defence had already given to Parliament about the
strength of the Russian forces now in being, the up-to-date weapons
with which they were equipped, and the extent to which the Soviet
Government had reorganised the industrial war potential of their
satellites in Europe.
(e) It would also be useful if something could be said to restrain
public criticism of United States policies. While we should continue
to do all we could to prevent the adoption of provocative policies
by the United States Government, it was important to avoid any
public rift in Anglo-American solidarity at this time. Western
E u r o p e could not be successfully defended without American
military strength.
( / ) There was some danger that the latest proposals for a
settlement in Korea might have led the public to take an over
optimistic view of the world situation. A n early speech by the
Prime Minister could correct that tendency. The need for accelerating
our defence preparations arose, not from the situation in the Fai
East, but rather from the Russian threat to our more vital interest!,
in Europe.
(g) Something could usefully be said at this stage about the raw
materials shortages and the machinery which was now to be set u p ,
largely at the instance of the United Kingdom Government, to
mitigate their effects. Public opinion was already concerned about
rising prices and the threat of unemployment. An early statement
by the Prime Minister might have a reassuring effect.
The Minister of Health said that he was opposed to the suggestion
that the Prime Minister should make a speech on these lines before
the Cabinet had seen detailed proposals for increasing the scale
and pace of our defence preparations and had considered the

economic consequences of adopting those proposals.
If no
indication could be given of its scale, the proposed increase in
our defence programmes might be assumed to be of the same order
as that which the United States Government were now undertaking.
Such an assumption would cause public alarm, and would stimulate
the demand, already voiced by the Conservative Press, for a
National Government.
Moreover, it would in his view be a
mistake for the Prime Minister to talk in general terms about an
increased defence programme before he was in a position to indicate
when the impact on the civil economy would begin to be felt and what
sacrifices the public might have to be asked to accept.
In this
connection he pointed out that the Cabinet had not yet accepted
the view that -increased defence programmes would involve any
cutting back of social policies already launched. So far, all that
had been conceded on this point was that, by reason of increased
expenditure on defence, the public might have to forego social
benefits which might otherwise have accrued to them in the next
few years. If proposals were made for putting back existing
services, the Cabinet would doubtless have to consider them—
though he was n o t at present disposed t o accept any reduction
in the National Health Service. But he would strongly deprecate
any public pronouncements at this stage which would create a
climate of public opinion which might pre-judge the decisions
which the Cabinet had yet to take on this question.
T h e Minister said that, for himself, he was sceptical of the
appreciations submitted to the Government by their military
advisers' regarding the strength and equipment of the Russian forces.
It was the habit of military advisers to exaggerate the strength of a
potential enemy. Although the Soviet Government were doubtless
more willing than the western democracies to allocate a large
proportion of their resources to military purposes, he did not
believe that Russian's steel production was sufficient to enable her to
maintain and support military forces on the scale which was being
assumed by the intelligence experts. His information was that the
Soviet bureaucracy had failed to organise Russia's industrial
potential. He did not believe that the Soviet Government were
relying on a military coup. If this was their policy, they would
have taken military action before n o w : he did not believe that
they had been deterred from this merely by fear of atomic attack.
In his view their main strategy was to force the western democracies
to rearm on a scale which would impair their economy and embitter
their peoples. H e therefore thought it would be folly for the
democracies to adopt vast defence programmes which would put
such a strain on their economies, a n d impose such delays on their
attempts to promote economic development in the under-developed
territories, as to give the Soviet Government the opportunity which
they sought. Russia had not sufficient economic strength to win a
long war against the democracies. It followed that the democracies
need only rearm to the extent necessary to ensure that they could
not be overrun in the first few months of a war.
Rearmament should therefore be approached with restraint,
not with enthusiasm. The declaration issued at the end of the
recent Meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers had struck this
note, and had given the Commonwealth the moral leadership of the
world. W e should take full advantage of this opportunity to
restrain the United States Government. They had never had our
experience of maintaining an army in peace: hitherto they had armed
only for war, and had remained disarmed in peace. They must
learn from us the importance, and the means, of directing their
current rearmament towards the prevention of war.
Other arguments advanced against the suggestion of an early
speech on this subject were as follows:—
(h) T h e need for increased defence preparedness had already
been put t o the public in general terms on more than one occasion.
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If the Prime Minister were now to speak again on this subject, he
would be expected to give some broad indication of the scale of
the increase and its economic consequences.
(0 These consequences might well include some abandonment
or retardation of peace-time policies which were now being pursued
by civil Departments. Individual Ministers could not reasonably be
left to explain these modifications without reference to defence
needs; and it might be preferable that they should all be covered in
some general statement of Government policy.
(j) It was likely that before the coming week-end the People's
Government of China would have disclosed their attitude towards
the latest proposals for a settlement of the Korean question. This
must influence the tone and content of the Prime Ministers speech;
and it would be difficult for him to decide, before knowing what
the Chinese reaction was, whether or not it would be wise for him
to make a speech on the lines suggested during the coming week-end.
(/c) One of the objects of such a speech would be to rally public
opinion in the countries of Western Europe. But in those countries
there was at present a good deal of anxiety, particularly on the
subject of civil defence. The United States Government had just
announced a programme of expenditure of about £750 millions for
the construction of air-raid shelters in the United States. This,
when it became more generally known, would invite the peoples of
Western Europe to draw most unfavourable comparisons with their
own unpreparedness. This perhaps pointed to the advantage of
postponing any further statement until the scale and nature of our
increased defence preparations had been determined.
(/) A general speech on the lines suggested might be valuable
if it could be followed within a few days by a more definite statement
on the scale of the increased defence programme and its economic
consequences. At present, however, there was no certainty that
there might not be a delay of one or two weeks before those further
details could be given.
The Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that
he would take note of the views which his colleagues had
expressed but, before finally deciding whether to make a speech
on the lines suggested during the coming week-end, he would
wish to know what attitude the Chinese People's Government
decided to adopt towards the latest proposals for a settlement
of the Korean question. He would therefore postpone his
decision for a day or two in the hope that meanwhile further
information about the attitude of the Peking Government
might have become available.

Industrial
Disputes.
Conditions of
Employment
and National
Arbitration
Order.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 84th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

4. T h e Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Minister
of Labour ( C P . (51) 8) and the Attorney-General ( C P . (51) 9) on
the future of the Conditions of Employment and National
Arbitration Order.
The Minister of Labour said that the administration of this
Order had run smoothly until recently, when a number of difficulties
had been raised about its interpretation. First, it now appeared that
if the Minister, for good cause, postponed a reference to the National
Arbitration Tribunal beyond the twenty-one days prescribed in the
Order, the prohibition on a strike or lock-out lapsed; secondly,
it was not clear whether it was mandatory on the Minister to refer
to the Tribunal all cases in which there was a failure to reach a
settlement by other means: and thirdly, if reference to the Tribunal
was mandatory, it was not clear whether the Minister must act
even where the workers who were parties to the dispute were an
unofficial body acting against the wishes of their trade union
executive. H e h a d arranged for a meeting of the Joint Consultative
Committee of the National Joint Advisory Council to be held on
24th January, with a view to placing before them the problems

which had arisen in the interpretation of the Order and ascertaining
their views on the form which it should take in future. H e feared
that, unless agreement was reached between the two sides of
industry on the form in which the Order should continue in force, a
motion for its revocation might be carried at the next meeting of the
Trades Union Congress.
The Attorney-General said that he believed that as a long-term
measure the Government should aim at permanent arbitration
machinery with civil remedies for any contravention; but he did
not think that this was an opportune time for effecting such a major
alteration and he was disposed to conclude that, for the present,
the Order should be continued in force more or less in its existing form.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The dispute between Kemsley Newspapers and certain
chapels of the National Union of Journalists (described in C P . (50)
313) raised the question whether [the Minister of Labour was
entitled to refuse to refer to the National Arbitration Tribunal
grievances of an indefinite character, which were being pressed
against the advice of the National Executive Committee of the
National U n i o n of Journalists. If the Minister of Labour was not
prepared to argue, in the legal action now before the Courts, that
the Order gave him a discretion whether or not to refer a dispute
to the Tribunal, the only point at issue would be whether the
dispute amounted to a trade dispute within the meaning of the
Order. If the case went against the Minister and the Order was
not amended, the law might play into the hands of the Communists
who could foment unofficial disputes and demand that the Minister
should refer them to the Tribunal.
If such a state of affairs
developed, the Trades Union Congress would almost certainly
ask for the revocation of the Order; and it had been understood
from the beginning that, if either side made such a demand, the
Order would not be continued in force. There would be difficulties
in amending the Order to provide that only disputes recognised by a
trade union could be reported under it, but these difficulties would
have to be examined if the Kemsley case went against the Minister.
(b) If the Order were to be amended by general agreement,
it would be desirable to make it clear that the dispute between
certain boroughs and their Town Clerks (described in C P . (50) 316)
did n o t fall within its scope.
(c) It would be undesirable to delete the provisions of the Order
relating to the prohibition of strikes and lock-outs; but it might
be useful to provide that breach of the Order should be punishable
only by a fine, and not by imprisonment, and to exclude from its
scope disputes relating t o recognition or non-unionism.
The C a b i n e t Authorised the Minister of Labour to hold a general
discussion with the Joint Consultative Committee of the
National Joint Advisory Council about the difficulties
which had arisen in the administration of the Conditions
of Employment and National Arbitration Order; and agreed
that, in the light of that discussion and of the decision
in the Kemsley case, the Cabinet should consider at a
later date whether, and if so in what respects, the Order
might be amended.
Coal: Economy
Measures.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 86th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

5. The Cabinet h a d before them a m e m o r a n d u m by the
Minister of Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 7) making three proposals
for alleviating the prospective shortage of coal, viz., an extension
of the period of summer time during 1951, a reduction in mid-week
sport, and a shortening of the hours of broadcasting. They also
h a d before them a m e m o r a n d u m by the H o m e Secretary ( C P . (50)
309) o n the [proposed extension of the period of summer time.

Summer Time.

The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the progressive
deterioration in the coal position strengthened his case for a longer
period of summer time in 1951. In 1950, summer time had been
in operation for three weeks longer than the statutory period of
twenty-four weeks, and he recommended that in 1951 the period
should be extended by a further five weeks to a total of thirty-two
weeks. It was estimated that this further extension might save
about 62,000 tons of coal.
The Minister of Agriculture said that any further increase in
the period of summer time would be strongly opposed by the
farmers, who regarded last year's period as already unjustifiably
long. The saving of coal would be relatively small, even if it
reached the estimate given by the Minister of Fuel and Power,
and it would not begin to take effect until the end of the current
winter.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the balance of
advantage lay against the extension of summer time by five weeks
in 1951, in view of the relatively small saving of coal which was
likely to be secured, the strong opposition of the farmers and the
difficulty of securing Parliamentary approval for such an extension.
Parliament should, however, be asked to agree that the extra
statutory period of three weeks which had been adopted in 1950
should be repeated in 1951, and that the shortage of fuel should be
adduced as justification for this extension of the statutory period.
T h e Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that in 1951 summer time should extend for the
twenty-seven weeks from 15th April to 21st October.

Mid-week
Sport.

The Minister of Fuel and Power said that in order to reduce
absenteeism in the coalmines he recommended that the Football
Association should be asked to arrange that re-plays Of Cup Ties
should take place on Saturdays instead of during the week, and
that, if the Football Association could not agree to this, arrangements
should be made to reduce the number of re-plays. H e was considering
what could be done about mid-week horse-racing; b u t he did not
ask for an immediate decision on this, since the only major race
meeting to be held in the middle of the week was the St. Leger,
which would n o t take place until September.
I n discussion, it was argued that the reimposition of restrictions
on mid-week sport would call public attention to the gravity of the
situation, and that in Scotland the miners were themselves anxious
that restrictions should be imposed on mid-week football. As
regards racing, it might not be difficult to arrange that the St. Leger
should be r u n on a Saturday; but, if this was desired, the approach
to the Jockey Club should not be long delayed.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that it would not be
desirable to reimpose restrictions on mid-week football, since the
increase in coal production which would result from it could not be
precisely calculated and was likely to be very small. Ministers
were, however, prepared to agree that the Jockey Club should be
asked to arrange for the St. Leger to be run on a Saturday in 1951.
The Cabinet—
(2) Decided that no steps should be taken to reimpose restrictions
on mid-week football matches.
(3) Invited the Minister of Fuel and Power to consider whether
he should not ask the H o m e Secretary to put to the
Jockey Club at an early date the request that the
St. Leger should be run on a Saturday in 1951.

Broadcasting.

The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the proposal that
the B.B.C. should end broadcasting at 11.0 p.m., instead of midnight,
was based primarily on psychological grounds, since the saving in

fuel would not be large. Such a measure would, however, bring
home to the public the seriousness of the fuel situation.
In discussion it was pointed out that, according to an estimate
made by the Post Office, the direct saving of coal by stopping broad
casting at 11.0 p.m. would be no more than 90 tons a day. In
addition there might be indirect savings totalling perhaps 60 tons a
day. It was clear, therefore, that the proposal could be supported
only on the ground of its psychological effect on public opinion.
Ministers were doubtful whether this effect Would be beneficial:
the public might well feel that the restriction was being imposed
without adequate justification.
The C a b i n e t 
(4) Agreed that the balance of advantage lay against the proposal
to stqp broadcasting at 11.0 p.m.
The Lord President drew attention to the fact that the public
statement issued after the meetings between the National Coal
Board and the National Union of Mineworkers on 10th and 11th Jan
uary had not made it clear that the supplementary pensions scheme
which was to be discussed would apply only to underground workers
in the mining industry. The statement had merely said that the
workers who would benefit would not be known until the Board
and the Union had worked out details. In view of the Cabinet's
decision on this point ( C M . (51) 2nd Conclusions) it was desirable
that, at the forthcoming Delegate Conference of the National Union
of Mineworkers, it should be clearly indicated that what the National
Coal Board were prepared to discuss was a scheme for underground
workers.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the National Coal
Board had indicated to the Union that the scheme would apply
only to underground workers, but there had been difficulties with
the General Secretary of the Union about the form of the public
statement.
T h e Cabinet—
(5) Invited the Minister of Fuel and Power to take steps to
ensure that it was made clear, at the forthcoming
Delegate Conference of the National Union of Mine
workers, that the pensions scheme proposed by the
National Coal Board applied only to underground
workers.

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Minister of Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 11) recommending that the
programme for opencast coalmining during the next five years
should be increased, and that he should m a k e an immediate
announcement to that effect.
The Cabinet agreed to defer consideration of this proposal
until a later meeting. They asked that in the meantime the Ministers
concerned should discuss the proposal and endeavour to reach
agreement.
T h e Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Minister of Town and Country Planning
t o discuss with the Minister of Agriculture and the
Minister of Fuel and Power the proposals in C P . (51) 11,
in order, if possible, to reach an agreed view.
(2) Agreed to defer consideration of C P . (51) 11 until a later
meeting.

Supplementary

Pensions in
industry.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (50) 63rd
Conclusions,

Minute!)

7. The Lord President said that he understood that the
Economic Committee of the Trades U n i o n Congress had failed to
reach agreement about the attitude which the Congress should
adopt towards the proposed committee of enquiry into supplementary
pensions schemes, and the matter was n o w being referred to the
General Council. The general enquiry was now urgently required
in view of the repercussions which might follow from the proposed
establishment of a supplementary pension scheme for miners
working underground. At the same time, it was desirable that
the Trades Union Congress should collaborate with the Government
in making the enquiry a success. H e hoped that the Cabinet
would be prepared to re-affirm, for communication to responsible
officers of the Trades Union Congress, their view that the committee
of enquiry should be established without delay.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that the general enquiry into supplementary
pensions schemes was urgently required and that the
Trades U n i o n Congress should be pressed to indicate
without further delay their willingness to co-operate.

Cabinet Office,
S.WA,
15 th January, 1951.
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Press Council.
^Previous
Reference:
C M . (49) 46th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Lord
President ( C P . (51) 15) on the proposals put forward by the news
paper proprietors for the establishment of a Press Council.
The Lord President said that these proposals would give the
newspaper proprietors an undue influence on the Council; and they
also provided narrower terms of reference for the Council than the
Royal Commission h a d contemplated. It was already clear that the
National Union of Journalists would not be prepared to accept the
proposals. The right attitude for the Government t6 take would be
to point out that these proposals did not give effect to the Royal Corn
mission^ recommendations, but to leave it mainly to the journalists
to bring pressure to bear on the proprietors to bring forward a better
scheme.
There was general agreement with the view expressed by the Lord
President. While it was not desirable that the establishment of the
Press Council should be unduly delayed, some further delay would
give the opportunity for opposition to develop to the undesirable
features of the proprietors' scheme.
The Cabinet—
Authorised the Lord President to seek to secure, on the lines
indicated in the discussion, suitable modification of the
proposals of the newspaper proprietors for the creation of
a Press Council.

Armed Forces.
Balance of
Civil Pay.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 83rd
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

2. The Cabinet resumed the discussion, commenced at their
meeting on 7th December, 1950, of the question whether civil servants
serving in the Armed Forces in time of war should retain the balance
of- their civil pay. They had before them memoranda on this question
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (50) 274 and C P . (51) 17),
the H o m e Secretary ( C P . (50) 325).and the Minister of Defence
( C P . (51) 2).
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that continuance of the
practice of giving public servants the balance of their civil pay in time
of war would put them in a preferential position as compared with
the great majority of industrial workers. As it was not practicable
to require all private employers to make a similar concession, the
effect was that taxpayers and ratepayers—some of w h o m would be
serving in the Forces without receiving balance of civil pay—would
have to pay the cost of this preferential treatment for public servants.
T h e fairer course would be to abandon the practice of giving the
balance of civil pay to public servants.
The Minister of Defence said that it had been generally admitted
that the arguments for and against the continuance of this practice
were fairly evenly balanced; and, that being so, it might be wiser to
leave the status quo unchanged. T h e Service Ministers favoured the
continuance of past practice, since they believed that the change
suggested by the Chancellor of the Exchequer would have a preju
dicial effect on recruitment and would make the " Z " Reservists
reluctant to attend for peacetime training. An extended National
Service Grants scheme, on the lines suggested, would involve a large
amount of administrative work and serious delays in the meeting of
claims.

The Home Secretary said that a decision could not be indefinitely
delayed because police authorities and other public authorities would
have to be told, some time in advance of any threatened emergency,
of any change in Government policy. If National Servicemen in time
of war received the rates of pay now given to regulars, the great
majority of industrial workers would lose little or nothing in
40027-4
B 2

remuneration by joining the Armed Forces; and the problem of
unequal treatment, as between one class of worker and another, would
be much less acute than had been suggested.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
id) The field over which any Government decision would apply
would be much larger than in previous wars, since persons employed
in the National Health Service and in nationalised industries would
claim the same treatment as civil servants. Local authority servants
would also have to be treated on the same basis, though this would
involve the enactment of legislation compelling the local authorities
to give the balance of civil pay.
ib) For the most pant, the private employers who gave the bal
ance of civil pay were those who enjoyed a monopoly of some k i n d :
it was more difficult for employers in competitive industry to make
this concession. Moreover, since the cost ranked as a working
expense of the undertaking, a considerable proportion of the cost
was borne by the Exchequer. It was undesirable that this concession
should be made at the expense of the Exchequer, but at the discretion
of the employer.
id) The scheme of National Service Grants had worked well in
the last war, though it inevitably involved something in the nature of
a means test. Moreover, in a future war Parliament would presum
ably re-enact the provisions of the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act,
which had given some relief t o those in the Armed Forces by way
of a moratorium in respect of fixed charges of various kinds.
id) N o decision had yet been taken on the rates of pay to be given
to National Servicemen in time of war and it was not, therefore, prac
ticable to form a final judgment on the extent of the potential hard
ship if balance of civil pay was not given.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to arrange for
officials of the Departments concerned to consider in further
detail the issues raised by the question whether civil servants,
called up for military service in time of war, should receive
the balance of civil p a y ; and agreed to resume their con
sideration of this question at a later date, when the report
of the officials was available.

Council ef
Europe.
Convention on
Human Rights.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 68th
Conclusions,
Minute 2 (4).)

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign Sec
retary ( C P . (51) 10) on the form in which the Government might
agree to draft Articles on the right to property, the right to education
and the right to political liberty, which it was proposed to include in
a Protocol to the Convention on H u m a n Rights.
The Foreign Secretary said that the Governments views on the
texts of these three Articles should be submitted without delay to the
Committee of Experts which was to draw up revised texts for con
sidenation by the Committee of Ministers. There would be a later
opportunity for the Cabinet to consider the final draft text, although
it was desirable that their views should be before the Committee of
Experts when they started their work.
The Lord Chancellor said that he was not satisfied with the
revision of the Assembly's texts which had been produced by an official
working party. Obviously the Government must continue to disclaim
the jurisdiction of the proposed European Court of H u m a n Rights,
since this would seriously compromise the sovereignty of Parliament.
But there would remain some risk that the Government, or some sub
sequent Government, might be forced to concede some right of appeal
to this Court; and it was therefore important to ensure that the
Protocol was not framed in dangerously ambiguous terms.
There was general agreement that the Government should main-,
tain its opposition to the grant of a right of appeal to a supra-national

authority. If any subsequent Government should concede this claim,
the position was safeguarded by the right which existed to contract
out on giving six months' notice.
In discussion of the text of the three Articles in the Protocol,
the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Article relating to the right to property should be
amended in a way which preserved the right of the Government to
impose taxation and to bring property under public ownership. It
might be found that the text proposed by the Assembly could more
readily be amended in this respect.
(b) It would have been preferable that the Article dealing with
the right to education should make no reference to religious instruc
tion; but, in view of the recent experience of Central European
countries and the present practice in Communist States, it was
probably inevitable that European democratic countries should wish,
in any convention dealing with education, to safeguard the rights of
parents to give religious and moral instruction to their children. T o
avoid any suggestion that the State was under an obligation to ensure
religious instruction, the simplest amendment would be to add, at the
end of the first sentence of the text proposed by the working party, the
words " with due regard to the right of parents to educate their
children in their own religion," and to delete the rest of the text
proposed by the working party. It would be important to preserve
the safeguard, proposed by the working party, that the right to
education would be limited by the resources of the territory concerned.
(c) The observance of the Article relating to the right to political
liberty would not in itself prevent a lapse into totalitarianism, since it
did not appear adequately to prohibit devices such as the single list
of candidates in elections. It would also be necessary to make it clear
that the Article could not be applied to all Colonial territories.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the working
party, referred to in C P . (51) 10, to consult the Lord
Chancellor and the Attorney-General on the text which, in
the light of the Cabinefs discussion, should be submitted to
the Committee of Experts, on the basis that the Government
were not yet committed and would consider the position
further in the light of the final revised text prepared by the
Committee of Experts for submission to the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe.

Cocos Islands.

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Secretary of State for the Colonies and the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 4) proposing that, subject to the
conditions stated in paragraph 20 of the memorandum, administrative
responsibility for the Cocos Islands should be transferred to the
Australian Government, who were anxious to develop the air-strip
there and use it as a staging point for a civil air service between
Australia and South Africa.
The Parliamentary Undersecretary
of State for
Commonwealth
Relations said that the Chiefs of Staff now attached even greater
importance, on strategic grounds, to the early development of this
air-strip. If, therefore, the Cabinet approved the proposal in the
memorandum, he suggested that the Prime Minister of Australia
should be told of the Cabinefs decision, before he left London, and
asked to ensure that the Australian authorities lost n o time in carrying
out the improvement of the air-strip.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that the Singapore
Legislative Council must be consulted before any public announce
ment was m a d e ; and, if anything was to be said to the Prime

Minister of Australia at this stage, it should be made clear that the
decision was conditional upon such consultation and that no prema
ture disclosure should be made.
The Secretary of State also drew attention to the proposal, in
paragraph 13 of the memorandum, that the Australian Government
should be asked for assurances that full operating rights on this air
strip would be accorded to the British Overseas Airways Corporation
and Colonial Air Lines, if required, and that the United Kingdom
Government and the Government of Singapore would be consulted
before any such rights were granted to foreign air-lines. He asked
that this point should be added to the conditions enumerated in
paragraph 20 of the memorandum.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that, to the four conditions stated in paragraph 20
of C P . (51) 4, there should be added a further condition,
viz., that the Australian Government should give
assurances that full operating rights on the air-strip in the
Cocos Islands would be accorded without question to the
British Overseas Airways Corporation and Colonial Air
Lines, if required, and that the Governments of the United
Kingdom and Singapore would be consulted before any
such rights were granted to foreign air-lines.
(2) Agreed that, subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 20
of C P . (51) "4 and to the further condition mentioned in
Conclusion (1) above, administrative responsibility for the
Cocos Islands might be transferred to the Australian
Government.
(3) Invited the Prime Minister t o communicate this decision to
the Prime Minister of Australia, before he left London, on
the understanding that no public announcement would be
made until the consultations with the Singapore Legislative
Council and the trustees of the Clunies-Ross estate had
been completed.

o\ The Foreign Secretary said that the Chinese People's
Government h a d that morning published their reply to the United
Nations. proposals for a settlement in Korea. Those proposals
had been evolved after prolonged discussion at the Meeting of
Commonwealth Prime Ministers, who had striven to avert the threat
of war and find means of securing a peaceful settlement of outstanding
issues in the F a r East. The Chinese reply would disappoint the hopes
which the world had set on this fresh initiative by the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers. It was difficult to avoid the conclusion that the
Chinese, by this reply, had rejected the United Nations proposals;
for the conditions which they sought to lay down could not be
accepted. N o r was it easy to find in their reply any basis for any
counter-proposals. What then was the next step which the United
Nations Assembly must take? The United States representative at
the United Nations had already been canvassing views on a draft
resolution which would condemn Chinese aggression and would invite
the Collective Measures Committee to consider what additional
measures could be taken to meet it. The Foreign Secretary said that
he himself had always been apprehensive a b o u t ' t h e consequences
which would follow if China were formally branded by the United
Nations as an aggressor; and he feared that widespread sanctions
against China would seriously increase the' risk of general war in the
Far East. This view had been endorsed by the Meeting of Common
wealth Prime Ministers; and the attitude taken during that Meeting
had hitherto restrained the United States Government from precipitate
action. If, in view of the Chinese reply, a resolution had now to be
put to the United Nations Assembly on the lines favoured by the

Minister of Australia at this stage, it should be made clear that the
decision was conditional upon such consultation and that no prema
ture disclosure should be made.
The Secretary of State also drew attention to the proposal, in
paragraph 13 of the memorandum, that the Australian Government
should be asked for assurances that full operating rights on this air
strip would be accorded to the British Overseas Airways Corporation
and Colonial Air Lines, if required, and that the United Kingdom
Government and the Government of Singapore would be consulted
before any such rights were granted to foreign air-lines. He asked
that this point should be added to the conditions enumerated in
paragraph 20 of the memorandum.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that, to the four conditions stated in paragraph 20
of C P . (51) 4, there should be added a further condition,
viz., that the Australian Government should give
assurances that full operating rights on the air-strip in the
Cocos Islands would be accorded without question to the
British Overseas Airways Corporation and Colonial Air
Lines, if required, and that the Governments of the United
Kingdom and Singapore would be consulted before any
such rights were granted to foreign air-lines.
(2) Agreed that, subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 20
of C P . (51) "4 and to the further condition mentioned in
Conclusion (1) above, administrative responsibility for the
Cocos Islands might be transferred to the Australian
Government.
(3) Invited the Prime Minister to communicate this decision to
the Prime Minister of Australia, before he left London, on
the understanding that n o public announcement would be
made until the consultations with the Singapore Legislative
Council and the trustees of the Clunies-Ross estate had
been completed.

Korea.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

.5. The Foreign Secretary said that the Chinese Peopled
Government had that morning published their reply to the United
N a t i o n s . proposals for a settlement in Korea. Those proposals
had been evolved after prolonged discussion at the Meeting of
Commonwealth Prime Ministers, who h a d striven to avert the threat
of war and find means of securing a peaceful settlement of outstanding
issues in the F a r East. The Chinese reply would disappoint the hopes
which the world had set on this fresh initiative by the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers. It was difficult to avoid the conclusion that the
Chinese, by this reply, had rejected the United Nations proposals;
for the conditions which they sought to lay down could not be
accepted. N o r was it easy to find in their reply any basis for any
counter-proposals. What then was the next step which the United
Nations Assembly must take? The United States representative at
the United Nations had already been canvassing views on a draft
resolution which would condemn Chinese aggression and would invite
the Collective Measures Committee to consider what additional
measures could be taken to meet it. The Foreign Secretary said that
he himself had always been apprehensive about' the consequences
which would follow if China were formally branded by the United
Nations as an aggressor; and he feared that Widespread sanctions
against China would seriously increase the' risk of general war in the
Far East. This view had been endorsed by the Meeting of Common
wealth Prime Ministers; and the attitude taken during that Meeting
had hitherto restrained the United States Government from precipitate
action. If, in view of the Chinese reply, a resolution had now to be
put to the United Nations: Assembly on the lines favoured by the

Americans, he felt that any condemnation of China should be con
fined to Chinese action in Korea. He also considered that any pro
posals for the application of sanctions against China should be put
forward in a separate resolution. In general, he advocated a policy
of caution and restraint. It would be necessary to consult other
Commonwealth Governments. Meanwhile, he was doing his best t o
restrain the United States Government from any hasty declaration.
In discussion the following points were raised: —
(a) In telegrams from Peking there had been some indications
that the Chinese might refrain from pressing their attacks in Korea,
even though they rejected the United Nations proposals for a cease
fire. According to press reports, the opposing forces in Korea were no
longer in contact. Should it not be suggested to General MacArthur,
through the United States Government, that in present circumstances
it would be unwise for the United Nations forces to pursue theChinese, if they withdrew to the north?
The Foreign Secretary said that he would be glad to consider
this suggestion. The Chief of the Air Staff, who was now in
Washington, might take the matter u p in military circles there. The
Foreign Secretary added that, throughout the period of the hostilities
in Korea, the United Kingdom Chiefs of Staff had shown themselves
to be much more far-sighted than the United States military authori
ties in their appreciation of the situation, and he was glad to take this
opportunity of acknowledging the very valuable information and
advice which he had received throughout from the United Kingdom
Chiefs of Staff.
(b) It was suggested that any condemnation of China, in any
further resolution by the United Nations Assembly, might take the
form of condemning, not the Chinese action in Korea, but the Chinese
reply to the United Nations proposals. By this means it might be
possible to avoid the dangerous consequences which would follow if
China had been formally branded an aggressor.
(c) So far, there were no indications that the United States
Government had any definite plans for bringing further pressure t o
bear on China. There was, in fact, little more that they could do by
way of economic sanctions against China. They were therefore likely
to ask that we should bring some further economic pressure to bear.
The Foreign Secretary said that, if such a request were made, he would
be disposed to handle it on the same principles as had been applied
in relation to the problem of East-West trade in Europe.
(d) We should be slow to accede to any suggestion that we should
send military reinforcements to Korea.
(e) Though every effort should be made to avoid any precipitate
action in the United Nations, the weight of public opinion in the
United States would probably compel the United States Government
to make some early declaration condemning the actions of the Chinese
People's Government. On the other hand, there would be great diffi
culty in enlisting the support of public opinion in this country for any
extreme action by the United States.
The Cabinet—
(1) Took note of the Foreign Secretary's statement, and endorsed
his general approach to the present situation in the F a r East.
(2) Took note that the Prime Minister would arrange for other
Commonwealth Governments to be kept informed of further
exchanges about Korea, both with the United States Govern
ment and in the United Nations Assembly.

6. The Prime Minister said that the discussion recorded in the
preceding Minute confirmed his view that it would be inexpedient for
him to make a speech during the coming week-end on the need for
increased defence preparations.

The Foreign Secretary agreed with this view. Before long he
would have to make a speech on the international situation; but he
was anxious to avoid doing this at a time, or in a way, which
might provoke an unfriendly reaction in the United States. Public
opinion in the United States was in a critical mood and needed careful
handling. It was vitally important that nothing should be said at this
juncture which might jeopardise the prospects of retaining the full
military support of the United States for the defence of Western
Europe.
The Cabinet took note of these statements.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
18th January, 1951.
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Service CourtsMartial.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 77th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Defence ( C P . (51) 21) on the questions of policy (other than the
creation of a Courts-Martial Appeal Court) arising out of the recom
mendations of the Lewis and Pilcher Committees on court-martial
procedure.
The Minister of Defence said that, apart from the creation of a
Courts-Martial Appeal Court, which was the subject of the CourtsMartial (Appeals) Bill, there were three major issues arising out of the
Lewis and Pilcher reports. First, the Lewis Committee, but not the
Pilcher Committee, had recommended that, in serious cases, general
and district courts-martial should have a civilian president. The
Defence Ministers, with the agreement of the Lord Chancellor and the
Law Officers, advised against the acceptance of this recommendation.
Secondly, the Lewis Committee and a minority of the Pilcher Com
mittee had recommended that a court-martial should be unanimous
in its findings. This would be impracticable in war, and even in peace
would be difficult in overseas stations, and it was proposed to reject
this recommendation. Thirdly, one member of the Lewis Committee
had proposed " other rank " representation on courts-martial, and the
Secretary of State for Air favoured this proposal. The Defence
Ministers as a whole were, however, doubtful whether this would
provide any real safeguard for an accused person and they recom
mended that the existing procedure should be maintained.
When the Courts-Martial (Appeals) Bill came under discussion
in Parliament, there would be pressure for an indication of the Gov
ernmenfs views on these issues and on a number of minor recom
mendations made by the two Committees. The Minister suggested
that a White Paper should be prepared, but that its publication should
be postponed until after the Second Reading of the Bill, by which
time the general trend of opinion in the House of Commons would
have become clear.
The Cabinet agreed that it was undesirable to adopt the recom
mendation that a civilian lawyer should preside over courts-martial.
In time of peace the number of general courts-martial was relatively
small and they were concerned primarily with disciplinary issues.
There was no serious criticism in the Services of the fact that
membership of the court was drawn exclusively from the Services.
The Cabinet also endorsed the proposal to reject the recom
mendation that the findings of courts-martial should be unanimous.
T o a considerable extent this proposal depended on the earlier sug
gestion that there should be a civilian president, and rejection of the
one proposal involved the rejection of the other. The members of
courts-martial should be regarded rather as magistrates in Petty or
Quarter Sessions than as members of a jury: and, even if the analogy
of a jury were applied, it should be borne in mind that majority
verdicts had always been accepted in Scotland. This and other pro
cedural questions might have to be examined afresh after the CourtsMartial Appeal Court had been operating for some time.
Against the representation of non-commissioned ranks on courts
martial, it was pointed out that, apart from one member of the Lewis
Committee, both the Lewis and Pilcher Committees had been in
favour of a continuance of the present system. There was no
indication of any general desire for a change of this kind among
non-commissioned r a n k s ; and, in practice, representatives of non
commissioned ranks might tend to be harsher in their judgments-than
officers. If a court-martial gave an unpopular verdict, any repre
sentative of non-commissioned ranks might find himself in an
embarrassing position, particularly on a small ship. As the junior
member of the court he would be expected to give his opinion first,
and this would be a difficult position in which to place him.
In favour of this recommendation, it was argued that in the
United States Forces an accused person could ask for someone of his
own rank to be a member of the court, and it was understood that this
system had worked smoothly and well. Most of the administrative

tribunals set up by recent statutes in this country contained a
representative of the branch of the profession to which any person
brought before them belonged, and this would be quoted against the
Government if they refused " other rank " representation on courts
martial. Under a system of National Service, there was no reason
to believe that " other ranks " representatives would fail to make a
useful contribution to the work of courts-martial.
The general view of the Cabinet was that an arrangement by
which an accused person would have an option to demand that some
one of his own rank should serve on the court-martial merited further
examination in the light of such information as was available about
United States practice.
The view was expressed that, when the Cabinet had taken a
final decision on " other rank " representation, it might be desirable
that a White Paper, setting out the Governments decisions on those
issues which were not dealt with in the Courts-Martial (Appeals) Bill,
should be presented before the Second Reading of that Bill in the
House of Commons.
It was doubtful whether it would be practicable to pass a Naval
Discipline Bill in the present Session, having regard to the other claims
on Parliamentary time, but the preparation of the Bill should proceed.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that effect should not be given to the proposals that
courts-martial should have civilian presidents and that
verdicts should be unanimous.
- (2) Invited the Minister of Defence to submit, as a matter
of urgency, a further memorandum on the question of
" other r a n k " representation on courts-martial, giving
such information as was available regarding the working
of the United States system.
(3) Agreed that, subject to an early decision on " other rank "
representation, the Minister of Defence should present a
White Paper on the Governments decisions regarding
court-martial procedure generally before the Second
Reading of the Courts-Martial (Appeals) Bill in the House
of Commons.
(4) Agreed that the preparation of a Naval Discipline Bill should
proceed, although it might not be practicable to pass the
Bill in the current Session.
Fire Services
in War.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (46) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

2. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the H o m e
Secretary and the Secretary of State for Scotland ( C P . (51) 14) indi
cating the terms in which they proposed to inform the local authority
associations that it would be necessary to nationalise the Fire Service
in time of war.
The Home Secretary said that, in the light of experience after the
last war, it was desirable to make it clear that, while the present
Government contemplated that the Fire Services should revert t o local
authority control after any future war, they could not pledge future
Governments or Parliaments.
In discussion it was explained that, by the reference in paragraph
8 of C P . (51) 14 to the fact that powers to nationalise the Service in
war would be limited to what was required for war purposes or in
preparation for a state of war, it was not intended to suggest that
parts of the Fire Service would in time of war remain under local
control. The statement was intended to distinguish between the
peace-time phase and the war-time phase and during the latter period
all the resources of the existing fire brigades would be required for
national purposes.
The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals made by the Home Secretary and
the Secretary of State for Scotland in C P . (51), 14,

3. The Foreign Secretary said that it had not proved possible to
restrain the United States Government from putting forward in the
Political Committee of the United Nations a resolution condemning
Chinese aggression in Korea. After consulting the Prime Minister he
had instructed the United Kingdom representative at the United
Nations not to join in sponsoring such a resolution. On 20th January
the United States Government had abandoned their attempts to
persuade other countries to join them in proposing a condemnatory
resolution, a n d had tabled one on their own responsibility. This,
after noting that the Chinese People's Governent were continuing
their large-scale attacks in Korea and had rejected all proposals for a
peaceful settlement, called upon the United Nations—
* (i) to conclude that the Peking Government were engaged in
aggression, which should be ended by the withdrawal of
Chinese Communist forces;
(ii) to affirm the determination of the United Nations to con
tinue its action in Korea against aggression;
(iii) to invite all States to assist the United Nations in Korea and
to refrain from assisting the aggressors;
(iv) to invite the Collective Measures Committee to consider and
report to the General Assembly what additional action
could be taken against this aggression; and
(v) to invite the President of the Assembly to designate two
persons with whom he would co-operate at any suitable
opportunity in using their good offices to enable the
United Nations to achieve its objectives in Korea by
peaceful means.
The United Kingdom Government had now to define their attitude
towards this resolution and to decide whether their representative at
the United Nations should be instructed to vote in favour of it.
The Foreign Secretary invited the Cabinet, in considering this
difficult situation, to keep three broad considerations in mind. First,
what practical consequences would follow if China were formally
branded as an aggressor by the United Nations? There was no doubt
that China had in fact committed aggression in Korea; and the United
Kingdom Government were committed to support United Nations
action in resisting aggression in Korea. But much more than this
might flow from a formal condemnation of China as an aggressor.
The United States Government might prefer to withdraw their troops
from Korea, and direct their attack upon the mainland of China.
They might even wish to use Chiang Kai-shek's forces in hostilities on
the mainland, and to foment a new civil war in China in which they
would be supporting Chiang Kai-shek against the Communist forces.
Commonwealth Governments would not wish to be drawn into
support of such policies as these.
Secondly, the Prime Minister of India had taken the view that
the reply from the Peking Government did not amount to a final
rejection of the offer to seek a settlement through negotiation. There
was in fact some ambiguity on at least one point in t h a t reply. When
the Peking Government said that they could not accept a cease-fire
without preliminary negotiations, it was not clear whether they had
in mind negotiations about the details of the cease-fire or negotiations
about the wider issues of Formosa and their admission to the United
Nations. If they referred to the latter questions there seemed to be
no possibility of a compromise. But, if they meant only that there
must be some preliminary negotiations about a cease-fire before it
could be put into effect, this was a request which merited serious con
sideration. He had therefore instructed His Majesty's representative
in Peking to seek clarification of this point; and the Cabinet might
think it wise to defer taking a final decision until this was available.
Thirdly, full account should be taken of the state of public
opinion in the United States cm this question. The fact was that
Americans were exceedingly reluctant to admit the Chinese Com

munists on equal terms to a conference on the outstanding issues in
the Far East. This was largely due to a n emotional feeling t h a t
China was now showing nothing but ingratitude for all the generous
help which the United States had extended to her over many years.
This made it difficult for the United States Government to take a
realistic view of the current situation. But some means should, if
possible, be found of handling that situation without any open rift
between the Commonwealth and the United States.
Against this general background the Foreign Secretary invited
the Cabinet to consider the message from His Majesty's Ambassador
in Washington (Washington telegram No. 205 of 20th January)
regarding the proposals which the United States Government would
put to the Collective Measures Committee if their resolution were
passed. It was satisfactory that the Americans were not intending
to ask that Committee to recommend military action against the
mainland of China. On the other hand, the Committee would be
asked to explore the feasibility of general economic sanctions, and
the Americans evidently hoped that there would be some selective
embargo on key exports to China. This Committee would be in a
position of considerable influence, and it was unfortunate that it
included a number of countries which would follow the United States
lead. Although its findings would in form be only recommendations
to Governments, it would in practice be difficult for member States to
refrain from accepting recommendations carried by a two-thirds
majority on that Committee.
The Foreign Secretary, in conclusion, said that his advice to the
Cabinet was that they should defer a final decision until His Majesty's
representative in Peking had reported the results of the enquiries
which he had been instructed to make of the Chinese People's
Government.
The Chief of the Air Staff, at the Prime Ministers request, made
a report to the Cabinet on the impressions which he had formed
during his recent visit to Washington. On the military situation in
Korea American opinion fluctuated greatly. It was still the policy
of the United States Government that the United Nations forces
should maintain their resistance to aggression in K o r e a ; but the
military authorities with whom he had discussed the position while
he was in Washington had left him with the impression that they
would be glad to see their forces withdrawn from Korea. This was
partly because they believed that the Chinese could drive them out,
if they set about the task in earnest; and partly because they were
reluctant to accept a continuing military commitment in Korea.
Since he left Washington, however, General MacArthur and some
other senior American officers seemed to be taking a rather more
optimistic view of the situation. The morale of the United States
troops had certainly been stiffened by recent changes in command;
and the effect of United Nations air attack would be more damaging
now that the Chinese lines of communication were longer.
As regards the future, if the United Nations Assembly adopted
the United States resolution, he did not believe the United States
Government would be anxious to take precipitate action under it.
They were at present subject to very strong political pressure, but
this might well diminish when the resolution had been passed.
General Bradley had told him that no action under the resolution
would be taken until the United Nations forces had been withdrawn
from Korea; and he had said after a meeting of the National Security
Council that, while the United States Government would have estab
lished their position, they would not take action without consultation
with the United Kingdom Government. Admiral Sherman had said
that he was not in favour of attempting a naval blockade: he was
thinking rather in terms of a selective embargo on key exports to
China, operated mainly through export licensing and a navicert
system.

The Chief of the Air Staff said that he did not believe the United
States Chiefs of Staff would advocate, nor the Administration
authorise, air attack against the Chinese mainland, except in a critical
situation in which United Nations troops in Korea were being exposed
to heavy air attack by the enemy. He also thought it unlikely that
the United States Chiefs of Staff would favour the use of Chiang
Kai-shek's troops on the mainland of China—though General Bradley
had asked how we would view a proposal to use these troops in
support of a stabilised line in Korea.
In conclusion, the Chief of the Air Staff stressed the need for
avoiding at this stage any action which might give the isolationists
in the United States an opportunity to jeopardise the all-important
contribution which the United States were making towards,
strengthening the defence of Western Europe.
In discussion the following points were raised: —
(a) The Governments of Canada and India had also arranged for
further enquiries to be made in Peking with a view to clearing u p
some of the ambiguities which they found in the reply from the
Chinese People's Government. There was reason to believe that the
results of those enquiries might be available by the following day.
(b) There was general support for the view that it would be
inexpedient at this stage to abandon all hope of securing, through
negotiation, a peaceful settlement of outstanding issues in the Far East.
F r o m that point of view it was specially undesirable that the reply
from the Peking Government should not at this stage be described as
a final rejection of the proposal for a conference.
(c) There was obvious danger in remitting to the Collective
Measures Committee the duty of recommending to member Govern
ments what further action might be taken against China. Common
wealth Governments would certainly wish to reserve to themselves full
liberty to determine how far they should go in applying any sanctions
against China.
(d) The United States Delegation to the United Nations had
issued on the previous day a statement of United States policy
towards China. In this it had been stated that the United States
continued to oppose the admission of the Chinese People's Govern
ment to the United Nations; and continued to reserve its right to make
certain that the question of Formosa would be handled in a manner
consistent with the interest and security of the United States. It had
gone on to say that Chiang Kai-shek's Government should be repre
sented at any conference held to discuss these questions. The publica
tion of such a statement at the present time could not be regarded as
helpful.
The Prime Minister, summing u p the discussion, said that the
Cabinet would not wish to take a final decision regarding their atti
tude towards the United States resolution until they knew the results
of the enquiries which were now being made in Peking. The Cabinet
must, however, decide what line should be taken by the United
Kingdom representative at the United Nations, Sir Gladwyn Jebb,
in the debate on that resolution which was to be resumed later in
the day. He read to the Cabinet a draft of the instructions which the
Foreign Secretary was proposing to send to Sir Gladwyn Jebb.
In discussion it was recognised that it would be difficult for
Sir Gladwyn Jebb to speak again on the resolution before he knew
whether or not he would be instructed to vote in support of it. It
would be preferable that, if this were at all possible, he should defer
making his speech until the following day. If, however, he had to
speak that day, he should avoid saying anything which might pre
judge the Cabinefs final decision. F r o m that point of view, it would
be better that he should not express support for the paragraph of the
United States resolution which condemned Chinese aggression in
Korea. It was suggested that on this point he might confine himself

to saying that the Chinese had committed aggression in Korea, but,
notwithstanding that, the United Nations had offered to seek a settle
ment by negotiation and it was a matter for regret that the Peking
Government had not yet accepted that offer.
The Cabinet—
(1) Endorsed the decision that the United Kingdom Government
should not join in sponsoring a resolution condemning
Chinese aggression in Korea.
(2) Agreed to defer a final decision regarding their attitude
towards the United States resolution, pending the results
of the enquiries which were now being made in Peking
with a view to clarifying the meaning of the reply which
the Chinese People's Government had returned to the
latest United Nations proposals.
(3) Approved, subject to the points noted above, the instructions
to be sent to the United Kingdom representative a t the
United Nations regarding the line which he should take in
the debate in the Political Committee later that day.
Cabinet

Office,
SWA,
22nd January, 1951.
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1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
F o o d ( C P . (51) 24) outlining the recent course of the negotiations with
the Argentine Government about meat supplies. The Minister
recommended that on 4th February the meat ration should be reduced
to Sd. carcase meat and 2d. canned corned meat; a n d that the Govern
ment should consider later, in the light of the Argentine reaction to
this announcement, on what basis and at what time negotiations
could be re-opened.
The Minister of Food said that, in view of the complete break
down of the negotiations with Argentina, an immediate reduction in
the meat ration was unavoidable, whether or not negotiations with
Argentina were subsequently re-opened. If we now accepted the
average price of £120 a ton proposed b y the Argentine Government
—and they might try to extract an even higher price, if they thought
that we were obliged to reach an early settlement—we should have
to increase the food subsidies or authorise a substantial rise in retail
meat prices. This would be additional to the increase of £60 million
in 1951-52 in the procurement cost of subsidised foods which he was
bringing before the Economic Policy Committee in E.P.C. (51) 4.
In discussion of the history of the negotiations, the following
points were m a d e : —
(a) The Argentine Government had recently suggested that
chilled beef, for which a higher price could properly be paid, should be
included in shipments to this country. The Treasury had been pre
pared to agree to pay an average price of £117 per ton, if 75 per cent,
of the shipments consisted of chilled beef. The Argentines had, how
ever, admitted that chilled beef would not be available for four or five
months and then only in small quantities, and they had been unable
to give any assurance about the proportion of chilled beef to be
included in shipments to this country in the long term. Moreover,
they had refused t o go below a minimum average price of £120 per
ton.
(b) The Cabinet had understood when the negotiations opened,
nine months previously, that the Argentine Government would find
themselves in a weak bargaining position when their cold stores
became full of meat. In the result, this hope had not been fulfilled,
due in part to United States purchases of canned meat from the Argen
tine for stockpiling. The United States were said to be again in the
market for Argentine meat, and the United States Government were
being asked to do what they could to avoid strengthening the bargain
ing position of Argentina in this way. It was suggested that the
Minister of Food should try to obtain more information about the
quantities of Argentine meat which the United States had bought and
the prices which they had paid, and were prepared to pay, for it.
(c) The negotiations had been made more difficult by the switch
ing of the discussions from time to time from Buenos Aires to London.
It was also difficult for Government negotiators to resort to the prac
tices which commercial houses could sometimes use in securing
commercial agreements.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that negotiations on the
present basis were not likely to yield results. While there would be a
seasonal improvement in meat supplies in this country due to home
killings, the long-term trends were not in our favour and the country
might be faced with a weekly meat ration of 8d.-worth of fresh meat
for an indefinite period, subject to annual improvements in the
summer. There was already considerable public disquiet at the
exiguity of the meat ration, which bore very hardly on men engaged in
manual labour who could not take any meals in restaurants or can
teens. The lack of meat had to be balanced by eating more fish and
rabbits, which were dearer; and an increase in the meat ration at a
somewhat higher cost per lb. would reduce the real cost of living for
many people in this country, although it would produce an increase
in the cost-of-living index. The public were likely to have to accept

considerable hardships in the near future because of the defence p r o 
gramme and rising world costs, and in these circumstances a low level
of meat ration for an indefinite period could not lightly be undertaken.
Since the Chancellor of the Exchequer could not see his way to agree
to any increase in the food subsidies, any increase in the price of
Argentine meat would have to be passed on to the Consumer and there
would be consequential increases in the prices paid to Australian and
New, Zealand producers. On the basis that agreement was reached
on an average price of £120 per ton, that 50 per cent, of the meat was
chilled and that Australia and New Zealand producers had to be given
£7 per ton more, the estimated average increase in the retail price of
meat in this country worked out at \\d. a lb; In addition, chilled
beef would be 2d. a lb. dearer than frozen beef. The public might
well be ready to accept such increases in price if more adequate sup
plies could thereby be made available.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the Carcase meat ration should be reduced on 4th
February to 8d.-worth of carcase meat and 2*sf.-worth of
canned corned meat.
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to consider, with the
Minister of Food and the Minister of State, the manner in
which negotiations for a long-term agreement with the
Argentine Government might best be re-opened.

2. The Minister of State said that the Chinese Peopled Govern
. ment had now answered the enquiries, made by the Indian AmbasReference:
sador in Peking on behalf of the Governments of Canada and India,
C M . (51) 5th
and by His Majesty's Charge d'Affaires on behalf of the United
Conclusions,
Kingdom Government, for elucidation of the ambiguities in their
Minute 3.)
original reply to the United Nations proposals for a cease-fire in
Korea. They had stated that, if the principle that all foreign troops
should be withdrawn from Korea was accepted and was being put into
practice, they would advise Chinese volunteers in Korea to return to
China. Regarding the conclusion of the war in Korea and the peace
ful settlement of the Korean problem, they thought it possible to
proceed by two stages. First, there could be a cease-fire for a limited
time, to be settled at the first meeting of the Seven-Power Conference
and to be put into effect at once so that negotiations might proceed
further. Secondly, in order that the war in Korea might be concluded
and peace in East Asia ensured, agreement must be reached upon the
following political problems—measures for the withdrawal of all
foreign troops from K o r e a ; measures enabling the internal affairs of
Korea to be settled by the Korean people themselves; withdrawal of
United States forces from Formosa and the Straits in acordance with
the Cairo and Potsdam declarations, and other problems concerning
the F a r East. Finally, the Peking Government had declared that their
right to represent China in the United Nations must be ensured.
T h e Indian representative had read this, reply to the First Com
mittee of the United Nations Assembly, when they resumed their
debate the previous afternoon, and had proposed that further
discussion should be adjourned for forty-eight hours. The United
Kingdom representative, Sir Gladwyn Jebb, h a d supported this
proposal: the United States representative had spoken against it in
intemperate terms. After debate, the proposal h a d been carried by
twenty-seven votes to twenty-three. Those voting against it had
included the representatives of the United States, the Latin American
Countries, Greece, Turkey and the Philippines. Six representatives had
abstained from voting, and these had included the representatives of
*
Australia and New Zealand. .
,
'.'
".'
Sir Gladwyn Jebb h a d now asked for early instructions on the
line which he should, take when the debate was resumed on the
,
v following day. In particular, he was anxious to know whether in the
last resort he was to vote for the United States resolution, or to
Korea.
(Previous

abstain. Other delegations were anxious to know what line he was
proposing to take, and he would lose the opportunity of influencing
them unless he could give an early reply to their enquiries.
The Minister of State said that our first objective must presum
ably be to gain further time in which to explore to the full the
possibilities opened by this further reply from the Peking Government.
It would, however, be helpful to Sir Gladwyn Jebb if the Cabinet could
also give him an early indication of the line which he would have
to take if discussion were eventually resumed on the basis of the
United States resolution.
In discussion the following points were raised : 
(a) This further reply from the Peking Government, though
more conciliatory on the question of negotiations for a cease-fire,
was uncompromising in its insistence on the satisfaction of Chinese
claims on Formosa and on admission to the United Nations. It would
clearly be difficult to persuade the United States Government to make
any concession on those points. What then were the prospects of
securing a long-term settlement? Might there not be some grounds
for the suspicion that, in sending this further reply, the Peking Govern
ment had been influenced by their desire to bring about a division,
within the United Nations, between the Asiatic Powers and the
W tern Powers?
In reply it was argued that it was at least some advance to have
secured from the Peking Government an offer of a time-table for nego
tiations on a cease-fire which came very near to that proposed in the
principles put forward by the Cease-Fire Group. On the long-term
issues it was conceivable that the Chinese might accept a settlement if
they could get some measure of satisfaction on the questions of
Formosa and admission to the United Nations.
(b) So far there had been no direct consultation with the State
Department about the significance of this further reply from the
Peking Government. His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington hadj
however, been instructed to see the United States Secretary of State
that day, and to urge the advantages of exhausting the possibilities of
securing a settlement by negotiation. He would also ask that spokes
men of the United States Government should refrain from further
provocative statements such; as those made on the two previous days
by members of the United States Delegation at the United Nations.
It was suggested that he might also refer to the latest statement by
General MacArthur, in which the Chinese action in Korea had been
compared with the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbour. Such state
ments could only exacerbate the situation: and they were
inconsistent with the statement of United States policy which
President Truman had made to the Prime Minister during his visit
to Washington.
(c) It would be helpful if the Prime Minister could make a brief
statement on the Korean situation when Parliament reassembled that
afternoon. This could be little more than a chronicle of events; but
it could be so arranged as to show that the United Kingdom Govern
ment had followed a consistent policy of seeking apeaceful settlement
of the F a r Eastern situation.
es

3

The Prime Minister, summing u p the discussion, said that in the
discussions at the United Nations our policy must be to avoid
precipitate action and to support any reasonable proposal designed to
bring the Peking Government into conference. The latest reply from
the Peking Government suggested that the door to negotiations had
not been finally closed; arid we must do our utmost to keep it open.
Sir Gladwyn Jebb should ascertain whether the Indian Delegation
were thinking Of putting forward any positive proposal which would
offer an alternative basis for discussion, so as to delay further debate
on the United States resolution. As regards that resolution we
should continue to argue, as we had from the outset, that con
demnation of China should be discussed separately from any proposals

for the application of sanctions. We should wish to express our
views separately upon different paragraphs of the resolution. W e
could not assent to the paragraph stating that the Peking Government
had rejected the United Nations proposals. N o r could we support
the proposal that the Collective Measures Committee should be
invited to consider the application of sanctions against China. On
the other hand, we should be prepared to support some condemnation
of Chinese action in Korea. F o r the moment Sir Gladwyn Jebb
should avoid committing himself to support any formula which
formally branded China as an " aggressor " ; though it must be recog
nised that in the last resort we might find ourselves unable to avoid
the use of that phrase. It followed that Sir Gladwyn Jebb could not
indicate at this stage how he would eventually vote on the United
States resolution. T h e wording of the resolution was likely to be
amended in various respects; and it was impossible for him to say
whether he would support it until it became clear in what form it
emerged from the debate.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Invited the Minister of State to arrange for the United
Kingdom representative at the United Nations to be
instructed on the lines indicated by the Prime Minister.
(2) Took note that the Prime Minister would make a factual
statement on the Korean situation in the House of
Commons that afternoon.
(3) Invited the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations to keep other Commonwealth
Governments informed of the attitude of the United
Kingdom Government towards the current discussions in
the United Nations.
Cabinet Office,
SWA,
23rd January, 1951.
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Planning..
The Right. Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT, Lord
Chancellor.

The Right Hon. H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ADDISON,
Lord Privy Seal.
The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the H o m e
Department.

The Right H o n . ANEURIN BEVAN, M.P., T h e Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
Service. .
The Right Hon. GEORGE TOMLINSON, The Right Hon. J. H. WILSON, M.P.,
President of the Board of Trade.
M.P., Minister of Education.
The Right H o n . JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P., The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Secretary of State for Scotland.
The following were also present:
The Right H o n . VISCOUNT HALL, First
Lord of the Admiralty (Items 3-4).

The Right H o n . JOHN STRACHEY, M.P.,
Secretary of State for W a r (Items 3-4).

The Right Hon. ARTHUR HENDERSON,
K.C., M.P., Secretary of State for Air
(Items 3-4).
The Hon. K. G. YOUNGER, M.P.,
Minister of State.

The Right Hon. G. R. STRAUSS, M.P.,

Minister of Supply (Item 4).
The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAWCROSS, K.C., M.P., Attorney-General

(Items 1-3).
The Right H o n . JOHN WHEATLEY, K.C.? Mr. R. J. TAYLOR, M.P., Deputy Chief
Whip (Item 1).
M.P., Lord Advocate (Item 3).
Admiral of the Fleet LORD FRASER OF Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir JOHN
NORTH CAPE, First Sea Lord and Chief
SLESSOR, Chief of the Air Staff (Items
of Naval Staff (Items 3-4).
3-4).
Lieut.-General N . C. D . BROWNJOHN,
Vice-Chief of the Imperial General
Staff (Items 3-4).
Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.

Air Marshal Sir WILLIAM ELLIOT.
Mr. A. JOHNSTON.
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1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.
It was agreed that the Prime Minister should make a statement
on the defence programme on Monday, 29th January.
The Opposition had asked for early debates on coal, defence,
foreign affairs and iron and steel nationalisation. The Cabinet agreed
that an effort should be made to postpone the debate on coal until
they had decided whether to introduce a coal allocation scheme for
industry. They also agreed that the request for a further debate on
the nationalisation of iron and steel should be resisted, on the ground
that the House of Commons had already expressed its view on this
question on numerous occasions. Early debates must be held on
defence and foreign affairs. The timing of these, and the question
whether a separate day should be set aside for discussion of the
economic aspects of the defence programme, could be discussed
through the usual channels. There might be a case for holding some
part of the defence debate in secret session.

2. The Minister of State said that the Indian Ambassador in
Peking had now obtained a further elucidation of the attitude of
the Chinese People's Government towards the negotiation of a settle
ment of outstanding issues in the Far East. F r o m this it appeared
that the Peking Government were now ready to give an assurance
that Chinese volunteers would be withdrawn from Korea as soon as
the principle of withdrawing all foreign troops had been accepted and
was being put into practice. Secondly, they were agreeable that the
terms and period of a cease-fire should be arranged as the first item
of business of the proposed conference. Thirdly, they were ready to
agree that the conference should determine the principles on which
the internal administration of Korea should in future be based.
Fourthly, as regards Formosa, they now confined themselves to
demanding the withdrawal of United States troops from the island
and from the Straits. And, lastly, as regards their recognition and
admission to the United Nations, they asked merely that this should
be affirmed in the course of the conference. The Indian representa
tive at the United Nations would presumably disclose this further
information when the debate in the First Committee was resumed
later in the day.
On the other hand, before this information was received, many
of the Western Powers had seemed to be coming round to the view
that they would in the end be obliged to vote in favour of the United
States resolution. All the other non-Asiatic members of the Common
wealth, and most of the European countries, now seemed to be willing
to support that resolution. And there seemed to be some reason to
fear that, if it were carried, the United States Government would not
in fact be content, despite their protestations, with having China
branded as an aggressor, but would go on to press for the application
of political and economic sanctions against China.
In discussion the view was expressed that this latest message
from Peking was further evidence that the door to negotiations had
not been finally closed, and that the possibilities of arranging for a
conference should be fully explored before a vote was taken on the
United States resolution.
The Cabinet—
Took note of these statements.
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C.M. (51) 6th
Conclusions,
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1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week,
It was agreed that the Prime Minister should make a statement
on the defence programme on Monday, 29th January.
The Opposition h a d asked for early debates on coal, defence,
foreign affairs and iron and steel nationalisation. The Cabinet agreed
that an effort should be made to postpone the debate on coal until
they had decided whether to introduce a coal allocation scheme for
industry. They also agreed that the request for a further debate on
the nationalisation of iron and steel should be resisted, on the ground
that the House of Commons had already expressed its view on this
question on numerous occasions. Early debates must be held on
defence and foreign affairs. The timing of these, and the question
whether a separate day should be set aside for discussion of the
economic aspects of the defence programme, could be discussed
through the usual channels. There might be a case for holding some
part of the defence debate in secret session.

2. The Minister of State said that the Indian Ambassador in
Peking had now obtained a further elucidation of the attitude of
the Chinese People's Government towards the negotiation of a settle
ment of outstanding issues in the F a r East. F r o m this it appeared
that the Peking Government were now ready to give an assurance
that Chinese volunteers would be withdrawn from Korea as soon as
the principle of withdrawing all foreign troops had been accepted and
was being put into practice. Secondly, they were agreeable that the
terms and period of a cease-fire should be arranged as the first item
of business of the proposed conference. Thirdly, they were ready to
agree that the conference should determine the principles on which
the internal administration of Korea should in future be based.
Fourthly, as regards Formosa, they now confined themselves to
demanding the withdrawal of United States troops from the island
and from the Straits. And, lastly, as regards their recognition and
admission to the United Nations, they asked merely that this should
be affirmed in the course of the conference. The Indian representa
tive at the United Nations would presumably disclose this further
information when the debate in the First Committee was resumed
later in the day.
On the other hand, before this information was received, many
of the Western Powers had seemed to be coming round to the view
that they would in the end be obliged to vote in favour of the United
States resolution. All the other non-Asiatic members of the Common
wealth, and most of the European countries, now seemed to be willing
to support that resolution. A n d there seemed to be some reason to
fear that, if it were carried, the United States Government would not
in fact be content, despite their protestations, with having China
branded as an aggressor, but would go on to press for the application
of political and economic sanctions against China.
In discussion the view was expressed that this latest message
from Peking was further evidence that the door to negotiations had
not been finally closed, and that the possibilities of arranging for a
conference should be fully explored before a vote was taken on the
United States resolution.
The C a b i n e t Took note of these statements.
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3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum ( C P . (51) 31),
circulated by the Minister of Defence in pursuance of the request made
at their meeting on 22nd January, putting forward further considera
tions bearing on the question of the representation of " other ranks "
on Service courts-martial and giving such information as was available
about the working of the United States system.

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 5th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

The Prime Minister said that, in his view, the further considera
tions outlined in this memorandum tilted the balance of the arguments
against any alteration of the present system. Now that all officers
graduated from the ranks, there was much less danger of their being
unfamiliar with the circumstances of " other ranks." The " other
ranks " in the United States Forces did not seem to have taken much
advantage in practice of their right to elect that a court-martial before
which they were tried should contain a representative of the non
commissioned ranks.
In discussion it was pointed out that the proposal actually made
by Mr. Blackburn, M.P., as a member of the Lewis Committee, was
that a non-commissioned officer should serve on a court-martial but
should be allowed to express a view only on the issue of guilt or
innocence and not on the sentence to be imposed. There should be
no difficulty in exposing the disadvantages of that proposal.
The Chiefs of Staff said that the responsibility for maintaining
discipline in the Armed Forces rested with the officers, and it followed
that courts-martial should be composed of officers alone. Apart from
this, officers were better qualified to serve as members of courts
martial. Nowadays, they had almost all had experience in the r a n k s :
they had been selected from the ranks as the most suitable for promc
tion; they had received some training in military law; and, finally,
they were not regarded as eligible for membership of a court-martial
until they had at least two years' service as officers. The present
system was necessary for the maintenance of discipline.
In discussion several Ministers indicated that they were not
disposed to accept the arguments advanced by the Chiefs of Staff. The
Cabinet agreed, however, that as " other-rank " representation on
courts-martial had not in fact been recommended by either the Lewis
Committee or the Pilcher Committee, there was no necessity for the
Government to express sympathy with this proposal in the course
of the debates on the Courts-Martial (Appeals) Bill.
The Cabinet—
Decided not to proceed further with the proposal for
" other rank " representation on courts-martial; and agreed
that, if this proposal was pressed in the debate on the
Second Reading of the Courts-Martial (Appeals) Bill, the
Government spokesman should stress the fact that it had
not been recommended by either the Lewis or the Pilcher
Committee.

Defence.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 4th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

4. The Cabinet had before them the following memoranda on
the acceleration of defence preparations in the period 1951-54: —
C P . (51) 16: by the Chiefs of Staff, containing their pro
posals for increasing the preparedness of the Armed Forces.
C P . (51) 18: by the Defence (Transition) Committee, con
taining proposals for accelerating the war planning of the civil
Departments.
C P . (51) 19: by the Home Secretary, on civil defence
preparations.
C P . (51) 20: by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, on the
economic implications of the proposals put forward in C P . (51)
16 and 18.

C P . (51) 25: by the Minister of Defence, commenting o n
the proposals in C P . (51) 16.
C P . (51) 2 6 : by the Secretary of State for War, on the
proposals for recalling Class Z reservists.
C P . (51) 3 2 : by the Prime Minister, reporting the pro
visional views of the Defence Committee on the proposals in
C P . (51) 16, 18 and 19.
C P . (51) 22 and 2 9 : by the Minister of Labour and the
Minister of Defence respectively, on the supply of National
Servicemen for the Forces.
C P . (51) 2 3 : by the Minister of Agriculture and the
Secretary of State for Scotland, regarding the proposal to dis
continue the policy of deferring the calling up of agricultural
workers for National Service.
The Prime Minister recalled that at their meeting on 18th Decem
ber, 1950, the Cabinet had authorised the Foreign Secretary t o
announce that the Government had decided to increase and accelerate
their defence preparations still further and were considering what
form and direction this increased effort should take. The proposals
in C P . (51) 16 and 18 had been prepared in pursuance of that decision.
He suggested that the Cabinet should first consider the need for an
increased defence programme on the scale proposed in these memo
randa and should then go on to consider its impact on the national
economy and on public morale.
In discussion of the necessity for an increased defence programme
on the scale proposed, the following points were m a d e : —
(a) T h e Soviet Union had never disarmed after the war and had
retained their fighting Services on a war footing. They were now
building u p their forces still further and must also be presumed to be
accumulating a stock of atomic weapons as speedily as possible.
There was a secret treaty between Russia and Communist China,
which would place the man-power resources of China at the disposal
of the Soviet Government in certain contingencies. The satellite
States in Eastern Europe had increased their defences by 30 per cent.
since September last; and Bulgaria, for example, was building up two
additional armoured divisions. The forces at present at the disposal
of the democracies in Western Europe could offer no serious resistance
to a Russian attack; and, if such an attack were to be launched in the
near future, it would rapidly overrun the Continent. While Russia
might not possess the industrial potential for waging a long war
against the democracies, she would in an early war be able to
make formidable gains, including acquisitions of fresh industrial
potential.
(b) It was difficult to form an estimate of Russia's real intentions.
It might be argued that her large defence preparations were actuated
by fear of the free world. In fact, however, the moves she had made
suggested an aggressive intent. T h e Berlin blockade had been an
aggressive move, and the invasion of South Korea had clearly been
planned with the assistance of Russia. The Soviet Government had
incited the North Korean Government to invade South Korea in the
knowledge that this might unleash a train of events leading to general
war. T h e Russians had now moved air and land forces into
Manchuria, and this suggested that they were prepared to risk the
possibility of armed conflict with the United States Forces in Korea.
Even if the Korean conflict were' settled, there remained other-danger
points—notably Persia and, possibly, Yugoslavia—where an aggre
sively-minded Russia might seek by armed intervention to expand her
sphere of influence. In considering the manner in which incidents
in Persia or elsewhere might lead to general war, regard had to be
paid to the present temper of public opinion in the United States.
The Soviet Government must see that the United States were now
embarked upon a rearmament programme which would, within a
period of two or three years, greatly lessen Russia's prospects of
surviving any world conflict without defeat.
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C P . (51) 2 5 : by the Minister of Defence, commenting on
the proposals in C P . (51) 16.
C P . (51) 2 6 : by the Secretary of State for War, on the
proposals for recalling Class Z reservists.
C P . (51) 3 2 : by the Prime Minister, reporting the pro
visional views of the Defence Committee on the proposals in
C P . (51) 16, 18 and 19.
C P . (51) 22 and 29: by the Minister of Labour and the
Minister of Defence respectively, on the supply of National
Servicemen for the Forces.
C P . (51) 2 3 : by the Minister of Agriculture and the
Secretary of State for Scotland, regarding the proposal to dis
continue the policy of deferring the calling up of agricultural
workers for National Service.
The Prime Minister recalled that at their meeting on 18th Decem
ber, 1950, the Cabinet had authorised the Foreign Secretary to
announce that the Government had decided to increase and accelerate
their defence preparations still further and were considering what
form and direction this increased effort should take. The proposals
in C P . (51) 16 and 18 had been prepared in pursuance of that decision.
He suggested that the Cabinet should first consider the need for an
increased defence programme on the scale proposed in these memo
randa and should then go on to consider its impact on the national
economy and on public morale.
In discussion of the necessity for an increased defence programme
on the scale proposed, the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Soviet Union had never disarmed after the war and had
retained their fighting Services on a war footing. They were now
building u p their forces still further and must also be presumed to be
accumulating a stock of atomic weapons as speedily as possible.
There was a secret treaty between Russia and Communist China,
which would place the man-power resources of China at the disposal
of the Soviet Government in certain contingencies. The satellite
States in Eastern Europe had increased their defences by 30 per cent,
since September last; and Bulgaria, for example, was building up two
additional armoured divisions. The forces at present at the disposal
of the democracies in Western Europe could offer no serious resistance
to a Russian attack; and, if such an attack were to be launched in the
near future, it would rapidly overrun the Continent. While Russia
might not possess the industrial potential for waging a long war
against the democracies, she would in an early war be able to
make formidable gains, including acquisitions of fresh industrial
potential.
(b) It was difficult to form an estimate of Russia's real intentions.
It might be argued that her large defence preparations were actuated
by fear of the free world. In fact, however, the moves she had made
suggested an aggressive intent. T h e Berlin blockade had been an
aggressive move, and the invasion of South Korea had clearly been
planned with the assistance of Russia. The Soviet Government had
incited the North Korean Government to invade South Korea in the
knowledge that this might unleash a train of events leading to general
war. T h e Russians had now moved air and land forces into
Manchuria, and this suggested that they were prepared to risk the
possibility of armed conflict with the United States Forces in Korea.
Even if the Korean conflict were' settled, there remained other danger
points—notably Persia and, possibly, Yugoslavia—where an aggre
sively-minded Russia might seek by armed intervention to expand her
sphere of influence. In considering the manner in which incidents
in Persia or elsewhere might lead to general war, regard had to be
paid to the present temper of public opinion in the United States.
The Soviet Government must see that the United States were now
embarked upon a rearmament programme which would, within a
period of two or three years, greatly lessen Russia's prospects of
surviving any world conflict without defeat.
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(c) The Chiefs of Staff, in their proposals, had not assumed that
a major war was inevitable within the next two or three years but had
aimed to strengthen the active defences of the country for the purpose
of preventing a major war. The aim had been, not only to carry out
such preparations as would place our own defences on a more secure
basis, but also to encourage the Governments of Western Europe to
greater efforts. The Chiefs of Staff had paid regard to the fact that
war was possible in 1951 and that, in 1952, Russia would be powerful
enough to go to war if she so desired.
(d) The naval programme outlined in C P . (51) 16 was designed
to accelerate the modernisation of the naval forces required to meet
the formidable potential menace from Russian submarines and other
craft. As regards the Army, we were under an obligation to place nine
divisions at the disposal of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation by
1954. At present there was only equipment for six divisions, of which
rather more than one was in the Far East, one in the Middle Bast and
four in this country with very inadequate reserves behind them. The
aim was to build u p a force of ten Regular Army divisions and the
first two divisions of the Territorial Army. In order to provide the
divisions promised to the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty Organisation it would
be necessary to draw the last two from first line Territorial divisions.
The primary object of the R.A.F. programme was to correct the
dangerously weak condition of Fighter Command. This involved a
modernisation and extension of the Report and Control system, on
which the defences depended, and the provision of up-to-date aircraft.
Much of the equipment of the bomber force was obsolescent and some
of the Auxiliary Squadrons of Fighter Command were still equipped
with Spitfires.
(e) The Service Departments were proposing a substantial invest 
ment in new capacity in order to produce new weapons and to provide
for a further expansion of the output of existing weapons after 1952.
These proposals had not yet been worked out in detail and they were
not included in the estimate of total expenditure given in the mernor
andum by the Chancellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 20).
The Chancellor of the Exchequer then gave the Cabinet an
appreciation of the economic consequences of the proposed
programme.
Excluding the stockpiling proposals, the programme would
involve additional expenditure on defence amounting to £500 million
in the first year, £800 million in the second year a n d £1,000 million in
the third year. This estimate excluded the cost of the proposals for
creating new productive capacity. In assessing the effect of this
additional economic burden it must be borne in mind (i) that the terms
of trade would be turning against us in 1951; (ii) that we must expect
serious shortages of important raw materials; and (iii) that we could
not expect any general financial aid from the United States, though
we might obtain some assistance in kind. The main weight of the
programme would fall on a few industries—primarily engineering,
building and textiles; and of these the engineering industry would bear
the heaviest load. This meant that exports and investment would both
be seriously affected, since the engineering and building industries were
important contributors to those programmes. H o w much of this
burden could we afford to carry by accepting a worsening of our
balance of payments position? In 1950 we had succeeded in building
up a substantial surplus on our overseas account. With this defence
programme, we could not hope to be able to continue to run a surplus.
We should, however, set ourselves the aim of maintaining a net
balance in our overseas account—excluding the oost of stockpiling,
which could properly be regarded as a transfer of assets from one
form to another. The impact of the programme on investment must
be carefully controlled, so as to avoid impairing future productivity.
The remainder of the resources required for the increased defence
programme must be found by reducing consumption. Thus, exports
of consumer goods, especially textiles, would have to be increased, and

there would be less for the home market. The additional labour
required for defence work would have to be drawn mainly from the
industries producing consumer goods. And, within the engineering
industry, defence orders would have to be placed to the fullest possible
extent with those sections of the industry which were producing
durable consumer goods for the home market. Supply Departments
could, however, help to relieve this burden on the consumer by pur
suing, to the fullest practicable extent, a policy of placing defence
orders in Europe. Tnis policy was contemplated in paragraph 54 of
C P . (51) 16; and he hoped that the Supply Departments would pursue
it with vigour.
The programme thus involved a double diversion of industry—
first, from civilian to defence w o r k ; and second, from manufacture
for the home market to exports. To ensure that this diversion was
achieved, the Government would have to use a number of economic
controls. Fiscal and monetary policy would have to be used for the
purpose of restraining civilian demand, both for consumer goods and
for investment. The measures required for this purpose could not
suitably be discussed at the present stage. On the supply side, use
would have to be made of the following controls: —(i) Allocation of
raw materials would be necessary in order to ensure that the essential
needs of the defence programme and the export drive were met.
(ii) Some direct controls over production for the home market would
also be necessary for the same purpose, e.g., Limitation of Supplies
Orders and various controls over end-uses, (iii) It was almost certain
that, in the later stages of the programme, labour controls would be
necessary in order to ensure that labour was available for defence
production and was drawn from the right sources, (iv) Some indi
vidual firms would have to be directed compulsorily to accept defence
orders, (v) The power to requisition factory space would have to be
used, as required, (vi) Some special machinery would have to be
devised for ensuring due priority for defence orders. There could be
no question of any " over-riding p r i o r i t y " for defence work,
(vii) Some civilian building, and investment work, would have to be
set back because of the limits which must be placed on the size of the
building industry. In some areas the housing programme might be
affected, (viii) Some redeployment of administrative resources would
be necessary: Departments would have to discontinue or retard some
peace-time activities in order to free staff for defence work.
What effect would this programme have on the standard of
living? O n the assumption of a 4 per cent, increase in productivity,
there would be some reduction in real investment: supplies of manu
factured consumer goods would be reduced, possibly by as much as
5 per cent, at the end of the third year: there would be a serious
shortage of textiles, including a fall of 10-15 per cent, in the amount
of cloth available for the home market. In consequence there would
probably be some increase in the volume of personal savings. Taken
over the whole field of consumption, the reduction might not seem
large. But people were accustomed to a rising standard of consump
tion, especially at a time when personal incomes were rising; and there
was little doubt that a net reduction in consumer standards would
make a sharp impact on public opinion. This impact would be felt
most keenly in the second year of the programme. Before that, there
would be stocks in the shops which had not been run d o w n : and in
the third year the rate of increase in defence expenditure would
decline. F r o m this point of view the worst period would probably
be from the autumn of 1951 to the spring of 1953.
In this connection the Chancellor said that it was important that
the Service demands on the textile industries, e.g., for clothing, should
be reduced or at least re-phased. We should be relying largely on
these industries to meet the short-fall in exports due to the switch
over of the engineering industry to defence work; and, if too large
a burden were placed on the textile industries in the first part of the
period, it would be impossible to maintain even the minimum level
of supplies for the home market.

In conclusion the - Chancellor suggested that the Cabinet's
acceptance of this programme should be subject to four conditions.
First, various assumptions were made in C P . (5.1) 16, e.g., about the
availability of machine tools, on which further enquiries had still to
be made. Until those enquiries were complete, it could not be
assumed that a programme of this magnitude could be carried through
within the period proposed. Secondly, if the programme were to be
accepted, the Cabinet must accept the economic implications set out
in C P . (51) 20 and be ready to authorise the economic controls, and
to secure the reduction in civil consumption, without which it could
not be achieved. Thirdly, the Service and Supply Departments must
practise the most rigid economy in their execution of the programme.
They must not be allowed to proceed on the basis that they could
now spend freely, or to be extravagant, e.g., in their use of technical
or administrative man-power. The Treasury must continue to apply
their normal scrutiny of all detailed proposals for expenditure.
Fourthly, great care would be needed in presenting this programme
to the country and securing its acceptance by public opinion.
In discussion of the economic impact of the programme, the
following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Supply Departments were satisfied that it would be
possible to carry out the programme, if sufficient supplies of raw
materials and machine tools could be obtained and made available—
but it was still open to some doubt whether this proviso could be met.
The programme would, however, impose a very serious burden on
the national economy. Thus, whereas it had been contemplated that
the £3,600 million programme would require a diversion of 200,000
persons to defence production (a figure subsequently corrected to
375,000), the present programme would eventually require a diversion
of 650,000 persons to defence production. The increased programme
also required a further 4 per cent, of the available raw materials at a
time when the supply of raw materials was becoming more difficult.
Such enquiries as were practicable in the time available as to the
feasibility of the programme had already been m a d e ; but, if the
programme were approved, its requirements would have to be
scrutinised phase by phase to ensure that shortages in some parts of
the field did not delay the whole programme. Some of the scarcer
raw materials, machine tools and forgings represented danger points.
Unless these points were carefully watched and early rectifications
effected, there was a danger that the increased defence p r o g r a m m e
might, in practice, yield less and not more production within the next
two years.
lb) It would be a matter of the greatest difficulty to maintain
exports at the level predicted in the memorandum by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer. At a time when United States manufacturers were
being required to turn from civilian to defence production, there
would be mounting resistance in the United States to an intensified
dollar export drive by this country. Many other parts of the world
were seeking, not consumer goods, but capital equipment such as
generating plant; and it would not, therefore, be easy to find profit
able markets for any proposed increase in the export of textiles,
pottery and other consumer goods. It had yet to be shown whether
the increase in exports which this defence programme required was
in fact attainable in terms of goods which other countries were
prepared to take.
(c) The defence programme and the maintenance of the export
drive would impose a heavy burden on the country's labour force.
The number of women in industry was falling, as was the general
labour force of the country, since it would be many years before the
increase in the birth rate immediately after the war would show its
effects. It was assumed that, in the early stages of the programme,
the necessary movement of labour would be within firms and between
firms in the same locality, and that movement from one part of the
country to another would not be required. On that assumption there

was not likely to be any need for the direction of labour in the first
year. The Trade Union members of the Economic Planning Board
had advised against any immediate announcement foreshadowing the
use of labour controls, on the ground that opinion in industry was
not yet prepared for such a step. The Government might, however,
be compelled to state that they were prepared to re-introduce such
controls at a later stage if the requirements of the programme, as it
developed, made such action necessary.
(d) Special measures would have to be taken to ensure that this
defence programme interfered as little as possible with the housing
programme.
N o serious reduction in house-building could be
accepted. But house construction for local authorities was the least
profitable form of building work, and there was grave danger that
building resources would be drawn away from it if other work, with
a higher priority, was available. This risk could be met to some
extent by the use of the licensing system, but it might also be neces
sary to reconsider the proposal that the total labour force of the
building industry should not be increased. The proposals of the
Service and Supply Departments for the construction of shadow
factories towards the end of the programme would also require close
and critical scrutiny.
(e) It was clear that a combination of the textile requirements of
the Services and an endeavour to increase textile exports would have
a serious effect on the amount of textiles available for domestic
consumption. The Chancellor of the Exchequer had estimated that,
after meeting domestic industrial requirements, there would be a fall
of between 10 and 15 per cent, in the amount of textiles available for
the domestic consumer. Calculations made in the Board of Trade
suggested that the effect on the domestic consumer would be much
more serious.
(/) A broad indication of the scale of the new defence programme
would have to be given to Parliament in the following week; and it
would be difficult to avoid giving some figure of total expenditure
which would be comparable with the earlier figure of £3,600 million
which had been announced in the autumn. In view, however, of the
many uncertainties about this programme—and, in particular, the
lack of any assurance that the necessary supplies of raw materials and
machine tools would be forthcoming—it would be inexpedient for
the Government to commit themselves publicly to achieving the
programme in full within a specified term of years. It would be
preferable that any public statement should follow the line that the
Government had adopted an increased defence programme of this
magnitude and would do their utmost to carry it to completion in
the shortest possible time. It was most important, from the point
of view of public opinion in this country and in the United States,
that the Government should not announce an ambitious programme
and be found subsequently to be unable to carry it through. A
formula on the iines suggested would give the necessary measure of
flexibility.
The C a b i n e t Agreed to resume their discussion of the increased defence
programme at a further meeting later in the day.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
21th January, 1951.
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1. The Minister of State said that it now seemed likely that
before the end of the week the First Committee of the General
Assembly would have to vote on the United States resolution on
Chinese intervention in Korea, substantially in the form in which it
had been tabled on 20th January; and the United Kingdom repre
sentative should now be told how he should vote. It was almost
certain that the resolution would be taken paragraph by paragraph
before it was put to the vote as a whole. Three points arose on
particular paragraphs of the resolution. The second paragraph
recorded that the Peking Government had rejected " all United
Nations proposals " for a peaceful settlement. As a statement of fact
this was n o longer true, and efforts were being made to secure amend
ments designed to bring the paragraph into closer relation with the
facts. If the paragraph was n o t amended in a satisfactory manner,
Sir Gladwyn Jebb should presumably vote against it. The third
paragraph recorded that the Peking Government had itself engaged
in aggression in Korea. This paragraph would have accorded more
closely with the interpretation of events in this country if it had
followed the Prime Ministers statement in the House of Commons
on 23rd January and had condemned China for supporting an act of
aggression; but the distinction did not seem sufficient to justify an
adverse vote on the paragraph as it stood. The main difficulty arose
in regard to the eighth paragraph, which requested a body composed
of members of the Collective Measures Committee to consider
additional measures to meet the Chinese aggression. In the absence
of any clear indication of United States intentions about the form of
pressure they would wish to exert on China, there would be con
siderable risk in voting for that paragraph.
When it came to voting on the resolution as a whole, it seemed
that Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and France—
though disliking several of its paragraphs—would in the last resort
vote in favour of it. The Cabinet might feel that, if the paragraph
recording that China had rejected all proposals for a peaceful settle
ment had not been amended, then the United Kingdom delegate
should not vote for the resolution. If acceptable amendments had
been made in that paragraph, but not in the paragraph proposing the
convening of a committee on collective measures, it might be possible
for the United Kingdom representative to vote for the resolution as
a whole but to give a clear indication that this vote did not in any
way alter the G o v e r n m e n t s belief that discussions should continue
and that the imposition of sanctions was not likely to serve any useful
purpose. It would also be important to take all practicable measures
to ensure that, under the final paragraph of the resolution, machinery
was created through which negotiations with China could be com
menced. The Foreign Secretary had indicated at an earlier stage that
in his opinion the United Kingdom Government ought in the last
resort to vote for the United States resolution; but it had not been
possible to take his view on the present situation.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —

(a) N o steps seemed to have been taken yet to secure that the
United Nations were formally notified of the latest communication
from the People's Government, to which reference had been made at
the Cabinefs meeting earlier that day. It was doubtful whether the
United States Government would at this stage agree to any formal
steps by the United Nations to secure further information about
Chinese intentions, since they regarded the Chinese communications
as insincere and designed to disrupt the unity of the nations which
had condemned North Korean aggression.
(b) An effort might be made to induce the First Committee to
consider the resolution which had been tabled by seven Asiatic
countries. There appeared, however, to be little support for the
resolution among other delegations.
40067-2
B 2

(c) As regards the text of the United States resolution, there was
general agreement that an effort should be made to secure an amend
ment of the second paragraph, which recorded that the People's
Government had rejected " all United Nations proposals " for a
peaceful settlement. One of the Commonwealth countries might table
an amendment to this end. If the paragraph was not sufficiently
amended to bring it into accord with the facts, Sir Gladwyn Jebb
should vote against it. He should not, however, vote against the para
graph which condemned Chinese aggression. He should vote against
the paragraph which proposed the convening of a committee to
consider sanctions.
The Cabinet then discussed the issues which arose in regard to the
voting on the resolution as a whole. The Cabinet's discussion was
based on the assumption that, whether or not the paragraph referring
to the Chinese rejection of earlier proposals had been suitably
amended, the resolution as finally put to the vote would contain the
paragraph proposing an investigation into sanctions.
On this assumption it was argued, in favour of voting for the
resolution as a whole, that we should not appear to be dissociating
ourselves from the older members of the Commonwealth or from
the United States and France. In the long term it would be disastrous
if we became estranged from the United States. It was already felt
in the United States that we had gone too far in endeavouring to
placate Indian opinion, and an adverse vote would give such offence
to the United States Government and public in their present mood as
might cause lasting damage to Anglo-American relations. Such a
clash would be a major success for Soviet diplomacy, and Communists
throughout the world would extract the maximum propaganda value
from a division between this country and the United States and from
any vote by this country which might appear to be condoning Chinese
aggression. The reaction of such a vote on the morale of the British
troops in Korea might also be very serious. When the United States
Government had secured the passage of a resolution branding China
as an aggressor, they might be more willing to modify then present
intransigent attitude; and the efforts of the United Kingdom Govern
ment could then be directed more effectively to keeping the door open
for peaceful negotiations with China.
On the other hand, it was strongly urged that the Government
could not, consistently with the policy which they had pursued, give
an affirmative vote for the United States resolution. Their military
advisers had drawn attention to the serious effects which any extension
of the conflict with China would have on Commonwealth interests
in the F a r East and South-East Asia. Public opinion in this country
would not support a war with China over Korea, which might easily
broaden out into a Third World War. The effect of the United States
resolution would be widely interpreted as shutting the door against any
further attempts at a peaceful settlement with China, and public
opinion in this country was not yet satisfied that further discussions
might not open the way to a settlement.
On the basis that the United Kingdom representative could not
be authorised to vote in favour of the United States resolution in its
present form, the question was then discussed whether he should vote
against the resolution or abstain from voting. In favour of abstension,
it was pointed out that a negative vote, although accompanied by
explanations, would be widely misrepresented as condoning Chinese
aggression. Moreover, the Government agreed with certain paragraphs
of the resolution and dissented from others; and it would be reason
able in those circumstances that they should decline to offer a positive
vote on the resolution as a whole. The majority of the Cabinet con
siddred, however, that in the circumstances assumed the United
Kingdom representative should vote against the resolution. Absten
sion was a weak course for a great Power to take on a major issue.
The Government believed that the resolution as a whole represented
a mistaken approach to the problem of Chinese interventionip Korea.

They had already made it plain to the world that this was their view;
and if, notwithstanding this, they now voted in favour of the United
States resolution, it would be equally plain that they had voted, against
their convictions, for the sole purpose of supporting the United States
Government. Thereby they would forfeit their independence and their
self-respect; and they would deprive themselves of any power to
influence the United States Government on any future occasion. If,
however, an adverse vote had to be given, no opportunity should be
lost of explaining the basis of the Governments policy. If this were
done effectively, there was n o reason to believe that, after the wave
of annoyance in the United States had spent itself, the enduring
common interests of the two countries would not reassert themselves.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Minister of State to arrange for the United
Kingdom representative at the United Nations to be
instructed in the sense of their discussion.

Defence.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 7th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)
Service
Man-Power.
Navy.
Army.

2. The Cabinet resumed their discussion on the acceleration of
defence preparations in the period 1951-54. They again had before
them the memoranda which had been under consideration at their
meeting earlier in the day, viz., C P . (51) 16, 18-20, 22, 23, 25, 26,
29 and 32.
They first considered the proposals on Service man-power.
They approved the proposals, in paragraph 9 of the Annex to
C P . (51)16, relating to the Royal Navy.
As regards the Army, the Prime Minister said that the Defence
Committee endorsed the proposals for calling up selected Class Z
reservists for fifteen days' training with the Auxiliary Forces. They
also favoured the proposal that the period of service of time-expired
regulars should be extended. They did not, however, support the
proposal to call up Class Z reservists for three months' training with
the active Forces.
In discussion of the proposal to call up reservists for fifteen days'
training, the following points were m a d e : —
[a) It was important that these reservists should return to civil
life with the feeling that their time had been usefully occupied. This
meant that, not only senior officers, but officers in the units must realise
the importance of giving effective training and making the maximum
use of the short training period. It should also be made clear in
advance that one of the purposes of the plan was to discover defects
in the organisation for mobilisation: the men should not be allowed
to return to civil life under the impression that any mistakes made were
evidence of muddle and would go uncorrected.
(h) The War Office had prepared a list of 80,000 Class Z reservists
whom it was proposed to call up. They had been selected on the
basis of their usefulness to the Army, as men fitted by their qualifi
cations and experience (in rank, trade and arm) to fill the existing
gaps in the Territorial Army. The basis of selection necessarily
involved some unfairness as between m a n and man. A number of
the selected men would be in the 40-45 age group, particularly trained
men required for the Royal Engineers or Royal Army Service Corps.
It was pointed out that men of this age usually had heavy commit
ments; and it was suggested that the lists should be re-examined to
ensure that the number of older men was reduced to the minimum.
In the contemplated legislation Class Z reservists u p to the age of 45
years would have to be m a d e liable to recall; but in practice as few
as possible should be called up who were over 40 years of age.

(c) Careful publicity would be required. It would be necessary
to defend the arbitrary selection of a relatively small proportion of
the reservists. The men who were called up and their dependants
would have to be given a clear assurance that they would return to
their civilian life after the fifteen days' training. The documents sent
to a man who was called up should not consist simply of a peremptory
instruction, under penalties, to attend for training, but should explain
the basis of selection. It would be useful if the Chief of the Imperial
General Staff could give a broadcast talk on this plan.
(d) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he was reluctant
to agree that Class Z reservists, called u p for fifteen days' training,
should receive the pay of regulars, as well as a bounty of £4. He
feared that this might be treated as a precedent for demands that
other National Servicemen should receive regular rates of p a y ; and in
war the cost of such a concession could be of the order of £300-400
million a year.
It was the view of the Cabinet that it would be unfair to deny
regular rates of pay to this small minority of Class Z reservists who
were to be called up for training, and that this concession need not
prejudice the position of the Treasury in relation to other National
Servicemen. National Servicemen who had served for eighteen
months received regular rates of pay; and the Class Z reservists who
were now to be called u p would all be trained men who had previously
served for at least that period. Moreover, they would be serving in
Territorial camps alongside Territorials who, for the period of the
camp, received regular rates of pay.
The Cabinet next discussed the question whether a number of
Class Z reservists should be posted to operational units of the Army
for three months' training.
The Vice-Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that the Army
of the Rhine and the Strategic Reserve in the United Kingdom were
seriously under strength and contained a large proportion of young
soldiers. In 1939 the Regular Army Divisions had been made battle
worthy from the Regular Army Reserve, but most of the Reserve
were now in Korea and reliance had, therefore, to be placed on
Class Z reservists. The proposal had been that 62,000 Class Z
reservists should serve for three months with the active Army. This
would have strengthened the effectiveness of the Army during the
summer of 1951, which was regarded as a period of some risk. It
would also have meant that thereafter these units could be brought
more rapidly to a state of full effectiveness on general mobilisation.
The Cabinet were informed that this proposal was not supported
by the Minister of Defence or the Service Ministers. It would cause
considerable dislocation in civil life; and it differed from the other
proposal in that it was in effect a partial mobilisation. As such it
might be interpreted as meaning that the Government expected war
in the summer of 1951,
The Cabinet endorsed the view of the Defence Committee that
this proposal should not be accepted. They agreed, however, that a
proportion of the men who would have been called u p for three
months' service under this proposal should be called up, with other
Class Z reservists, for fifteen days' training.
Attention was drawn to the special importance of the proposal
that 5,000 men should be called up for three months' training in A.A.
Command.
The Cabinet approved the proposal that time-expired Army
Regulars should be retained for approximately twelve months. They
were not prepared to agree that, in order to provide reinforcements
for Korea, the minimum embarkation age should be reduced to
eighteen years and nine months.

As regards the Royal Air Force, the proposals in paragraph 14
of the Annex to C P . (51) 16 were approved. This included the pro
posal to embody the fighter squadrons of the Royal Auxiliary Air
Force for about three months' continuous training. Ministers con
sidered that the members of the R.A.A.F. were in rather a different
position from Class Z reservists and that, in view of the vital need
to improve the fighter defences of the country, they should be asked
to attend for three months' training. This was a special measure to
ensure that the lighter defences reached the necessary standard of
efficiency, and it was believed that members of the R.A.A.F. would
appreciate the need for it.
The Cabinet then discussed the proposal in paragraphs 7-19 of
the Annex to C P . (51) 16 that the deficiency in the call-up of National
Servicemen should be met by making greater use of Grades IV and V
medical categories, by discontinuing the deferment of agricultural
workers, and by restricting the deferment of apprentices and students.
The Minister of Labour had also raised, in his memorandum C P . (51)
22, the question whether the age of call-up should be lowered to
eighteen years.
There was general agreement that greater use should be made of
Grades III and IV medical categories; but the proposals regarding
apprentices and students were not accepted, nor were the Cabinet
prepared to agree that the age of call-up should be lowered to eighteen
years.
As regards the proposed discontinuance of the deferment of
agricultural workers, the Minister
of Agriculture
drew atten
tion to the fact that the agricultural labour force was falling. Home
grown supplies of food must be maintained; and the withdrawal of
deferment would have a specially serious effect on farm work, because
of the high proportion of farms which had only one or two workers.
It was, however, the general view of the Cabinet that agricultural
workers should no longer enjoy this special protection. The numbers
involved (15,000 a year) were not large in relation to the labour force
of the industry as a whole. Special care should, however, be taken to
ensure that the hardship tribunals safeguarded the position of the small
farmer with one or two workers. Farmers should also be given due
notice of the change, though it would probably not be practicable to
postpone it until after the harvest of 1951. Consideration might with
advantage be given to the question of reconstituting the Women's
Land Army, though not necessarily under Government auspices or
with Exchequer assistance.
The Cabinet then considered the production proposals in
paragraphs 23-54 of the Annex to C P . (51) 16.
As regards the aircraft production programme, the Chief of the
Air Staff pointed out that the completion of the programme depended
on the necessary machine tools being secured in time. The proposals
would increase the preparedness of our air defences. To secure a
measure of protection in 1951 and 1952, it was necessary to proceed
with the production of aircraft which would be superseded by more
modern types in 1953 and 1954.
The Cabinet gave general approval to the production pro
gramme, subject to the qualifications which they had accepted at
their previous meeting in regard to the phasing of the defence
programme generally.
The Cabinet gave general approval to the proposals in para
graphs 55-59 of the Annex to C P . (51) 16, on the understanding that
Ministers were not committed at this stage to full acceptance of the
proposals regarding the use of emergency powers outlined in para
graph 59. These proposals, some of which involved the breach of
pledges which had been given to local authorities and others, would
have to be examined in detail.
Attention was drawn to the need to ensure that officials and
serving officers exercising requisitioning and other emergency powers
on behalf of Service and Supply Departments were Carefully selected

to ensure that these powers were not used in an arbitrary fashion or
in a manner leading to unnecessary dislocation of civilian activities.
The Cabinet had agreed at their previous meeting that the extent
to which the building programme of the Services should prejudice
civilian capital investment would require further detailed examination.
Civil w
Defence.

The Prime Minister said that the Defence Committee had
endorsed the Home Secretary's proposal in C P . (51) 19 that the
authorised programme of expenditure on civil defence in the next
four years should be increased from £137 million to £180 million.
They had not, however, been prepared to accept the proposals
(paragraph 6 and Annex of C P . (51) 18) that the preparations for a
black-out should be accelerated, or that a stockpile of black-out
materials should be accumulated. On the question whether civil
defence preparations should be allowed to lag behind the strengthen
ing of the active defences, the Defence Committee considered that,
quite apart from the enormous cost that would be involved, any
general acceleration of civil defence preparations would give the
impression that the Government regarded war as inevitable.
The Home Secretary said that a decision not to accelerate the
programme of civil defence, when increasing active defence prepara
tions, placed a heavy responsibility on the Government, which he
felt bound, as the Minister primarily responsible for civil defence, to
bring to the attention of his colleagues. Little would have been done
to protect the civil population against any heavy attack by air which
might be directed against them in the next few years. In particular,
virtually no provision would have been made for air raid shelters
for the general public. He considered that, in any defence statement
in the House of Commons, it would be necessary to indicate explicitly
that the accelerated preparations now being made related primarily
to active defence.
The Cabinet approved the conclusions of the Defence Committee
in regard to civil defence.

Defence
Planning
of Civil
Departments.

Subject to the points noted above regarding preparations for a
black-out, the Cabinet approved the proposals in the report of the
Defence (Transition) Committee ( C P . (51) 18) for accelerating the
defence planning of civil Departments generally.
The Cabinet—
(1) Endorsed the recommendations of the Defence Committee, as
set out in C P . (51) 32, regarding the man-power proposals
put forward by the Chiefs of Staff in C P . (51) 16.
(2) Agreed to accept in principle the remainder of the programme
put forward by the Chiefs of Staff in C P . (51) 16, subject
- to Conclusion (4) below and on the understanding that, as
there could be no assurance that the programme would
not be delayed by shortages of raw materials, machine
tools and other supplies, no public commitment would be
given regarding the date by which it could be completed.
(3) Accepted the general economic implications of the defence
programme, as outlined in the memorandum by the Chan
cellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 20).
(4) Agreed that the details of the defence programme should
be subject to examination under the normal procedures,
including reference (where appropriate) to Ministerial
Committees and Treasury scrutiny of the details of the
proposed expenditure.
(5) Approved the proposals of the Defence (Transition) Com
mittee in C P , (51) 18, with the exception of the proposals
for accelerating reparations for a black-out and the
accumulation of a stock-pile of black-out materials.
(6) Approved the increase in the authorised programme of
expenditure on civil defence proposed in C P . (51) 19.

Cabinet Office, S.W.I,
21th January, 1951.
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The Prime Minister said that there had been certain new develop
ments which might affect the decision reached by the Cabinet on the
previous evening regarding the voting on the United States resolution
now before the First Committee of the United Nations Assembly.
These concerned the two paragraphs—paragraph 2 and paragraph 8—
of the resolution which the United Kingdom representative had been
instructed to oppose. On paragraph 2, which had described the
Peking Government as having rejected " all United Nations
proposals " for a peaceful settlement, the United States Government
were now understood to be ready to accept an amended wording
referring merely to the disappointing response of the Peking Govern
ment to the proposals. If this paragraph could be amended
accordingly, it would be sufficiently close to our own view to enable
us to vote in favour of it. As regards paragraph 8, which requested
the Collective Measures Committee to consider additional measures
to be taken to meet this aggression by China, an amended version had
now been suggested by the Israeli delegation which reversed the order
of paragraphs 8 and 9 of the United States resolution and had the
effect of proposing, first, that the Peace Observation Commission
should consider ways and means of achieving a peaceful settlement
and, secondly, that if those efforts failed the Collective Measures
Committee should then consider additional measures. This amend
ment also would go far towards meeting our point of view.
Acceptance in the last resort of the principle of imposing sanctions
upon an aggressor was inherent in our membership of the United
Nations, and this proposal deferred the consideration of sanctions
until after a further effort had been made to reach a peaceful settle
ment. Sir Gladwyn Jebb had added that, although the Israeli proposal
contemplated that the Peace Observation Commission should make
this further effort, the task might equally well be entrusted to the
Committee of Three proposed in the final paragraph of the United
States resolution.
The Cabinet agreed that, if paragraph 2 of the resolution were
amended in the sense proposed, our representative could be instructed
to support it. Discussion turned on the significance of the Israeli
suggestion for amending paragraph 8, and on the question whether we
should support this if it proved acceptable to the United States
Government.
The following points were made in favour of accepting the
amended version of paragraph 8, and so enabling our support to be
given to the whole resolution as thus amended: —
(a) The amendment, if accepted by the United States Govern
ment, would be a considerable concession to our view on the
imposition of sanctions. If on this account we could support it, and
vote in favour of the resolution as a whole, this v/ould contribute
immeasurably to the maintenance of good relations with the United
States, upon which the carrying out of our policy in Europe and else
where was so greatly dependent.
(b) Although it had not been possible to consult him during the
past few days, the Foreign Secretary had made it clear that in his
view we should not in the last resort refuse to support the United
States resolution, though we should make every effort to delay a
decision by the Assembly in order to secure that the resolution was
more in line with our own views.
(c) The majority of the older members of the Commonwealth
had made it known that they would in the last resort support the
United States resolution. The intentions of India and Pakistan were
not certainly known; but there was no reason to suppose that our
support of such an amended resolution would lead to great difficulties
with India, even if she decided to vote against it or to abstain from
voting. India would probably be ready to distinguish between the
original form of the resolution and the form it would take if this
amendment were accepted.

(d) Acceptance of the amendment did not commit us to the
imposition of sanctions against China. We should be obliged to
consider their imposition, when all else had failed, in fulfilment of our
obligations as a member of the United Nations.
(e) The Minister of State said that, if the Cabinet approved the
acceptance of the amendment, our first task must be to urge the United
States Government to accept it. The Committee of Three was a
much more suitable body than the Peace Observation Commission
to make the final endeavour to reach a peaceful settlement, since the
latter included China. The question of Chinese representation on the
Commission would become an immediate stumbling block, for the
United States could not fail to demand that China should be repre
sented by the National Government. He wished to m a k e it clear
that, while he personally did not feel that the difference between
abstaining and voting against the resolution would be of any great
importance in relation to United States public opinion, his advisers
were of the opposite opinion.
The following points were made in support of the view that it
would be undesirable to agree to the amended version of paragraph 8
of the resolution: —
(/) The amendment of the resolution in this sense did not affect
the fundamental point that, in agreeing to it, we should be yielding
to United States pressure in opposition to our own better judgment.
It was unreal to suppose that the Peking Government, who had been
deprived of their rightful representation in the United Nations, would
respond favourably to this further attempt at mediation by a United
Nations Committee; and, when the attempt had failed, we should be
committed to considering the imposition of sanctions, which we knew
would be either futile or dangerous. Economic sanctions against
China would harm her less than her adversaries, and military sanctions
were liable to lead to the estrangement of the Asiatic members of the
Commonwealth, if not to major war in the F a r East.
(g) We could not afford, for the sake of placating a public
opinion in the United States which we knew to be unreasonable, to
cause a breach with the Asiatic members of the Commonwealth, who
would certainly not go so far as to consider the imposition of sanctions
on China. We should continue to oppose the resolution as long as
it contained any reference to sanctions.
(h) Public opinion in this country was highly sensitive to any
subjection of our policy to that of the United States, and the reception
given to the forthcoming announcement of the increased defence
programme would be strongly influenced by the G o v e r n m e n t s atti
tude towards the current discussions in the United Nations.
The Prime Minister, summing u p the discussion, said that the
balance of opinion in the Cabinet seemed to be in favour of supporting
the proposed amendments to paragraphs 2 and 8 of the resolution
if it proved possible to secure their acceptance by the United States.
If the amendments were proposed we should vote for them; and, if
they were carried, we should vote for the resolution as a whole. His
colleagues would realise, however, that the situation was fluid, a n d
that he might find it necessary to decide at short notice how
Sir Gladwyn Jebb should be instructed to vote on the resolution as
a whole if amendments had been made in rather different terms from
those now under discussion. In those circumstances he must be
guided by the views expressed in the Cabinefs discussions at the
present meeting and on the previous day. The Cabinefs earlier
decision to vote against the resolution in its original form need not,
he thought, preclude the possibility of abstaining from voting if the
resolution eventually emerged in a form different both from the
original version and from the amended version which the Cabinet
were now prepared to support.

I-
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The C a b i n e t 
(1) Invited the Minister of State to instruct the United Kingdom
representative at the United Nations that, if paragraph 2
of the United States resolution were amended as now
proposed and if paragraph 8 were amended on the lines
suggested by the Israeli delegation, he should vote in
favour of both these paragraphs as so amended, and also
in favour of the resolution as a whole.
(2) Invited the Prime Minister to determine, in the light of their
discussion, any further instructions which it might be
necessary to send at short notice to the United Kingdom
representative.

Cabinet
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1. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Prime Minister
( C P . (51) 34) covering the draft of a statement on defence which he
proposed to make that day in the House of Commons.

Supplementary
Pensions in
Industry.
(Previous
Reference:

2. The Lord President said that he had been informed in confi
dence by the General Secretary of the Trades Union Congress that
the General Council had been unable to reach agreement about the
attitude Which the Congress should adopt towards the proposed
committee of enquiry into supplementary pensions schemes. T h e
matter had been sent back to the Economic Committee of the General
Council in order that they might have a further opportunity of
examining it; and the General Secretary had expressed the hope that
the terms under which the General Council could co-operate with the
committee of enquiry would be agreed at the next meeting of the
General Council, t o be held in about a month's time.
The Lord President said that, while he greatly regretted the
further delay now suggested, he thought that, in view of the impor
tance of securing trade union co-operation on this question, the
Cabinet should accept it.

C M . (51) 3rd
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)

In discussion various
suggested and appr oved.

amendments

to

the

statement

were

The Cabinet—
Approved the draft statement on defence annexed to
C P . (51) 34, subject to the amendments adopted in their
discussion.

The C a b i n e t Agreed to await the outcome of further discussions in the
Economic Committee and General Council of the Trades
Union Congress before proceeding with the general enquiry
into supplementary pensions schemes.
3. The Minister of State said that there had been further
developments in Washington and New York since the Cabinet at
their previous meeting had decided that support should be given to
the United States resolution provided that paragraphs 2 and 8 were
C M . (50) 9th
satisfactorily amended. The position on paragraph 2 was not yet
Conclusions.)
entirely clear, but it seemed likely that the United States Government
would be willing to accept an amendment satisfactory to ourselves.
There had been further discussions about paragraph 8 and, while the
idea of amending it on the lines proposed by the Israeli Delegation
had been abandoned, the United States Government had offered to
agree to an amendment stating that the Collective Measures Com
mittee would be authorised to defer their report on further measures
to be adopted against China if the Committee of Three, to be
appointed under the final paragraph of the resolution, reported satis
factory progress in its efforts. H e had felt that this represented a
substantial concession to our point Of view and that we should accept
it if we could be assured that there was a genuine disposition on the
part of the United States Government to allow an attempt to be made
to bring negotiations about. Instructions had therefore been sent to
Sir Gladwyn Jebb on the previous day, with the Prime Minister^ con
currence, authorising him to agree to this compromise, provided that
the United States Government would give art assurance that they
would not oppose proposals, on the lines of those put forward by the
Canadian representative, for the consideration of a specific pro
gramme to achieve a negotiated settlement. The United States
Government had subsequently expressed to His Majesty's Ambassador
in Washington their general agreement with the principles of the
Canadian proposals. They h a d also indicated that they were willing
to discuss them with the Canadians and ourselves in order to put there
40090-2
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Korea.
(Previous
Reference:

forward in a mutually agreeable form, but they could not pledge then
support in advance to any resolution which might be brought forward
on the basis of the Canadian suggestions.
The Prime Minister said that, if a compromise on these lines was
agreed with the United States Government, we should have substan
tially achieved our two principal objectives, to keep the door open for
negotiations with the Peking Government and to ensure that any
decision on the imposition of sanctions was reached only after further
negotiations had taken place. The Indian Government remained
opposed to any mention of sanctions in the resolution, and had
reiterated their view that such a mention Would bar the way to any
further negotiations with the Chinese; but the acceptance of the corn
promise would re-establish a common policy between the United
States and the older members of the Commonwealth, and would also
emphasise our acceptance of our obligations as a member of the
United Nations. The United States Government had moreover agreed
to our making public reference to the American desire to reach a
peaceful settlement of the Korean conflict, and he felt that a state
ment to that effect would do much to reassure public opinion in this
country about American intentions.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The patience and firmness which we had displayed in regard
to the United States resolution had led during the last few days to a
considerable modification of the American attitude, evinced particu
larly in the assurance they had now given about the Canadian pro
posals. If, as now seemed likely, the United States Government
agreed to the proposed amendments of paragraphs 2 and 8, we should
be able to support the resolution without reservation.
(b) It was suggested that we should continue to emphasise to the
United States Government our agreement with the Canadian pro
posals, and if possible we should secure that action was taken on them
in advance of a vote on the United States resolution. In reply, it was
pointed out that this might be procedurally impossible, but that in the
debate on the resolution our representative could continue to stress
their importance. It might also be possible to persuade the United
States Government to instruct their representative to refer favourably
to the proposals in the debate. After a vote had been taken on the
resolution it might be desirable for the Prime Minister to refer publicly
to our strong support of the Canadian proposals.
(c) The United States amendment of paragraph 8 of the resolu
tion was less satisfactory than that suggested by the Israeli Delegation,
so far as concerned the deferring of the consideration of sanctions
until after further negotiations had taken place, but it was in another
respect closer to our views, in that it opened the way to United States
acceptance of the principles of the Canadian proposals.
The Cabinet then discussed a statement, reported to have been
made in Korea on 27th January by General MacArthur, referring to
the United Nations action in Korea as a campaign for freeing Asia.
This was the latest of a series of unauthorised statements by the United
Nations Commander-in-Chief, which gravely embarrassed the
Governments which had contributed to the United Nations forces in
Korea. Moreover, a statement of this kind was bound to exert a
most unfavourable influence on the public reception of the Govern
m e n f s policy toward the United States resolution. Could we not
publicly dissociate ourselves from this view and take steps both to
repudiate it and to prevent further statements of this kind?
After discussion the Cabinet agreed that, if the report of General
MacArthur's statement was confirmed, our representative at the
United Nations should be instructed, at his discretion and subject to
his appreciation of the state of United States public opinion, to refer
publicly to it in the United Nations, making it clear that it had been
made without the knowledge or approval of the United Kingdom
Government.

The Cabinet—
(1) Took note with approval of the further steps which had been
taken to reach a compromise with the United States
Government on the terms of the United States resolution
on Korea now before the United Nations.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to instruct the United Kingdom
representative at the United Nations to vote for the resolu
tion, on the basis of the assurance which had been received
from the United States Government regarding their
attitude towards the Canadian proposals, and provided
that Articles 2 and 8 of the resolution were amended in
the sense proposed.
(3) Invited the Minister of State to instruct the United Kingdom
representative at the United Nations at his discretion to
take a suitable opportunity to refer publicly to the dis
approval of the United Kingdom Government of General
MacArthur's reported statement of 27th January.

Germany.
Soviet
Proposal for
Meeting of
the Council
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of State ( C P . (51) 33) regarding the preliminary discussions to be held
in Washington between representatives of the French, United States
and United Kingdom Governments in preparation for the proposed
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers. This sought the
Cabinefs approval for statements, to be used by His Majesty^
Ambassador in Washington as his brief in these discussions, outlining
the policy of the United Kingdom Government on the matters to be
discussed.
The Minister of State said that the Russian reply to the latest
notes on this subject from the Western Powers might be received in
the next week or ten days, and it was important that talks should now
take place between representatives of the three Governments so that
there would be no avoidable delay in dealing with any Soviet proposals
which were received. It had therefore been arranged that His
Majesty's Ambassador at Washington should, on the following day,
open exploratory discussions with representatives of the French and
United States Governments. The broad effect of the instructions to
the Ambassador, which were annexed to C P . (51) 33, was that the
three Western Powers should not agree to a conference with the Soviet
Government solely on the subject of the demilitarisation of Germany,
which should only be discussed in the wider context of general
disarmament. A proposed agenda of five items was set out in
paragraph 12 of Annex B to C P . (51) 33, but in the last resort the
important items which should appear on the agenda were disarma
ment (including the demilitarisation of Germany), the unification of
Germany and the conclusion of an Austrian peace treaty. It was not
in his view equally necessary to insist on the inclusion of the other
two items, namely, the elimination of subversive propaganda and the
conclusion of a non-aggression pact. The Foreign Secretary had
always been anxious that Four-Power talks should be held; and the
French Government, who were also strongly in favour of talks being
held, might be willing to fall in with the Soviet desire for a FourPower conference to deal with Germany and Austria alone.
The
United States Secretary of State was rather pessimistic about the
prospects of the talks, and believed that the project would break
down at the stage of the preliminary conference about the agenda.
In a short discussion of the issues involved, there was general
agreement that the demilitarisation of Germany must be considered in
the general context of disarmament. At the same time the Western
Powers must be careful not to lay themselves open to the misrepre
sentation that they attached more importance to German rearmament
than to general disarmament. Public opinion in this country was not

yet fully persuaded of the need for German rearmament, and any
policy which appeared to place undue emphasis on it would strengthen
Communist influences in France and Russians control over her
satellites in Eastern Europe.
The Cabinet—
Agreed to resume the discussion of C P . (51) 33 at their next
meeting.

Malta.
Constitution

in War.

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Secretary of
State for the Colonies ( C P . (51) 30) proposing that war plans should
be framed on the basis that in war the present Constitution of Malta
would have to be suspended and replaced by a temporary Constitution
vesting all legislative and executive power in the Governor.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that in war Malta
would be an operational base and might have to be defended against
heavy attack. Defence considerations would, therefore, become
paramount and there appeared to be no alternative but to vest power
in the Governor, assisted by an executive council appointed by him.
There would be no public reference to these arrangements until an
emergency arose; and, while the necessary legislation would be
drafted now, there would be no question of introducing a Bill into
Parliament until war was imminent.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that war plans should be based on the assumption
that in war the Constitution of Malta would be suspended
and replaced by the arrangements outlined in C P . (51) 30.

Cabinet
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Parfiameat.
Business in
the House
of Commons.

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.
On 7th February, a Supply Day, there would be a debate on iron
and steel. It was agreed that the Minister of Supply and his Parlia
mentary Secretary should speak for the Government in this debate.
On 8th February, another Supply Day, there would be a debate on
Meat. On this basis the Opposition were willing that the Consolidated
F u n d Bill and the Supplementary Estimates for the Service Depart
ments should go through without discussion late in the evening of
7th February.
The Defence debate would be held on 14th and 15th February.

Caritoo
House

2. The Cabinet were informed that serious misgivings had been
expressed in the House of Lords about the design for the new Foreign
Office building in Carlton House Terrace. There was a widespread
feeling that, although the existing facade was to be incorporated in the
new building, the height of the super-structure which was to be added
would destroy its effect and impair the amenities of The Mall.

Terrace.

The Prime Minister said that he would look into this matter
again, and would consider the plans for the new building, in consulta
tion with the Minister of Local Government and some of his other
colleagues.

Coal.
Release of
Miners from
the Armed
Forces.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (50) 81st
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Cabinet considered memoranda by the Minister of Fuel
and Power ( C P . (51) 6) and the Minister of Defence ( C P . (51) 12)
regarding a proposal that miners who had recently enlisted in the
Armed Forces as regulars should be encouraged to return to the mines.

The Minister of Fuel and Power said that there was likely to be
a severe fuel crisis in the next three months, and the more distant
prospects were far from encouraging. It was now generally agreed
that coal output could not be raised without an increase in the labour
force of the industry; and recruitment, though not unsatisfactory at
the moment, was expected to fall off in the near future. Past
experience had shown that it was quite practicable to withdraw miners
from the Forces. It had been done in each of the two world wars,
at times when military needs were much greater than they were to-day;
and it had been done in peace-time, in 1947. The numbers involved
were not large: he estimated that, if his scheme were adopted, not
more than 3,000 men would return from the Forces to the mines.
But 3,000 men might produce as much as 20,000 tons of coal a week;
and, even more important, their return to the mines would have a
powerful psychological effect in discouraging wastage from the
industry, in encouraging recruiting and in making it easier to
introduce Italian workmen into the mines.
The miners' leaders were strongly in favour of the scheme, and
they had persuaded the General Council of the Trades Union Congress
to support it. The Minister believed that the Government would find
it impossible to withstand the trades union pressure which was being
exerted in favour of the scheme; and he therefore hoped that the
Cabinet would approve it and authorise him to announce their decision
in the debate On the coal situation which was being held in the House
of Commons that day.
. The Secretary of State for War said that the Minister of Defence
and the Service Ministers were strongly opposed to this scheme. They
agreed that the numbers affected would be small. They estimated that
not more than 6,000 miners had joined the Forces as regulars during
the last two years; and they doubted whether, if the scheme were
adopted, as many as 3,000 of these would be willing to return to the
mines. He therefore agreed that the Cabinefs decision on this
proposal should be based on their estimate of its psychological effects.
40124-1
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He did not dispute the psychological advantages which the.-adoption
of the scheme might have for the coalmining industry. It was his duty
to represent its psychological disadvantages from the point of view
of the G o v e r n m e n t s defence programme. Public opinion would
surely find it difficult to reconcile this scheme with the decisions,
announced earlier in the week,-to call u p reservists and to retain in the
Forces regulars whose period of colour service had expired. More
over, while the scheme might encourage recruitment for the coal
mines, it could hardly fail to discourage recruitment for the Forces.
It was for the Cabinet to decide whether the man-power needs of the
Forces, or of the coalmining industry, should have priority at the
present time.
In discussion it was pointed out that the production side of the
increased defence programme could not be achieved unless coal prq
duction was maintained; and that there were good precedents for
withdrawing miners from the Forces even in times of grave military
danger. The balance of opinion in the Cabinet was in favour of
encouraging miners who had recently joined the Forces as regulars
to return to the mines at this time.
Discussion then turned on the details of the scheme proposed in
C P . (51) 6. It was agreed that the scheme should be restricted to
miners who had worked underground and had been in the Forces
for not more than two years. It was also agreed that miners who
were released under the scheme, but subsequently left the mines and
were recalled to the Forces, should be allowed to deduct the period
spent in the mines from the unexpired period of their colour service;
and the Service Ministers were invited to consider sympathetically
whether the period so spent in the mines could also be counted
towards pension.
In discussion reference was also made to the proposal to employ
Italians in the mines. It was agreed that, although this proposal had
* been accepted in principle by the National Union of Mineworkers,
great care would be necessary in applying it at particular collieries.
There was a serious risk that the introduction of Italian labour at
some pits might cause friction with British miners and their families,
and might possibly lead to strikes.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the scheme, outlined in the Annex to C P . (51) 6,
for the release of underground miners who had recently
joined the Armed Forces as regulars.
(2) Agreed that this scheme should be confined to men who, at
some time before joining the Forces, had been employed
in underground coalmining for at least six months, and
had been in the Forces for not more than two years.
(3) Agreed that these men should be approached on behalf of the
Government and urged to return to the mines on the
ground that this was now the most important form of
national service which they could give.
(4) Agreed that miners released under this scheme who subse
quently left the pits and were recalled to the Forces should
be allowed to deduct the period spent in the mines from
the unexpired period of their colour service; and invited
the Minister of Defence to consider, in consultation with
the Service Ministers, whether the period thus spent in the
mines could also be counted towards pension.
(5) Approved the proposals regarding the administration of the
scheme which were set out in paragraphs 4-7 of C P . (51)6.

C o a i

-

Increased
Prices.

4. The Minister of Fuel and Power said that he had found it
necessary to propose to the Production Committee that there should
be an immediate increase of 45. 2d. per ton in the price of coal and
6s. 3d. per ton in the price of coke. The need for these price increases

arose partly from the losses incurred by the reduction of coal exports
from this country and the importation of coal from the United States,
but mainly from increased costs arising from wage increases and from
increased prices of stores and materials. The Production Committee
had agreed that there was no alternative but to increase prices, as he
had proposed; but they had invited him to seek the directions of
the Cabinet on the question whether these increases should be
announced in the debate on the coal situation which was to be held in
the House of Commons that afternoon. It was desirable that the price
increases should operate from 1st February; but, if they were not
announced that day, their introduction would have to be postponed
for at least a fortnight.
In discussion it was suggested that critics of the principle of public
ownership would make great play, in the debate, with the increasing
cost of coal to the consumer. In reply, it was pointed out that these
increases were largely due to the rising cost of labour and materials,
which were causing similar increases in the price of commodities
produced by private industry.
The suggestion was also made that there would be political
advantage in postponing these price increases until, say, 1st M a y 
when the weather would be warmer and some of the other burdens
now afflicting housewives might have been relieved. As against this,
it was pointed out that, if these prices remained unchanged until May,
a much steeper increase would then be necessary if the Coal Board
were not to incur a loss on the year's working as a whole.
The Cabinet agreed that the balance of advantage lay on the side
of bringing these price increases into operation forthwith, and
announcing them in the House of Commons that afternoon. The
Minister should give a full explanation of the reasons for the increases,
and should place special emphasis on the increased cost of labour and
materials.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the National Coal Board should be authorised to
increase the prices of coal and coke by 45. 2d. and 6s. 3d.
per ton respectively as from 1st February.
(2) Authorised the Minister of Fuel and Power t o announce these
price increases in the debate on the coal situation which
was being held in the House of Commons that afternoon,
and to give a full explanation of the reasons for them.

War Crimes.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (49) 32nd
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

5. The Cabinefs attention was drawn to a report of a recent
statement by the United Kingdom High Commissioner in Germany,
in which he was alleged to have said that he was reviewing the
sentences of German war criminals still in custody, that hatred and
revenge were bad counsellors and that it was now necessary on
political and humane grounds to review these sentences. This state
ment was likely to be interpreted as casting doubt on the fairness of
the Nuremberg trials. It might also have unfortunate effects, from a
wider point of view, at a time when considerable anxiety was felt in
this country about the policy of re-arming Western Germany. The
statements attributed to the High Commissioner had already
caused some alarm among Government supporters. If he had been
correctly reported, it seemed unfortunate that he should make such
statements without prior consultation with Ministers.
Attention was also drawn to a report that the United States High
Commissioner in Germany had decided to annul the order for the
confiscation of the property of Alfried K r u p p von Bohlen und
Halbach; and that this decision had been taken after consultation
With the United Kingdom and French High Commissioners. This
decision was also likely to be ill-received by Government supporters

in this country; and if, in fact, the United Kingdom High Commis
sioner shared responsibility for it, it would have been preferable that
he should have consulted Ministers before concurring in it.
The Minister of State said that he had already initiated enquiries
into the first of these matters and he would see that an early report on
both was submitted to the Prime Minister.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of the Council
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 10th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

6. The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the memorandum
by the Minister of State ( C P . (51) 33) regarding the preliminary dis
cussions to be held in Washington between representatives of the
French, United States and United Kingdom Governments in prepara
tion for the proposed meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
The Minister, of State said that he sought the views of the Cabinet
on the two memoranda annexed to his paper, which had been pre
pared as briefs for His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington. These
preliminary discussions, which were now in progress, were designed to
secure some agreement between the three Governments on their
approach to the forthcoming reply from Moscow. The Soviet Gov
ernment had not rejected the proposal for a preliminary meeting of
the representatives of the four Governments to recommend an agenda
for the meeting of Ministers; but they had not disclosed whether they
would be prepared to discuss questions other than German questions,
and the latest note from the three Western Powers was designed to
elicit whether they were willing to agree to an agenda on a wider
basis. The Foreign Office had taken the view that a unified and
disarmed Germany, from which occupation forces had been with
drawn, would probably fall a prey to communism and come within
the Soviet sphere of influence. It was significant that all the demo
cratic parties in Western Germany were opposed to the unification
of Germany on the basis of disarmament and would regard any settle
ment with the Russians o n these terms as tantamount to the desertion
of Germany by the Western Powers. At the first meeting of represent
atives of the three Governments in Washington on the previous day,
the French representative said that a neutralised and disarmed Ger
many was not an acceptable solution of the German problem. The
meeting in Washington had also shown that it was common ground
between the Americans and the French that the major cause of tension
was not Germany but the weight of Soviet armaments, and that a
solution of the G e r m a n problem could not be found without some
agreement on the general level of armaments. If the Russian reply
disclosed an unwillingness to discuss any subject other than Germany
at the proposed meeting of Ministers, the question would arise whether
it was better to hold the meeting on an agenda relating solely to
Germany, or to insist on a wider agenda and risk a breakdown before
the Ministers met. The Foreign Secretary, while he had been anxious
that the conference should take place, would almost certainly have
agreed that it could not take place on the basis that Germany alone
was to be discussed.
In discussion, there was general agreement that, while every effort
should be made to secure that the proposed meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers was held, it would not be practicable to pro
ceed with the meeting if the Soviet Government insisted on confining
the agenda to the demilitarisation of Germany and other purely
G e r m a n problems.
It was, however, t h e general view of the Cabinet that the refusal
to restrict discussion to Germany alone should be based on the need
to secure some relaxation of the tension between East and West, to
which Russia must show a willingness to make some contribution,
rather than on any fear that a unified but disarmed Germany would
be likely eventually to become Communist in character. While
admittedly a; disarmed but unoccupied Germany might in certain

contingencies be the victim of an armed Communist rising, the general
trend of opinion in Western countries, including Germany, was moving
against communism and it seemed reasonable to assume that free
elections in a unified Germany would show a majority for the demo
cratic parties. Moreover, the existence of a unified Germany might
cause discord between Russia and the Eastern European satellite
States, since the latter would fear that Russia might woo Germany
by offering territorial gains at their expense. In any event, it must be
assumed that occupation troops would not be withdrawn until a
German peace treaty had been signed, and the negotiation of a treaty
(as experience of the Austrian peace treaty had shown) would be a
lengthy business. This would giv,e time for a democratic regime in
a unified Germany to gather strength.
On the basis that the Soviet Government would profess a willing
ness to discuss wider issues than Germany, the Cabinet then con
sidered what general attitude they should adopt towards the proposed
meeting of Foreign Ministers. Russia had a long record of
expansionist policy and aggressive moves, and the policy of this
country could not be determined by the terms of the forthcoming
Russian reply, whatever that might be, without regard to Russia's
policy in recent years, including her maintenance of very large armed
forces. At the same time it would be a mistake to proceed on the
assumption that Russia was irretrievably committed to a policy of
eventual war against the West. She must view with considerable
apprehension the prospect of a third world war, and the chances of
securing some easement of the present international tension should
not, therefore, be rated too low. The Cabinet considered that the
draft briefs attached to C P . (51) 33 were unnecessarily pessimistic and
failed to reflect the general policy of the Government on this point.
While it was arguable that the cause of ultimate world peace could
best be advanced by a period of stalemate, during which the Western
democracies built u p their defences, it seemed preferable to aim at
securing, through a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, some
measure of agreement which would lead to a reduction in inter
national tension. If Russia was bent on aggression she might
endeavour to secure a temporary settlement of some outstanding
difficulties, with a view to lulling the Western democracies into a false
sense of security and making it difficult for them to go ahead with
their defence preparations; but the three Western Governments would
be alive to this danger and could expose any Russian moves which
did not appear to be actuated by a genuine desire for a peaceful and
lasting settlement.
The Cabinet then considered what questions, other than
Germany, might be suggested if Russia agreed to an agenda on a wider
basis, and the following points were discussed: —
(a) The five-point agenda, set out in paragraph 12 of Annex B
to C P . (51) 33, proposed the discussion of a disarmament pact as the
first item. The general view of Ministers was that little effective
progress was likely to be made if so wide and difficult a subject was
placed at the head of the agenda. Experience before the war had
shown the difficulty, under conditions which in many respects were
easier than those prevailing to-day, of making progress with a project
for general disarmament. Thus, discussion of the control and
inspection of atomic energy might easily occupy many months. If
Russia entered the meeting without any real desire to reach a settle
ment, she wcftild be able to put forward specious disarmament pro
posals which the Western Powers would have to reject; and
Communists would then represent the Soviet Government as desiring
disarmament and the Western democracies as opposing it. Moreover,
while admittedly the major cause of international tension was the
weight of Soviet armaments, it was unlikely that Russia or any other
country would be prepared to make any substantial reduction in
armaments until other causes of tension had been relaxed and until

the element of fear, which accounted in part for the present level of,
armaments, had been reduced.
(b) Nor was it likely that much progress could be made in a
discussion of the elimination of hostile and subversive propaganda.
The Soviet Government would dissociate themselves from the
measures taken by the Cominform. It was always a matter of great
difficulty to pin responsibility for subversive propaganda on the Soviet
Government. Even if an agreement were signed on the subject, there
was no guarantee that covert propaganda might not be continued,
which the Soviet Government could disown.
(c) Some Ministers thought that the discussion of a non
aggression pact might prove to be more fruitful, especially if the
Western Powers made it clear that they would expect the pact to apply
to all European countries, including Yugoslavia. If the Soviet
Government declined to discuss such a pact or endeavoured to secure
that it should not extend to Yugoslavia, their aggressive intentions
would become plain to the world. On the other hand, some doubt
was expressed about the value of a pact of this character. Russia
had non-aggression pacts with a number of other countries, including
Great Britain and France, but this had not prevented an increase in
international tension. Moreover, as the experience of Czechoslovakia
had shown, Russia might secure her ends by internal trouble and civil
war without resort to armed attack.
(d) It was suggested that the agenda set out in paragraph 2 of
Annex B to C P . (51) 33 might provide a more fruitful basis for
discussion because it started on the basis of less-important issues where
there was conflict between East and West and did not propose
discussion of Germany until a later stage. If the projected FourPower meeting tackled, in the first instance, one or two relatively
simple issues on which there was some chance of agreement, an
atmosphere might be created in which some of the more contentious
issues could be approached with greater hope of an ultimate solution.
It might be useful if the Foreign Office prepared a list of concrete
issues on which there was disagreement between Russia and the West,
of which a number might be set down for discussion. In reply, it
was stated that the Foreign Office had already prepared such a list
and that the lists set out in paragraphs 2 and 12 of Annex B to
C P . (51) 33 were a selection including the items on which the Foreign
Office felt that discussions might most usefully proceed.
The general view of the Cabinet was that, at this stage, the
arrangements for the agenda for the projected meeting of Foreign
Ministers should be left as flexible as possible, and that in the current
Washington talks His Majesty's Ambassador should avoid committing
himself to any procedural decisions which would make it more difficult
for the Foreign Ministers to meet and might seem to be based on a
pessimistic view of the probable outcome of the negotiations. The
Washington talks would serve a useful purpose in clearing some
preliminary points between the three Governments, and would thus
expedite the preparation of a reply to the forthcoming Russian note.
T o that extent the talks would meet the objection, which was
frequently voiced, to the long delay which appeared to elapse before
replies were sent to Russian proposals.. His Majesty's Ambassador
would, however, have to make it clear in the course of the talks that,
until the Soviet note had been received and considered, the Cabinet
did not wish to be committed on the items to be included in the agenda
for the Foreign Ministers' meeting, or the order in which the items
should be taken. Meanwhile, the Ambassador would be able to
ascertain and report the general views of the representatives of the
United States and France on the items which might be suggested for
discussion.
In the course of the discussion, reference was also made to the
subject of German rearmament. There was general agreement that
the threat of the rearmament of Western Germany would be a
powerful bargaining factor in the hands of the Western Powers in any

forthcoming Four-Power meeting, since Russia and the satellite
countries greatly feared the rearmament of Germany. While the
political parties in Western Germany seemed at present to be opposed
to German rearmament on the terms which the Western Powers were
likely to propose, it was doubtful whether in the long term the
Germans could expect to be defended by the Western democracies
against Russian attack without making any contribution of their own.
At the same time, there was a good deal of anxiety in this country
about the proposal to rearm Germany. Moreover, German rearma
ment would keep the Eastern European countries firmly under Russian
influence through their common fear of Germany. The Cabinet had
decided in principle in favour of a German contribution to Western
defence, but there would have to be a very careful examination of all
the issues involved before a decision was taken on the manner and
timing of Germany's rearmament.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that the memoranda annexed to C P . (51) 33 could
not be regarded as reflecting the views of Ministers and
should not therefore be used by His Majesty's Ambassador
as a brief for the preliminary discussions in which he was
now engaged in Washington.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to inform His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington accordingly, and to acquaint
him with the views expressed in the Cabinefs discussion.
(3) Agreed to resume their discussion of these matters when the
expected reply from the Soviet Government was received.

Korea.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 10th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

7. The Cabinet were informed that the United States resolution
on Korea had in the event been submitted to the First Committee of
the United Nations Assembly in a form which met the views expressed
in the Cabinefs last discussion on 29th January. The United
Kingdom representative at the United Nations had therefore been
able to vote in favour of it; and the resolution had been carried by
4 4 votes to 7. The representatives of 8 States had abstained from
voting. The resolution was likely to be carried in the General
Assembly that day.
The Prime Minister said that it had been suggested to him that
he might make a statement on this subject in the House of Commons
that afternoon. This would give him an opportunity to make it clear
that the Government regarded their vote in favour of the amended
resolution as fully consistent with their determination to continue to
seek a peaceable settlement of the Korean problem through negotia
tion with the Peking Government. It would also give him the
opportunity to bring out the extent to which the original resolution
had been modified as a result of the efforts made by the United
Kingdom Government. The Cabinet welcomed the suggestion that
the Prime Minister should make a statement on those lines.
In discussion it was suggested that further publicity should be
given in this country to the main speeches made on this subject by
the United Kingdom representative at the United Nations by putting
them more permanently on record, e.g., in a White Paper.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Prime Minister to make a statement on Korea in
the House of Commons that day, on the lines suggested in
the discussion.
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Parliament.
Business in the
House of
Commons.

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.
They agreed that in the Defence debate on 14th and 15th February
the Government spokesmen should be, in order of speaking, the
Minister of Defence, the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister
of Labour. They further agreed that the annual Statement on Defence
should not be presented in advance of this debate; and they invited
the Minister of Defence to consider, after the debate, whether a White
Paper was required on this occasion and, if so, what form it should
take.

Food.
Meat Supplies.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 6th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

2. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in pursuance of
the Cabinefs decision of 23rd January, he had considered, with the
Minister of Food and the Minister of State, how negotiations could
best be reopened with the Argentine Government for a long-term meat
agreement, and he had also discussed the problem with Sir John
Balfour. His colleagues and he had agreed that we should be ready
to pay a price of £120 a ton, if satisfactory arrangements could be
made about the terms of the agreement and the proportion of chilled
meat to be bought under it. Before the discussions had been broken
off, we had suggested an agreement ending in June 1952, and a pro
portion of 50 per cent, of chilled meat, and it was proposed that we
should continue to negotiate on that basis. It was difficult to indicate
to the Argentine Government our willingness to resume the negotia
tions without giving them reason to think that they could successfully
raise their terms, but it had been decided that the best course was to
send a short note saying in general terms that we were prepared to
consider an agreement to terminate in June 1952, and to resume the
expert discussions on chilled meat. A note to this effect had been
handed to the Argentine Charge d'Affaires in London on the previous
day. The Minister of Food would mention this in the debate that day
in the House of Commons, but nothing should then be said which
would appear to commit the Government to reaching an agreement
with the Argentine.
The Minister of Food gave the Cabinet a general outline of the
speech which he was proposing to make in the debate. If an early
agreement was reached with the Argentine and shipments began at
once, the meat ration could be increased without delay by drawing
on the remaining reserves of canned corned meat; but it would clearly
prejudice the success of the negotiations to mention this possibility in
the debate, or to refer in any other way to a prospective increase in
the ration.
In discussion several Ministers referred to the public discontent
with the high prices of fish and rabbits, and it was suggested that some
reference should be made in the debate to the possible reimposition
of price control for these foods. The Cabinet were informed that the
Production Committee had recently agreed that a decision on this
question should be deferred for a few weeks, since increased catches
might lead to a reduction in fish prices; and it was agreed that in the
debate the Minister of Food should go no further than to say that the
Government would not hesitate to reimpose control when they thought
that the public interest required it.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Took note of the further approach which had been made to
the Argentine Government.
(2) Invited the Minister of Food to speak in the debate that day
in the House of Commons on the lines approved in their
discussion.

Defence.
Call-up of
Reservists.
previous
Reference:

C M . (5.1) 8th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.) '

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Defence ( C P . (51) 42) on the form of the legislation required to give
effect to the call-up of reservists which had been outlined in the Prime
Ministers statement on 29th January (Cmd. 8146).
The Minister of Defence said that the main point for Cabinet
decision was whether, as he and the Service Ministers desired, power
should be taken to call u p Class Z and Class G reservists for fifteen
days' training in 1952, 1953 and 1954, as well as 1951. There was no
question of a second period of service by the reservists who were to
be called u p for longer periods. The men called up for fifteen days'
training in 1951 would provide the necessary man-power to complete
four Territorial Divisions, but in later years it would be necessary
to complete further Divisions. Moreover, the Class Z reservists called
up for A.A. Command in 1951 would go only a small way to complete
the twelve A.A. Divisions that were contemplated, and men would
therefore have to be called u p for A.A. Command in the three subse
quent years. Wastage among the men called up in 1951 would also
have to be made good. For the most part different men would be
selected for call-up in subsequent years; but some of the men called u p
in 1951 should have refresher courses in the later years and some
highly experienced men might have to be called upon again in later
years because they alone could carry out certain skilled tasks. It was
difficult at this stage to be specific about the exact requirements of
the Services in future years, and he therefore proposed that all the
necessary powers should be taken in the Bill, subject to annual affirma
tive resolution in both Houses.
The Parliamentary Vnder-Secretary of State for Air said that it
would have to be made clear, not necessarily in the Bill but in a state
ment made when the Bill was debated, that men who in future
volunteered for the Royal Auxiliary Air Force would not be liable
to be called up for the three months' training. Unless this assurance
was given, recruitment for the Royal Auxiliary Air Force would be
gravely prejudiced.
In discussion, the general view of the Cabinet was that the Class Z
and Class G reservists who were being called up for fifteen days'
training in 1951 should not be called u p for similar periods of training
in later years. The suggestion that all these men would be liable
for training in subsequent years would cause resentment out of all
proportion to the value to the Services of the relatively small number
of them who would in fact be called back for training. The Services
should endeavour to rely on volunteers for any men, trained in 1951,
who were required to come back in a later year. While the powers
in the Bill might be expressed in general terms, the Government
spokesmen should indicate specifically and in detail how the powers
were to be exercised.
On the other questions raised in C P . (51) 42, the following points
were m a d e : —
(a) Although it was a heavy burden on their resources, the
Ministry of Labour would arrange for the reservists to be medically
examined before they joined their units.
(b) Doubt was expressed whether one month's imprisonment was
a sufficient penalty for disregarding a training notice. This question
should be considered by the Legislation Committee.
(c) The Legislation Committee should also scrutinise the proposed
provisions penalising incitement to disobey training notices. It was
doubtful, for example, whether incitement against voluntary enrol
ment in the Armed Forces should be treated, in time of peace, as
a criminal offence. If a right of search for literature inciting to dis
obedience was granted, the Law Officers were anxious that the
provision of the Incitement to Disaffection Act, 1934, should be
reproduced, under which a search warrant could be issued only by
a High Court judge.

(d) The Minister of Labour was doubtful whether statutory
protection against loss of employment or holidays should be extended
to volunteer members of the Auxiliary Forces. Employers had been
helpful in giving facilities to employees belonging to the Territorial
A r m y ; and it might do more harm than good to place them under a
statutory obligation of this kind. The Secretary of State for War
said that his Territorial Army advisers were of this opinion. It was,
however, agreed that there might be need to give reinstatement rights
to officers from the Emergency List of the Royal Navy who volun
teered for eighteen months' service.
The Lord President said that he was anxious that the Bills should,
if possible, come before the Legislation Committee on Tuesday,
13th February, with a view to its introduction in the course of the
Defence debate or shortly afterwards.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that definite assurances should be given in Parliament
that n o Class Z or Class G reservist called u p for fifteen
days' training in 1951 would be called u p for similar
training in a subsequent year; and that men who volun
teered in future for the Royal Auxiliary Air Force would
not be liable to be called u p for the three months' training.
(2) Invited the Minister of Labour and the Minister of Defence
to give further consideration to the proposal that statutory
protection should be given to members of the Auxiliary
Forces in respect of their annual period in camp and, if
necessary, to consult informally with the two sides of
industry on this proposal.
(3) Invited the Legislation Committee to consider the remaining
questions raised in C P . (51) 42.

Germany.
Rearmament,
(Previous
References:
C M . (50) 86th
Conclusions,
Minute 4 and

C M . (51) 11th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

4. In their discussion on 1st February of the Soviet proposal
for a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, the Cabinet had
agreed that, while they were committed to the principle of a German
contribution to the defence of Western Europe, they would need to
give very careful consideration to all the issues involved before
reaching a final decision on the manner and timing of Germany's
rearmament. The Cabinet now had before them a memorandum by
the Minister of State ( C P . (51) 43), to which was annexed a statement
summarising the successive steps leading up to the current discussions
with the German Federal Government. This showed that each of
these steps had been fully endorsed by the Cabinet; that the timing
of further moves towards the rearmament of Germany could still be
regulated at the will of the North Atlantic Treaty Powers; that the
need for caution in the timing of these further moves had been
recognised by those Powers and by General Eisenhower; and that
the discussions now proceeding in Bonn could not result in any new
commitment by the United Kingdom Government or in any final
decisions.
The Minister of State said that the discussions with the German
Federal Government fell under two heads-first, the details of the
military contribution which Germany might m a k e ; and, secondly, the
political conditions on which the Germans might be prepared to make
that military contribution. There was no likelihood that the dis
cussions would reach an early conclusion; for the Americans were
now relaxing some of their earlier pressure for speed in the military
talks, and the Germans had made it clear that they would insist on
a satisfactory political settlement as a condition precedent to the
conclusion of any military agreement. General Eisenhower, in his
public reports in Washington on his recent visit to Europe, had given
the impression that he was not in favour of pressing forward too
rapidly with German rearmament until the North Atlantic Powers had

themselves built u p more substantial forces in Europe. The United
Kingdom High Commissioner in Germany h a d reported that this had
been eagerly welcomed by Germans of many different shades of
political opinion, and that in Germany the sense of urgency about
the problem of German rearmament had largely disappeared. Three
separate sets of discussions would have to be completed before the
North Atlantic Treaty Powers were confronted with the need to take
final decisions—(i) the discussions on the scale and method by which
a German military contribution might be m a d e ; (ii) the discussions
regarding the replacement of the Occupation Statute by contractual
obligations; and (in) the forthcoming conference in Paris to discuss
the French plan for a European army. The High Commissioners had
been instructed to proceed urgently with the first group of discussions;
but the second and third were bound, by their nature, to be prolonged.
A n d there were two further factors which would make for delay.
First, the impression created by General Eisenhower's reports, to
which he had already referred. Secondly, the attitude of the German
Federal Government, who were claiming that, before any scheme of
rearmament could proceed, it would be necessary, not only to secure
a political settlement which would give the German forces genuine
equality of status with other national contingents, but also to convince
the German people that the Allied forces in Germany had been
substantially strengthened. Thus, there was no practical prospect that
the North Atlantic Treaty Powers would be invited to approve, at
any early date, proposals for implementing their decision of principle
in favour of Germany's rearmament. But, if the Cabinet were not
content to rely on the delays which seemed bound to arise from the
very nature of the current discussions with the Germans, they might
consider, in consultation with the United States Government and
thereafter the French Government, whether any positive steps should
be taken to slow down the course of those discussions.
The Minister said that another risk might arise if there were a
breakdown in the negotiations for a meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers or if such a meeting were held and proved inconclusive.
The Soviet Government had already described as " intolerable " the
preliminary steps which the North Atlantic Treaty Powers were taking
towards the rearmament of Western G e r m a n y ; and they might regard
such a breakdown as a decisive moment.
The Prime Minister said that it had always been his view that the
Allied forces in Europe should be substantially strengthened before
any German units were added to them; and that on this account the
negotiations with the German Federal Government about a German
contribution towards the defence of Western Europe should be spun
out. There was now an additional reason for delay, since we were
anxious to use German rearmament as a bargaining counter in the
discussions at the proposed meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers. If it were true that the Soviet Government were genuinely
apprehensive about the rearmament of Western Germany, we might
now be in a position to extract some real concession from them. H e
was, therefore, in favour of consulting with the United States Govern
ment on the basis suggested in paragraph 9 of C P . (51) 43.
In discussion there was general agreement with the view expressed
by the Prime Minister. The following particular points were m a d e : —
(a) The Minister of Defence recalled the circumstances in which
the N o r t h Atlantic Council had been asked to accept the principle of a
German military contribution towards the defence of Western Europe.
The original strategic plan had been to defend the line of the R h i n e ;
but it had become clear that it would be difficult to secure the
co-operation of the Dutch and the Danes on that basis. A new
concept had then been formulated for the defence of a line further
east, in Germany. As soon as it was contemplated that the battle
would be fought on German soil, it became evident that the Gerrnans
must take some part in it; and it followed that, in principle, Western
r

Germany should make some military contribution towards the defence
of Europe. Provided, however, that this decision of principle was
maintained, there was at the moment obvious political advantage in
delaying its practical application.
(b) There was widespread anxiety among Government supporters
^about the risk of proceeding at this stage to put into practice a plan
for the rearming of Western Germany. General Eisenhowers report
was therefore to be welcomed. Public anxiety would be allayed by the
knowledge that he saw no early prospect of absorbing German units
into an integrated Atlantic force in Europe. In these circumstances
it was clearly reasonable to prolong the current conversations with
the German Federal Government.
(c) The Cabinet were reminded that there were large sections of
responsible public opinion in this country which had never favoured
the rearmament of Germany. The view was therefore expressed that,
although the Government had accepted the principle of rearming
Western Germany, in the face of very strong pressure from the United
States Government, there would be great political advantage in
delaying the application of this principle for as long as possible. Any
military forces raised in Western Germany were bound to include
many former Nazis and other dangerous elements; and, once the
Germans were allowed to raise any military forces, it would be difficult
to prevent the recreation of a German General Staff. It would also
be a mistake at this stage to provide military equipment for German
units: such equipment as was available should be reserved for the
forces of the Atlantic Treaty Powers. Grave risks would be involved
in proceeding now with the rearmament of Western Germany, in face
of the declaration of the Soviet Government. It was illogical to say
that a German contribution was essential to the defence of Western
Europe, and at the same time to pursue a policy which might provoke
an attack on Western Europe long before any German military units
could be raised.
(d) As against this, attention was drawn to the action already
taken by the Soviet Government in raising and equipping a para
military force in Eastern Germany. Was nothing to be done in
Western Germany to counter-balance this? If Western Germany
were left wholly unarmed, would the Atlantic Powers be prepared to
offer armed resistance to any attack by the Bereitschaften?
Moreover, were the Atlantic Powers to leave unnoticed the
impudence of the Communist claim that the peace of the world was
threatened by the rearmament of Western Germany, while the Soviet
Government proceeded steadily with their rearmament of Eastern
Germany? The anxieties which Government supporters felt about
German rearmament would certainly be fostered assiduously by
Communists in this country, and Ministers should not hesitate to
expose this manoeuvre.
(e) The view was expressed that the eventual rearmament of
Germany was inevitable. Ministers should not hesitate to support in
principle the rearmament of Western Germany as a contribution
towards the defence of Europe. That need not mean that hasty or
precipitate action should be taken to put that principle into operation
at the wrong moment. There was bound in any event to be a consider
able delay before a practical start could be made with the raising
of military units in Western Germany.
(/) T h e point was made that, while there would be obvious advan
tages in reaching some general settlement which would relieve the
present state of international tension, there was as yet no evidence
that the Soviet Government had any sincere desire to reach such a
settlement. Moreover, while we might be prepared to use German
rearmament as a bargaining counter in negotiations with them, we
had no very clear idea about the specific concessions which they might
be asked to make in return. N o r could we be sure that the United
States Government would agree that any Soviet concession would
justify the abandonment of German rearmament unless it were
sufficient to warrant the abandonment of the whole scheme for

building up the defensive strength of the West under the North
Atlantic Treaty.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Minister of State to arrange for His Majesty's
Anibasador in Washington to make known to the United
States Government their anxiety regarding the timing of
the next positive move towards the rearmament of Western
Germany, as proposed in paragraph 9 of C P . (51) 43.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to inform the United Kingdom
High Commissioner in Germany that he should now seek
to prolong the current discussions with the German
Federal Government.

War Crimes.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51)11th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

5. In the course of the discussion recorded in the preceding
Minute it was pointed out that the current anxiety among Government
supporters about German rearmament had been enhanced by the
recent announcements regarding the exercise of clemency towards
Germans convicted of war crimes. The suggestion that military units
were to be raised in Western Germany was being connected in people's
minds with the release of German generals and other former Nazis;
and as a result the impression was growing that the Western Powers
were ready to acquiesce in a resurgence of German militarism. There
was special misgiving about the action of the United States High
Commissioner in Germany in releasing Alfried Krupp von Bohlen
und Halbach and in cancelling the order for the confiscation of his
property. It would be useful if the Prime Minister could make a
reassuring statement on this point in the course of the debate on
foreign affairs in the House of Commons on 12th February.
The C a b i n e t (1) Took note that they would have before them at their meeting
on 12th February memoranda ( C P . (51) 38 and 45) on the
exercise of clemency towards Germans convicted of war
crimes.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to provide the Prime Minister
with material for a statement to be made on this subject
in the foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons on
12th February.

Sulphur.

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the President
of the Board of Trade ( C P . (5.1) 39) drawing attention to the grave
shortage in this country of supplies of sulphur and sulphuric acid.
The President of the Board of Trade said that the annex to his
paper explained the causes and the extent of the shortage, and in the
paper he had outlined some of the effects which it would have on our
economy. This was the most serious of the threats to our production
in 1951 which had so far arisen from shortages of raw materials;
and in this case, unlike some others, our deficiency could easily be
met if the United States Government took appropriate action. There
were large stocks of sulphur, amounting to 2-8 million tons, lying
idle in the United States, and it seemed clear that their export was
being prevented by the United States Government, probably on
account of their stockpiling programme. Our additional need in 1951
was for not more than 135,000 tons, and he recommended that the
United States Government should be strongly pressed to meet it.
Lord Knollys, our representative on the R a w Materials Group Or
ganisation, had recently arrived in Washington and had already had
preliminary discussions with United States officials, but responsibility
within the United States administration seemed to be divided and he

felt that the gravity of the situation demanded an approach on a higher
level. A communication by the Prime Minister to President Truman
might be desirable, but he felt that this should be held in reserve until
we had received the advice of His Majesty's Ambassador in Washing
ton, and possibly until he had himself visited Washington.
The Prime Minister said that it was clear that urgent action must
be taken. Subject to the advice received from His Majesty's
Ambassador he felt that a visit to Washington by the President of the
Board of Trade might be the most effective step.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Unless prompt action was taken to secure further supplies of
sulphur, large-scale unemployment would develop in this country. It
was therefore essential that the Government should be able to demon
strate that they had taken every possible measure to increase supplies.
(b) Some sulphur was already being bought through private
channels from Italy, but total production there was relatively small
and under the present arrangements with the United States the
amount of supplies obtainable from elsewhere would be deducted
from our United States allocation.
(c) Some Ministers were doubtful whether Lord Knollys h a d
the right qualifications for the exacting task of negotiating with the
United States Government on supplies of raw materials. It was
pointed out that he had assumed his duties only a few days previously
and that much of the present difficulty appeared to be due to a lack
of co-ordination within the United States administration.
id) Research in the United Kingdom into the provision of
substitutes for sulphur should be expedited. It was suggested that
industry should be urged to make more use of iron pyrites for the
manufacture of sulphuric acid. It was pointed out, however, that
pyrites had to be imported and that supplies were limited. Anhydrite,
which was available in the United Kingdom, and the conversion of
spent sulphur, might be more reliable sources of additional supplies.
(e) In our representations to the United States Government we
should emphasise our efforts to avoid waste in the use of sulphur and
to employ substitutes. We should also explain the urgent steps that
we were taking to reduce our dependence on imported sulphur.
(/) The Minister of Labour said that the serious situation which
had resulted from our deficiency in sulphur emphasised the urgent
need for a survey of the mineral resources of the United Kingdom.
Such a survey might reveal both further deficiencies and unexpected
assets.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that a high-level approach should be made to the
United States Government without delay on the supply
of sulphur; and invited the Prime Minister to determine
the method of this approach in the light of the advice now
awaited from His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington.
(2) Invited the Minister of Labour to submit a memorandum to
the Cabinet on the need for a survey of the mineral
resources of the United Kingdom.

7. The Postmaster-General
said that he had received a demand
for recognition from the National Guild of Motor Engineers, which
represented 1,700 postal workers in a grade of 3,000 men. Since the
number of men in the union was higher than the percentage normally
required for recognition, he would in the ordinary way have recognised
the Guild. This would, however, increase his difficulties in regard to
other break-away unions—notably the Engineering Officers (Tele
communications) A s s o c i a t i o n - w h i c h had much larger memberships,
though the percentages in relation to the grades concerned were not

so high. Moreover, recognition of the Guild would almost certainly
encourage the creation of break-away unions in other grades. H e
therefore proposed to appoint a committee, composed of persons
experienced in industrial relations, to report on the general problem
of the recognition of staff associations in the Post Office and on the
specific claims for recognition that were now outstanding. The three
main unions in the Post Office were agreeable to this course.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he would like an
opportunity to consider the terms of reference of the proposed
committee and also to sound informally the National Staff Side. H e
would also like to consult with the Postmaster-General on the
composition of the committee so as to ensure that the Civil Service,
as distinct from the industrial, aspects of the problem were kept in
mind.
The Minister of Labour said that, while he was in agreement with
the procedure proposed by the Postmaster-General, he also would
wish to be consulted on the points mentioned by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer.
The Cabinet—
Agreed in principle that the Postmaster-General should set
u p a committee to investigate the question of the recognition
of staff associations in the Post Office; and invited him to
consult with the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the
Minister of Labour on its composition and terms of
reference.
Cabinet Office,
SWA,
Sth February, 1951.
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Korea.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 11th
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)

1. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Minister of State ( C P . (51) 46) on the question whether the United
Nations Forces in Korea should proceed north of the 38th Parallel.
The Minister of State said that, for the reasons indicated in his
memorandum, he strongly recommended that the United Nations
Forces should not seek to advance beyond the 38th Parallel. This
view had already been expressed informally to the political and
military authorities in Washington, and reassuring replies had been
received. H e now recommended, however, that the United States
Government should be asked formally to confirm that the United
Nations Forces would not advance beyond the 38th Parallel without
a fresh political decision, and that this would be a matter, not for
the United States Government alone, but for the United Nations and,
in particular, those member States who had contributed to the United
Nations Forces in Korea. Finally, he recommended that, if the
United Nations Forces established a line south of the 38th Parallel,
even minor penetrations and assaults beyond it should, if possible, be
avoided.
The Minister added that there had been Press reports that
morning to the effect that some South Korean forces had already
proceeded beyond the 38th Parallel. This made it all the more urgent
that an approach should be made to the United States Government
on the lines recommended.
The First Sea Lord said that he had no official information about
these reported movements by South Korean forces. The Chiefs of
Staff were in broad agreement with the recommendations put forward
in C P . (51) 46. The restriction against proceeding north of the
38th Parallel could not, however, be absolute. If the United Nations
Forces established a line on the basis of the 38th Parallel, there would
probably be some points at which the line must go slightly beyond it
by reason of the nature of the terrain. Equally, the United Nations
Commander must have some discretion to press tactical counter
attacks beyond the 38th Parallel. And he must be free to launch air
attacks on enemy troop concentrations and lines of communication
to the north of the Parallel.
In discussion there was general support for the recommendations
made in C P . (51) 46, subject to the qualification suggested on behalf
of the Chiefs of Staff. The Cabinet also thought it advisable that their
views on this question should be made public without delay, and the\
invited the Prime Minister to include a statement on this point in his
speech in the foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons that
afternoon.
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The Cabinet—
(1) Endorsed the view that the United Nations Forces in Korea
should not advance beyond a line which would follow
broadly the 38th Parallel, subject to such local variations
as the tactical situation might require.
(2) Invited the Prime Minister to make it known, in the course
of the foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons
that afternoon, that this was the view of the United
Kingdom Government.
(3) Agreed that the United States Government should be asked
formally to confirm that the United Nations Forces would
not advance beyond the 38th Parallel without a fresh
political decision taken, not by the United States Govern
ment alone, but by the United Nations.
(4) Invited the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations to inform other Commonwealth
Governments accordingly.
B 2

Pacific Defence.

0?revious
Reference:

C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

2. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister Of
State ( C P . (51) 47) regarding a proposal for a Pacific Defence Council
which was being canvassed by Mr. John Foster Dulles in the course
of the mission which he had undertaken on President Truman's behalf
in preparation for a Japanese Peace Treaty.
The Minister of State said that the Pacific Defence Council
proposed by Mr. Dulles would comprise the United States, Japan,
the Philippines, Australia and New Zealand; but it would exclude
the countries of South-East Asia, and the United Kingdom would be
associated with it only on a consultative basis. This proposal would
give Australia and New Zealand the assurance which they sought
that United States assistance would be forthcoming if any attack were
made on their territories; but it was open to strong objection from
the United Kingdom point of view. World opinion would interpret
it as a renunciation of our responsibilities in the Pacific; it would
cause serious alarm in South-East Asia, particularly in Hong Kong
and Malaya; and it might have the effect of diverting Australian and
New Zealand forces from the Middle East in a major war. Later
telegrams from Washington indicated that the United States Govern
ment might now be inclined to favour, instead of this proposal, the
conclusion of a tripartite pact by which the United States, Australia
and New Zealand would each undertake to go to the aid of the others
in the event of hostilities affecting the interests of any one of them in
the Pacific. It was, however, recommended that the Governments of
the United States, Australia and New Zealand should at once be
informed of the objections which the United Kingdom Government
saw to the proposal outlined by Mr. Dulles.
In discussion there was general agreement with the views
expressed by the Minister of State. Mr. Dulles's conception of the
defence of an island chain in the Pacific was unsound, both politically
and militarily. If this emphasis were laid on the island chain, the
Americans might at a later stage insist that Formosa formed part
of it; and Australia and New Zealand might find themselves expected
to support on that account a United States claim to Formosa. The
exclusion of the mainland countries of South-East Asia would be a
source of special embarrassment to the United Kingdom Government.
The First Sea Lord said that in the global strategy which the
Chiefs of Staff had discussed with the United States Chiefs of Staff,
the Far East was a United States commitment and the Middle East a
Commonwealth commitment. Australia and New Zealand had been
reluctant to commit themselves fully to co-operation in the Middle
East until they had more definite information about United States
intentions in the Pacific. But the best way of allaying their anxieties
would be for the United States to guarantee their security in a major
war, possibly through a tripartite pact on the lines mentioned by the
Minister of State.
The Cabinet—
(1) Endorsed the objections, outlined in C P . (5.1) 47, to a Pacific
Defence Council excluding the United Kingdom and the
mainland countries of South-East Asia; and agreed that
every effort should be made to find alternative means of
allaying the anxieties of Australia and New Zealand, e.g.,
by a United States guarantee of their security in war.
(2) Invited the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Com
monwealth Relations to arrange for these view to be
conveyed to the Australian
and New
Zealand
Governments.
(3) Invited the Minister of State to arrange for these views to be
conveyed to the United States Government and t o
Mr. Dulles.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of the Council
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 11th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

3. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of State ( C P . (51) 48) giving the text of the latest note from the Soviet
Government regarding their proposal for a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers, and outlining alternative replies which might be
sent to that note.
The Minister of State said that the first alternative, outlined in
paragraph 7 of C P . (51) 48, was to insist that preliminary discussions
could be held only if the Soviet Government clearly accepted our pro
posal for a wider agenda going beyond the demilitarisation of
Germany. He did not himself favour sending so firm a reply: there
was a grave risk that, if we took that line, the whole project of a
Four-Power meeting would break down at that stage. It was
important that, if the attempt to hold such a meeting failed, respon
sibility for the failure should rest clearly with the Soviet Government.
H e therefore favoured the more conciliatory reply outlined in para
graphs 8 and 9 of C P . (51) 48. This, while rebutting the arguments
in the Soviet note, would emphasise our own desire for a meeting on a
wide agenda that would deal with the real causes of international
tension; and it would end by proposing a definite time and place for
the preliminary meeting of officials which was to prepare the agenda
for the Ministerial meeting.
T h e Minister said that, since his memorandum was circulated,
some information had become available regarding the attitude of the
United States and French Governments. The Americans were
inclined to suggest to the Soviet Government that officials should now
meet to prepare an agenda which would include at least the following
general subjects: " causes of existing tension in Europe, including
the level of existing armaments, the situation in South-Eastern
Europe and other factors; completion and signature of the treaty for
the re-establishment of an independent and democratic Austria;
problems affecting G e r m a n y ; and elimination of barriers to friendly
official and unofficial contacts between Governments and peoples."
The French were also in favour of giving at this stage a fairly precise
indication of the subjects which we should wish to see included in the
agenda; for they feared that no progress would be made in the pre
liminary discussions between officials unless it had been made clear in
advance that we must insist upon a wider agenda than that envisaged
by the Soviet Government.
The Minister of State said that, despite these indications of
American and French views, he would still prefer a broader reply on
the lines suggested in paragraphs 8 and 9 of his memorandum.
The Cabinet agreed that the first alternative proposed in para
graph 7 of C P . (51) 48 should be rejected. They were at first
inclined to favour giving a list of subjects for discussion on the lines
proposed by the Americans. They were, however, informed that the
Soviet Government were almost certain to object to the first and the
last of the subjects in this list on the ground that they went beyond
the terms of reference assigned to the Council of Foreign Ministers in
the Protocol of the Potsdam Conference. A more general reply, on
the lines suggested in paragraph 9 of C P . (51) 48, would also have the
advantage of allowing rather more time for detailed consideration of
the subjects to be included in the agenda.
T h e Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the reply to the latest note from the Soviet
Government should follow the lines indicated in para
graphs 8 and 9 of C P . (51) 48.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to seek to persuade the United
States and French Governments to agree to the early
despatch of a reply on those lines.

Call-up of
Agricultural

Workers.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 8th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Labour ( C P . (51) 49) proposing that the call-up of agricultural
workers for national service should be suspended during the period of
the harvest in 1951, that deferment on grounds of hardship should be
restricted to small farms in remote areas and that an announcement
of the Cabinefs decision to discontinue the policy of deferring the call
up of agricultural workers should be made on 15th February at the
end of the Defence debate.
The Minister of Labour said that these proposals were designed
to meet some of the difficulties which the Agriculture Ministers felt
about the calling up of agricultural workers for national service.
While it was reasonable to leave on the farms as large a labour force
as practicable for the corn and potato harvests, he did not think that
any arrangements for deferment could go beyond allowing the
retention of workers on farms employing not more than two workers
and situated in relatively remote areas where alternative labour was
not available. Deferment would have to be confined to cases in
which the call-up would cause a substantial loss of agricultural output.
An early announcement was necessary, so that the Service authorities
and the men concerned could have reasonable notice of what was pro
posed. He did not think that the call-up of 15,000 young men could
have a very serious effect on the output of an industry with a total
labour force of nearly one million. Account should also be taken of
the resentment felt about the total deferment of agricultural workers,
particularly among men engaged in work which brought them into
close touch with the agricultural population.
The Minister of Agriculture said that he hoped it would be
possible to review the whole policy of calling-up agricultural workers
for national service. Over a period of years a considerable number
would be drawn away from agriculture for national service. He did
not see what useful purpose would be served by giving military
training to men who, in war, would have to be excused military service
because of a paramount need to produce food. Moreover, the pro
posed calling-up of 15,000 men a year had to be considered in relation
to the current wastage from agriculture to industry: about 20,000
workers had left agriculture for other industries in a recent period of
twelve months. The public were gravely concerned about the current
meat shortage and would not understand the adoption at this juncture
of a policy which would jeopardise agricultural output, including
the production of livestock.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Most sections of the community would have to make severe
sacrifices in connection, with the defence programme. The calling
u p for training of Z reservists, the retention of time-expired regulars
and the calling-up of regular reservists for periods of from twelve
months to eighteen months would impose considerable hardship on
the individuals concerned. In these circumstances agricultural
workers could not expect to continue to enjoy complete immunity
from call-up.
(b) The fact that in war some agricultural workers would be
excused military service did not warrant the exemption from military
training of all the young men now employed in agriculture. In war
there would be a number of other reserved occupations which at
present did not enjoy this exemption from national service. The true
position was that (save for coal-mining where present, not future,
circumstances rendered deferment necessary) all sections of the com
munity would undergo military training, but the numbers and
categories which would be called u p for service in the event of war
would depend on the nature and size of the conflict.
(c) If agricultural workers were not called up until after this
year's harvest, it would nOt be practicable for the Services to absorb
the annual intake of 15,000 between November 1951 and the spring

of 1952. N o r could it be said that the loss of between 3,000 and 4,000
workers who would be called up in May, June and July 1951, would
represent a serious strain on agriculture. At the same time it was
felt that, if the call-up were postponed until after the harvest, the
Government would show the agricultural industry that they had sym
pathetically considered the difficulties in which it would be placed and
that they were giving time for any necessary readjustments to be made.
id) On the assumption that the call-up of agricultural workers
was held over until after the harvest, there was no reason why an
announcement of the decision to discontinue the policy of deferring
the call-up of agricultural workers should not be made in the course of
the forthcoming Defence debate. The Minister of Defence could
explain that his figure of 179,000 men to be called up in the present
year would be subject to adjustment as a result of discussions which
would take place between the Ministry of Labour, the Agriculture
Departments, the farmers and the agricultural unions.
The Cabinet—
(1) Reaffirmed their decision to discontinue the policy of
deferring the call-up of agricultural workers for national
service, but agreed that agricultural workers should not
be called u p until November 1951.
(2) Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 49 for dealing with cases
of hardship.
(3) Invited the Minister of Labour to announce the Govern
ment's decision in the course of the Defence debate.
(4) Invited the Minister of Labour and the Agriculture Ministers
to discuss with the organisations representing farmers and
agricultural workers the detailed arrangements for imple
menting the Cabinet's decision.

War Crimes.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 12th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

5. The Cabinet h a d before them memoranda by the Minister of
State ( C P . (51) 38) and by the Attorney-General ( C P . (51) 45) on the
exercise of clemency towards Germans convicted of war crimes.
The Minister of State said that, as the Control Council for
Germany was in abeyance, any modification of the sentences passed
on major war criminals by the International Military Tribunal at
Nuremberg would be a matter for joint decision by the Governments
of the United Kingdom, United States, France and Russia. The cases
which fell within the jurisdiction of the United Kingdom High Com
missioner were those of persons sentenced by British military courts
and now confined in the British Zone of Germany. Some of the state
ments made by the High Commissioner in answer to questions at the
end of a press conference at the British Press Club in Berlin in the
previous month had, admittedly, been badly worded. The High Com
missioner had not intended to suggest that the Nuremberg Tribunal
had been moved by hatred and revenge in the sentences passed on
major war criminals: he had meant only to indicate that the review
which he proposed to make of the sentences passed by British military
courts would be conducted in a judicial spirit. The High Commis
sioner was constantly receiving petitions from church leaders and
others in Germany on behalf of individual prisoners, and he felt
obliged to review these cases in the light of the representations made
to him.
The Lord Chancellor said that he had seen the High Commis
sioner, who admitted that some of the language which he had used at
the Press conference at the British Press Club had been unfortunate.
In regard t o the recent remissions of sentence by the United States

High Commissioner, Mr. McCloy's hand had in a sense been forced
by the findings of a Clemency Board, including a United States judge.
The United Kingdom High Commissioner had not been consulted on
the merits of the proposal to release Alfried K r u p p von Bohlen und
Halbach and to return his property, but simply about the legal con
sequences in the British Zone which would follow from the decision
to revoke the order for the confiscation of property. The High Com
missioner felt that he had a personal responsibility to review sentences
by British military courts in the light of the petitions which he
received, but there was no reason to believe that he had in mind any
widespread remission of sentences, particularly in view of the pains
taking review of these cases which had been made by a War Crimes
Review Board in 1949 under the Chairmanship of Major-General
Wade.
The Attorney-General
said that the memorandum which he had
submitted was not based on any doubts regarding the rearmament of
Western Germany; but it was certainly unfortunate t h a t the release
of Krupp and other war criminals in the United States Zone and the
statements by the United Kingdom High Commissioner should have
come at a time when so much public anxiety was being shown in this
country about the proposal to rearm Western Germany. He did not
feel that the Cabinet had yet had an adequate explanation of the High
Commissioners reference to " hatred and revenge as bad counsel
lors," which had been widely interpreted as a reflection on the
Nuremberg Tribunal and on the British military courts. Moreover, in
dealing with the heinous crimes which many of the German war
criminals had committed, he found it difficult to understand in what
respects " circumstances had changed," a phrase which, according to
Press accounts, the High Commissioner had used in his remarks. So
far as it was necessary to secure some uniformity in the scale of
punishments inflicted, this had been attempted when the sentences
were scrutinised before confirmation, and less than eighteen months
ago Major-General Wade had conducted a painstaking review of the
sentences, which had resulted in fifty-eight being reduced. In addi
tion, twenty-seven sentences had been remitted since that review. He
oould see no justification for an endless series of general reviews of
these sentences, though individual cases might have to be considered
from time to time. Considerable resentment was already being
expressed in this country at the suggestion that further remissions of
sentence might now be contemplated.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Ministers were not satisfied that German opinion as a whole
favoured the exercise of clemency towards German war criminals.
The Social Democrats would not desire the release of Nazis and of
members of the officer class who had supported them. In this country
it was clear that there was widespread resentment at any suggestion
of a policy of leniency towards war criminals. Having regard to the
state of public opinion in this country, it was unfortunate that the
United Kingdom High Commissioner, when consulted about Krupp,
had not thought it right to warn the Foreign Secretary of the action
contemplated by the United States High Commissioner, so that repre
sentations might have been made to the United States Government.
(b) When the military government of Germany had been the
responsibility of the Secretary of State for War, ultimate responsibility
for any review of sentences on war criminals had rested with the
Secretary of State, and any action proposed by the High Commis
sioner had been subject to ministerial, and ultimately to Cabinet,
control. When responsibility was transferred to the Foreign Secre
tary, the Foreign Secretary had signed an instrument of delegation
which placed responsibility on the High Commissioner to review
cases and remit sentences when he thought it proper to do so. It
was not clear whether the High Commissioner had received any

instructions or guidance on the manner in which he was to exercise
this delegated authority. *Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick Considered that he
had been given a personal responsibility, in the exercise of which he
must be guided by his conscience. He had assumed that he should
not seek ministerial guidance on the exercise of this duty. He had
indicated, however, that he would be glad to be relieved of the
exclusive responsibility for reviewing these cases.
(c) The Home Secretary and the Secretary of State for Scotland
did not consider that, save in very exceptional circumstances, it was
proper for them to seek the advice of their Cabinet colleagues on the
discharge of their responsibility to advise on the exercise of the pre
rogative of mercy in individual cases. The ultimate responsibility,
which was of a personal character, rested with the Minister. The
United Kingdom High Commissioner in Germany might, on one
view, be regarded as an official responsible to the Foreign Secretary
while, on another view, he might be regarded as more akin to the
Governor of a Colony who advised on the prerogative of mercy
without reference to the Colonial Secretary.
(d) The Cabinet were inclined to the view that this duty of
reviewing the sentences of war criminals should not continue to be
delegated to the High Commissioner, or that he should at any rate
be expected to seek the Foreign Secretary's guidance on the more
important cases. The release of prominent war criminals had
political repercussions.
(e) The United States Government should be asked to give the
United Kingdom Government an opportunity to make representa
tions to them before any further decisions were taken to release war
criminals in the United States Zone.
There was general agreement that, in the foreign affairs debate
in the House of Commons later that day, the Prime Minister should
allay public anxiety by giving a general indication of the Govern
m e n f s policy in respect of German war criminals.
The Prime Minister said that, in the light of the Cabinefs dis
cussion, he had it in mind to say that some of the remarks made by
Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick at the Press conference at the British Press Club
in Berlin had been unfortunate. He would explain that, under the
powers delegated to him the High Commissioner had initiated a
general review of all cases before any question of German rearma
ment arose, but it should not be assumed that this review would
necessarily result in any general reduction of sentences. The power
to review these cases had been delegated absolutely to the High Com
missioner, but the Government were now considering, at the request
of Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, what the future position should be.
As
regards the release of Krupp, he Would explain that the United
Kingdom High Commissioner had no responsibility for what had
been done in the United States Zone, and that he had not been con
suited on the merits of the proposal to release Krupp and to restore
his property but only on the legal effect in the British Zone of the
revocation of the order for the confiscation of his property.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the statement which the Prime Minister proposed
to make in the House of Commons later that day on the
question of clemency to German war criminals.
(2) Invited the Minister of State to submit proposals on the
manner in which responsibility for reviewing the sentences
. of German war criminals should be exercised in future.
(3) Invited the Minister of State to arrange for His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington to ask the State Department
to ensure that the United Kingdom Government had an
opportunity of making representations in regard to any
proposed remission of sentences on German war
criminals held in the United States Zone of Germany.

Mineral' Workings Bill.
(Previous'''
Reference:
C M . (49) 47th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

6. The Cabinet considered a m e m o r a n d u m by the Minister of
Local Government and the Secretary of State for Scotland ( C P . (51)
44) on the question whether the Bill to deal with the restoration of
land devastated by ironstone workings should include general pro
visions on mineral working rights.
The Minister of Local Government"said
no difficulty arose on
the clauses of the Bill relating to ironstone workings, and the text of
those clauses had been approved by the Legislation Committee. He
had suggested to the Lord Presidents Committee that, as this iegis
lation was being introduced, the opportunity should be taken to deal
with some difficulties which had arisen in regard to mineral-working
rights generally; and he had proposed that the Planning Ministers
should be empowered to make an Order giving a mineral undertaker
the right to work for minerals on land or to buy the land compul
sorily. The Lord Presidents Committee had seen objection to this
proposal and had proposed that the Planning Ministers should be
enabled to vest mineral rights in themselves and empowered either to
work the minerals or to grant leases to others to work them. The
Legislation Committee had been impressed by the political con
troversy which the latter proposal might arouse and,, in view of the
Governments difficulty in getting legislation through the present
Parliament, the matter had been referred to the Cabinet. In all the
circumstances, the best course might be to revert to the proposals
which the Secretary of State for Scotland and he had originally put
before the Lord Presidents Committee.
In discussion, attention was drawn to the objections to any
extension of the practice of using compulsory powers to transfer a
private right from one individual to another. At the same time, it
was recognised that the solution proposed by the Lord Presidents
Committee would give rise to acute controversy and would probably
jeopardise the passage of the provisions of the Bill relating to iron
stone workings, although these provisions were urgently required.
The general view of the Cabinet was that the Mineral Working Bill
should be restricted to the restoration of land devastated by ironstone
workings and that legislation on mineral working rights should be
dealt with separately.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the Mineral Workings Bill should deal only
with ironstone workings.
(2) Invited the Minister of Local Government and the Secretary
of State for Scotland to bring before the Lord Presidents
Committee proposals for dealing in a separate measure
with the exploration and working of minerals.

industrial
Disputes.
Docks Strike,

7. The Minister of Labour said that he understood that the
London dockers had now agreed to an immediate return to work
but had decided to strike again, with pickets, on Tuesday, 20th Feb
ruary, the day on which the men arrested for inciting an illegal strike
would appear again at Bow Street Police Court. It was expected
that, in view of the decision taken by the London dockers, the
Liverpool men would go back to work.
In discussion, attention was drawn to the failure of the B.B.C.
to publish the relevant parts of a speech made by the AttorneyGeneral at Buckingham on 9th February, in which he had pointed
out that the arrested men were not dockers on strike but agitators.
The view was expressed that the B.B.C. in its news bulletins had
tended to exaggerate the extent of the dock strike and had failed to
draw attention to the number of men who had remained at work
and to the areas, such as the Clyde, which had remained entirely
unaffected. It was suggested that this might in some measure be

due to bias shown by the Press agencies from which the B.B.C.
drew their news, and that it might be necessary to try to build up a
direct contact between, for example, the Dock Labour Board and
the B.B.C.
The Cabinet—
(1) Took note of the statement by the Minister of Labour.
(2) Invited the Lord President to examine the B.B.C.'s handling
of news relating to the dock strike, and to consider
whether any change should be suggested in the channels
through which the B.B.C. obtained news in matters of
this kind.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
12th February, 1951.
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War Pensions.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (48) 65th
Conclusions,
Minute l.)

1. On 16th February the House of Commons was to discuss a
private Member's motion inviting the Government to review the rates
of war pensions in the light of the increased cost of living. The
Legislation Committee had agreed on 13th February that the Govern
ment spokesmen on this occasion, while dealing sympathetically
with the representations made in the debate, should be careful to
avoid committing the Government to any increase in war pensions.
They had invited the Minister of Pensions to discuss, with Treasury
Ministers and the Minister of National Insurance, the precise line
which the Government spokesmen should take.
The Minister of Pensions said that there were differences of view
among the associations representing ex-Servicemen: some favoured
an increase in the flat rate of war pensions, while others would prefer
increases in the supplementary allowances. These differences were
likely to be reflected in the debate, and this would make it easier
for him to refrain from going beyond a fairly general assurance
that the Government would consider sympathetically the points which
had been raised. H e indicated to the Cabinet the general lines on
which he was proposing to speak. The terms of the motion itself were
such that the Government could accept it.
The Minister of National Insurance pointed out that any con
cession to war pensioners would have repercussions on the rates
of benefit under the industrial injuries scheme.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer agreed that the motion could
be accepted. It was, however, most important that the Government
should not be committed to any increase in war pensions, which
would have very serious repercussions on other rates of benefit, and
that nothing should be said in the debate which would arouse false
hopes. He had not yet had an opportunity of considering in detail
the statement which the Minister of Pensions was proposing to make.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to settle, in con
sultation with the Ministers of Pensions and National
Insurance, the detailed terms of the statement to be made
on the G o v e r n m e n t s behalf in reply to the debate on war
pensions which was to take place in the House of Commons
on the following day.

Parliament

Business in
the House of

Commons.

Business in
the House of
Lords.

2. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.
On 22nd February a prayer would be moved for the rejection
of the Order, under the Ministers of the Crown (Transfer of Functions)
Act, redistributing the functions of the Minister of Health and the
Minister of Local Government.
It was understood that the
Opposition would argue on this occasion that responsibility for the
housing programme should not rest with the Minister of Local
Government. The Cabinet agreed that the Lord President should
reply to this debate on behalf of the Government.
The Lord Privy Seal said that in the House of Lords on the pre
vious day a strong case had been made for an increase in the salaries
of county court fudges;
and he had felt obliged to accept a motion
calling upon the Government to give earnest consideration to this
question.
On 13th February the House of Lords had carried the Transport
(Amendment) Bill. This Bill, which had been introduced as a private
Member's Bill and passed against the advice of the Government,
would prejudice the road-haulage activities of the British Transport
Commission. The Cabinet agreed that the Bill should be blocked in
the House of Commons.

Sulphur.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 12th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

3. The President of the Board of Trade said that, in view of later
telegrams from H.M. Ambassador in Washington, there now seemed
to be less urgent need for a high-level approach to the United States
Government on the supply of sulphur to the United Kingdom. There
appeared to be a rather better prospect of co-operation between the
various agencies of the United States Government which were con
cerned with this problem.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer suggested that, in the meantime,
the United Kingdom. Departments concerned should examine the
points which had been raised by the representative of the Economic
Co-operation Mission in London in support of the suggestion that
United Kingdom requirements for sulphur were excessive. These had
been reported in Washington telegram N o . 463 of 13th February.
The Cabinet took note of the position.

Germany.
Soviet
Proposal for
a Meeting of
the Council of
Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 13th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

4. The Minister of State said that the United States Government
had now put forward a draft reply to the latest note from the Soviet
Government regarding their proposal for a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers. Tne text of this draft was set out in Washington
telegram No. 474 of 14th February, and some comments on it by
H.M. Ambassador in Washington were given in his telegram N o . 473
of the same date.
In discussion of these two telegrams the following points were
raised: —
(a) The United States draft was somewhat stiffer in tone than the
reply which the Minister of State had proposed in paragraphs 8 and 9
of C P . (51) 48. This general comment should be communicated to
H.M. Ambassador, for his guidance in the discussion of specific
amendments.
(b) The draft included the specific proposal that the Ministerial
meeting of the Four Powers should be held in Washington; and it was
understood that this was proposed because the United States Secretary
of State was anxious that the meeting should be held in a place where
he would have the full support of United States public opinion.
The Cabinet felt doubtful about this proposal, and still more
doutful about the reasons underlying it.
It was in their view un
desirable that Ministers attending the meeting should be subject to the
pressures of United States public opinion.
H.M. Ambassador in
Washington should therefore be instructed to press strongly that the
reply to the Soviet note should include no reference to the venue of
the Ministerial meeting. He should urge that this question should be
reserved for discussion in the preliminary talks between the officials
who were to draw up the agenda for the meeting.
(c) Paragraph 2 of the draft reply, in referring to the members of
the German Federal Government, said that their " records of opposi
tion to the Nazi regime were well known to the Soviet Government."
Was it true that all the members of that Government had this record?
And, in any event, was it necessary to make this complimentary refer
ence to them? Was it not preferable that this phrase should be
omitted?
The Cabinet agreed that H . M . Ambassador should suggest the
omission of this phrase, but need not press the suggestion too far
against United States opposition.
(d) In paragraph 3 of the draft it was stated that " the German
problem, including consideration of a German contribution to the
defence of Western Europe, is not the cause of the present tension in
Europe."
The Cabinet agreed that H . M . Ambassador should suggest that
this sentence should be omitted. If he could not secure its omission,
he should urge very strongly that it should be altered so as to state
that this was " not the only cause " of the present tension.

(e) In paragraph 4 of the draft it was stated that the free nations
of the world had been compelled " for their own survival " to increase
the strength of their armed forces. This statement was too extreme.
H.M. Ambassador should press for the deletion of the words " for
their own survival " or, failing that, for the substitution of some such
phrase as " for their own security."
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Minister of State to convey to H.M. Ambassador
in Washington the views expressed by the Cabinet on the
points noted in paragraphs (a)-(e) above.
(2) Agreed that, subject to amendment on these points, the draft
set out in Washington telegram N o . 474 of 14th February
might be adopted as a basis for the reply to the latest note
from the Soviet Government.
Yugoslavia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 66th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

5. The Minister of Labour said that in the Defence debate in
the House of Commons that day the Government might be pressed
to make some statement on the question whether Yugoslavia could
be given some further assurance that she would receive military
support if she became the victim of Soviet aggression. Could he be
authorised to make any statement on this point in replying to the
debate?
In discussion it was agreed' that, if this point were pressed, the
Minister of Labour might make a statement to the general effect that
under the United Nations Charter Yugoslavia had the same protection
against aggression as any other nation and that, if any further
assurance was required, this would not be a matter which the United
Kingdom Government could handle unilaterally but one which they
would need to discuss with their friends.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Minister of State to arrange for the Foreign
Office to provide the Minister of Labour with a form of
words, on the general lines indicated in the Cabinets
discussion, which he could use if it became necessary for him
to refer to Yugoslavia when speaking in the Defence debate
in the House of Commons that evening.

Resale Price
Maintenance.

6. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Local Government and the President of the Board of Trade ( C P .
(51) 37) setting out the proposals of the Committee on Distribution
and Marketing for dealing with resale price maintenance.
The President of the Board of Trade said that the Cabinet
Committee on Distribution and Marketing and his Department had
devoted a good deal of time to this complicated question.
A
departmental committee had reported in 1949 in favour of the pro
hibition of collective, as distinct from individual, resale price
maintenance. This would have involved a rather elaborate machinery
for administrative supervision and the Cabinet Committee had
reached the conclusion that resale price maintenance in all forms
should be prohibited. It would doubtless be argued that this was
aimed against branded goods, and it was therefore proposed to
prohibit, in addition, the methods by which the practice was enforced.
An out-right prohibition should be popular with consumers when they
understood its implications, and the co-operative societies would be
strongly in favour of it. If the Cabinet gave general approval to the
proposals in C P . (51) 37, the first step should be the preparation of a
White Paper setting out the Governments proposals, and he had it in
mind that this might be published before Easter.
The Minister of Local Government said that the prohibition of
resale price maintenance would be in the public interest. The

Monopolies Commission were moving more slowly than had been
hoped, but their report on dental goods had shown how vicious were
some of the present practices relating to resale price maintenance,
and their forthcoming report on builders' castings would no doubt
disclose similar abuses in that industry. He hoped that the Cabinet
would decide that the projected legislation should include a provision
declaring discrimination unlawful and providing for civil remedies.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) A prohibition of resale price maintenance would secure a
greater measure of competition in the distributive trades. The general
effect should be to reduce prices and so to offset to some extent the
present rise in the cost of living. It would help the self-service shops,
established by the co-operative societies and others, by enabling them
to sell branded and packaged goods at a lower price than the ordinary
retailer, which they could afford to do because of their lower running
costs.
(b) The prohibition of resale price maintenance would be
strongly opposed by the associations of manufacturers and distributors
who operated collective resale price maintenance. It would be argued
that the Government were discouraging branded goods, which were
popular with the public, but this argument could be rebutted by
emphasising those aspects of the Governments proposals which
were aimed against the undesirable practices by which fixed prices
were maintained.
(c) Although the legal position would have to be further ex
plored, there was a prima facie case for including in any legislation
a provision declaring discrimination to be unlawful and providing for
civil remedies. Statutory provisions directed against discrimination
had been common in railway legislation.
(d) The question was raised whether the prohibition of fixed
prices might not lead to higher prices being charged when supplies
were scarce or in areas where the costs of distribution were high. The
interests supporting resale price maintenance would make much of
the argument that, under the present arrangements, branded goods
were sold at the same price in a distant village store as in the town
in which they were made. In reply, it was pointed out that corn
petition between retailers should operate to prevent higher prices
being charged than were justified by economic considerations, and that
manufacturers might in some cases fix maximum prices in their own
interests. In the last resort, price control might have to be invoked
if conditions of scarcity were being exploited.
(e) The direct and indirect effects which might flow from any
statutory provisions, and the manner in which these provisions might
be circumvented, would have to be carefully examined before any
Bill was introduced.
(/) The Minister of Health in consultation with the President
of the Board of Trade, was preparing an Order under the Monopolies
and Restrictive Practices (Enquiry and Control) Act to give effect
to recommendations made by the Monopolies Commission in their
report on dental goods.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved in principle the proposals in C P . (51) 37 for pro
hibiting collective measures to enforce resale price
maintenance and the indication of resale prices by indi
vidual suppliers.
(2) Agreed that the practicability of introducing a provision, i
declaring discrimination in the supply of goods to be
unlawful and providing for civil remedies, should be
further explored.
(3) Invited the President of the Board of Trade to submit to the
Cabinet at an early date the draft of a White Paper explain
ing the Governments policy in regard to resale price
' maintenance.

Nationalisation
of Public
Water Supplies.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 52nd
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

7. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Local Government ( C P . (51) 50) proposing that he should indicate t o
the associations of local authorities that the Government contem
plated dealing with the future organisation of water supplies along
the lines outlined in C P . (5.1) 13 and that he should now invite the
views of the associations on these proposals.
The Minister of Local Government said that he believed that the
proposals which the Minister of Labour, when responsible for water
supplies, h a d put forward in C P . (51) 13 would satisfy those who
wished to see a national plan for water supplies and those who were
concerned lest the local authorities should lose all their responsibili
ties in this matter. H e was strongly attracted by the substantial
reduction in the cost of rural water supplies, at small additional cost
to urban supplies, which would be secured by this scheme. H e did
not wish at this stage to be committed to all the details of the scheme,
b u t he desired to put it in broad outline to the local authorities a n d
to elicit their views .
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Chancellor, of the Exchequer wished to be assured that
the area authorities would be self-supporting, and that the scheme
would not impose any new financial burden on the Exchequer. The
Minister of Labour said that, in the initial stages, the Exchequer
should be prepared to give grants which would meet, or at any rate
lessen, the increased charges which the scheme would impose on
consumers in urban areas. Since the scheme was not t o extend to
Scotland, it would be unreasonable that people living in Scottish
towns should receive their supplies at the present rates and that the
charges in rural areas in Scotland should be subsidised by the
Exchequer, while in England any additional cost of providing rural
supplies would fall on the urban consumers. The Minister of Local
Government said that, while he recognised the difficulties involved,
he appreciated that the Chancellor of the Exchequer would not in
present circumstances wish to accept additional financial burdens.
He was therefore prepared to give an assurance that the scheme
would be operated in a way which did not involve any additional cost
to the Exchequer.
(b) T h e present organisation of water supplies was failing to
provide adequate supplies at a reasonable cost in the rural areas.
This Objective could not be achieved without the constitution of
larger authorities including both urban and rural areas. So long as
local authorities were given a larger share in administration than
they had been given in respect of gas and electricity supplies,
any claims which they could fairly put forward would be met.
(c) The compensation arrangements in respect of local authority
and private water undertakings would be along the same lines as
those devised when gas and electricity supplies were brought under
national ownership.
(d) Local authorities had become seriously disquieted about the
loss of so many of their trading functions. The growing resistance
to area transport schemes, under which local authorities would
lose their transport undertakings, illustrated the stiffening of local
authority opposition to schemes of the kind envisaged in C P . (51) 13.
Local authorities had been responsible for water supplies for a
very long period, and 80 per cent, of the water supplies in the
country were already under public control. Local authorities took
great pride in their water undertakings and might be expected to
offer strong resistance to a transfer of ownership to the Minister of
Local Government. They had lost so many functions in recent years
that there was a serious risk that the quality of local administration
would deteriorate because the duties left to them would not be
sufficiently important to attract the right type of people, either as
elected representatives or as officers.

(e) Since the ownership of all the capital assets, including reser
* voirs, plant and mains, would be vested in the Minister, and since
the Minister would be responsible for carrying out schemes for new
supplies, doubt was expressed whether the proposed area authorities
would have a sufficient field of responsibility. Local authorities
would not willingly nominate representatives to serve on bodies which
did little more than determine the supplementary charges, above any
national minimum charge, to be levied in their area and collect water
rates. There was need for a clearer and more detailed definition of the
responsibilities which would fall on the Minister and those which
would fall on an area authority. Persons living in rural areas might
feel that a distant area authority would be less amenable to their
representations than the rural district council serving their area.
(/) If it were thought desirable to leave local authorities with a
greater measure of responsibility than was contemplated in C P .
(51) .13, progress might be made by bringing the private water
companies under public ownership, by providing for larger water
authorities (either by way of joint boards or by arrangements on the
lines of those operated under the Fire Services Act, 1947) and by
giving the Minister greater powers to enforce amalgamations of
authorities in proper cases.
(g) The Lord Advocate said that, as indicated when the Cabinet
had previously discussed the matter, the Secretary of State for
Scotland did not recommend that the scheme in C P . 51 (13) should
be applied to Scotland, where for all practical purposes water supplies
were already wholly under public ownership.
The Minister of Local Government said that, in the light of
the Cabinefs discussion, he would propose to meet the associations
of local authorities and to inform them that, in view of the defects
of the present organisation of public water supplies, he had been
considering favourably a scheme on the lines outlined in C P . (5.1) 13.
H e would invite the associations to express their views on these pro
posals and, if they so desired, to put forward alternative suggestions.
He would then bring the matter back to the Cabinet.
The C a b i n e t Agreed that the Minister of Local Government should
approach the associations of local authorities about the
future organisation of public water supplies in England and
Wales, on the lines indicated above.

Permanent
Economic
Powers.
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Cabinet

8. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Lord
President ( C P . (51) 52) proposing that the Full Employment Bill
should not be introduced in present circumstances.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that in present circumstances it would not be appropriate to proceed to the introduction of the Full Employment Bill.

Office, S.W. 1,
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1.
The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken
in the House of Commons in the following week.
The Leader of the Conservative Opposition h a d suggested that
a further debate on foreign affairs might be held during the second
week of March.
When the Defence debate was resumed that afternoon in the
House of Lords the Government would be invited to define their
attitude towards the French plan for the creation of a European
army. The Cabinet agreed that little could be said on this subject
at the present time, while it was under discussion at the international
conference convened by the French Government. For the present
our attitude must be similar to that which we had adopted in the
early stages of the discussion of the Schuman plan for the integration
of the coal and steel industries of Western Europe.

2. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 54) covering a report on the economic
situation.
The main points raised in a general discussion of this report
were as follows: —
In recent months unemployment had been about 10 per cent,
lower than in the corresponding periods in the two preceding years.
Nearly two-fifths of the current unemployment was in development
areas; but unemployment in those areas had recently been falling
more quickly than in the rest of the country. On Merseyside, which
had perhaps suffered most from local unemployment, plans for
providing alternative employment were now maturing rapidly and
there was good reason to hope that there would be no surplus labour
in this area by the end of 1952. Special efforts were being made to
ensure that further work would come to these areas as a result
of the increased defence' programme.
Output of deep-mined coal had increased, despite heavy
absenteeism due to influenza. Output from opencast working had,
however, dropped on account of bad weather. Imports were not
reaching the figures expected, but it was hoped that the rate of import
would increase in the next two months. If imports improved, and
the current rate of output was maintained, a satisfactory stock
position should be reached by the end of the coal year. Unless,
therefore, the weather should prove exceptionally severe in March,
it now seemed likely that industry would get through the winter
without suffering serious shortages of fuel. On the other hand, stocks
were now so low that a railway strike would produce a widespread
fuel crisis in a very short time.
It was suggested that, in the light of this year's experience, it
would be inexpedient for the Government to publish a target figure
for coal output in the year 1951-1952. The Chancellor of the
Exchequer undertook to consider this suggestion in connection with
the preparation of the Economic Survey.
The suggestion was also made that in the next coal year inland
stocks should be regarded as having as good a claim as exports on
any output in excess of current requirements. A high level of stocks
was an essential insurance, not only against winter weather, but
also against interruptions in production throughout the year.
Communist influences were at work in some of the coal-fields; and
the Government could not afford to operate in future on such a
narrow margin of stocks.
If further coal was to be imported during the summer ships
should be chartered early. The Minister of Fuel and Power said
that the National Coal Board were anxious to import more coal
during the summer; but, in view of the political objections, he was not
yet satisfied that it would be right for them to do so.
B

2

Steel.

Textiles.

Building.

Wages.

The Minister of Fuel and Power undertook to submit to the
Cabinet a report on the progress achieved in securing greater
economy in the consumption of coal.
Steel production was falling; and the industry's output for
the year might fall short of that of 1950 by a quarter of a million
tons or more. This would be due mainly to a falling-off in the
supply of scrap, particularly from Germany. It had already become
necessary to make a cut of 15 to 20 per cent, in allocations of sheet
steel, because of decreased supplies from abroad; and this reduction
would have to continue until the new plant at Margam came into
operation towards the end of the year. It was also likely that
allocations of general steel would have to be reduced by about
5 per cent.
It was pointed out that this shortage of steel might falsify the
assumption of a 4 per cent, increase in productivity, on which the
increased defence programme had been based. The point was also
made that the Government would be exposed to damaging political
criticism if steel output fell noticeably in the first year of nationalisa
tion. The Cabinet agreed that the Production Committee should give
special attention to the question of steel production.
Some signs of dislocation were beginning to appear in the
textile industries by reason of shortages of raw materials. In the
cotton industry this was due mainly to shortages of particular types
of cotton. In the wool industry the difficulty arose from the high
price of raw wool, which had made the merchants reluctant to carry
more than the minimum stocks.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that there seemed to be
some disposition on the part of buyers of raw materials generally
to hold off the market in the hope that prices would drop. This
was a grave mistake if, as he believed, world prices were in fact likely
to rise still further. He would pursue this point in the forthcoming
discussion in the Production Committee on the raw materials situation
generally.
Productivity in the building industry was threatened by
shortages of bricks and timber. The Cabinet were informed that
special steps, including the importation of Italian labour, had already
been taken to secure a substantial increase in the output of bricks;
and the stock position should begin to improve from May onwards.
Timber imports had suffered from the special diversion of shipping to
import coal: this had meant a month's delay in stockbuilding, and
stocks would continue to be low for the next two or three months.
Satisfactory purchases had, however, been made, and by July timber
stocks should be higher than they had been for some time past.
The Cabinet were informed that, because of this interruption in
shipments, timber allocations to the building industry had been cut by
20,000 standards; and it was strongly represented that this shortfall
should be made good before the onset of the favourable season for
building in the spring and early summer.
It would be most
unfortunate if all the efforts which had been made to secure greater
productivity in t h e building industry were now frustrated by shortages
of materials. The President of the Board of Trade said that he was
most anxious to make good this shortfall, and would certainly take
this course if the prospective stock position justified it. He hoped to
be in a position to reach a decision in two or three weeks' time, when
his information on recent timber purchases was complete. Arrange
ments had already been made for the shipment of all the timber
bought on the Pacific coast of America; and hitherto he had been
reluctant to suggest chartering further ships to accelerate the arrival
of these supplies lest this should have the effect of increasing freight
rates. The Cabinet agreed that the Production Committee should
consider this question further.
Subject t o the outstanding claim b y the railwaymen, the current
cycle of wage increases w a s , n o w almost complete. The increases
awarded had on the whole been moderate.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister of Labour had
discussed wages policy -with representatives of the Trades Union
Congress, who, although they had not welcomed the particular
suggestions put to them by Ministers, had shown a responsible attitude
towards this problem.
Imports in January had reached a record figure, reflecting
increased buying as well as higher prices. Despite this, our balance
of payments showed a surplus in January, including $23 million earned
through the European Payments Union. It was clear that the
Germans were exploiting their opportunities under the U n i o n ; and
further attempts should be made to find means of limiting the credits
which we were making to Germany.
The Cabinet—
(1) Took note of C P . (51) 54 and of the points raised in the
discussion.
(2) Took note that the Minister of Fuel and Power would submit
a report on the progress made in securing economy in the
consumption of coal.
(3) Invited the Production Committee to consider what steps
could be taken to prevent a fall in steel output in 1951.
(4) Took note that the Production Committee were to undertake
a special review of the raw materials situation.
(5) Invited the Production Committee to give special attention to
the proposal that further supplies of timber should be made
available to the building industry before the favourable
season for building in the spring and early summer.

3. The Minister of Labour said that his predecessor had referred
to a court of enquiry the dispute between the Railway Executive and
the railway unions about the wage claim put forward by the railway
unions. The court had recommended a 5 per cent, increase in wages,
on condition that the Railway Executive and the unions would discuss
means of securing greater efficiency of working by the reduction of
staff redundancy and other measures. The Railway Executive had
accepted these recommendations and the unions had rejected them,
and, unfortunately, both sides had made their position clear by public
statements. In the discussions he had held with a view to persuading
the two sides to reopen negotiations, he had told the representatives
of the Railway Executive that, in his view, it was a mistake to couple
measures for securing greater efficiency with a wages offer: the unions
were more likely to co-operate in agreeing upon measures for more
efficient working if an increase of wages had already been granted.
He had also seen representatives of the unions; and he understood
that during subsequent negotiations the Railway Executive had
accepted a formula to the effect that, when the wages issue was out of
the way, the Executive and the unions would meet and consider
questions of more efficient working. Unfortunately, however, there
had been a failure to reach agreement on the wages increase and the
Railway Executive had issued late on the previous evening a public
statement to the effect that the negotiations on wages had broken
down. The Executive had offered a 5 per cent, increase: the unions,
although they had been claiming a much larger amount, would have
accepted a 1\ per cent, increase, which was the amount of the increase
recently granted to the dockers. The cost of a 1\ per cent: increase
would have been £2f million. He appreciated the difficulty in which
the Railway Executive were placed by reason of the machinery which
determined the level of their fares and charges; but he thought it most
unfortunate that they should have made the renewal of negotiations
more difficult by publicly stating that negotiations had broken down.
He was in touch with both sides and hoped to bring them together
again. A general railway strike would dislocate the whole economy of

the country; and the Executive should keep this in mind when con
sidering the problem of adding £2£ million to a wages bill of
£220 million. An increase of 1\ per cent, in wages would only bring
the lower-paid workers up to £5 a week.
The.Minister of Transport said that the court of enquiry, which
had included two prominent trade unionists, had unanimously agreed
that in the economic circumstances of the railways the Executive could
not be expected to offer more than a 5 per cent, increase in wages, and
that the increase should be linked with an undertaking by the unions
to co-operate in measures designed to increase efficiency and so to
effect savings in railway operating costs. H e considered that the
Railway Executive were entitled to say that the railway unions, which
were adding to the deficit on railway operation by pressing their wages
claim, should co-operate with the Executive in agreeing upon measures
to mitigate the extent of the financial loss. H e did not think that the
procedure suggested by the Minister of Labour—namely, that the
wages claim should be granted and'that thereafter the two sides should
sit down to consider how to secure more efficient working—sufficiently
safeguarded the position of the Railway Executive. The Executive
had already been discussing restrictive practices and labour
redundancy with the unions for many months and there was a danger
that, once the wages claim was granted, the unions would show
insufficient interest in effecting the drastic savings which most people
considered to be practicable. The unions had publicly repudiated the
findings of the court without regard to the difficulties which this would
create in subsequent negotiations, and the General Secretary of the
National Union of Railwaymen had made no serious effort to restrain
the railwaymen while the present negotiations were in progress. This
was the first occasion on which, while negotiations were going on, a
railway union had allowed token strikes and go-slow tactics to be
practised. Such conduct made a proper relationship between the two
sides of the industry very difficult, and gravely impaired the authority
of the Railway Executive. The increases at present under discussion
concerned only the conciliation and salaried grades, but comparable
increases would have to be given to the work-shop grades. On this
basis it was calculated that a 5 per cent, increase in wages would cost
the Railway Executive £14 million and a 1\ per cent, increase at least
- £17 million. These increases would have undoubted repercussions on
wages in other branches of transport and possibly in other industries,
including agriculture. The effects might therefore be serious. The
Transport Commission had recently had an increase of £3 million on
their coal bill and a £6 million increases in costs because of the petrol
tax. A 5 per cent, increase in railway wages was the limit to which
they felt they could go, and even on that figure they might have to
raise freight rates or passenger fares. They would certainly have to
do so if an increase of 1\ per cent, were awarded.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The claim of the railwaymen seemed to be taking the same
course as a recent claim by the miners. There had been an award to
coal miners which had proved insufficient to meet the general dissatis
faction throughout the industry at the rates of pay for the lower-paid
men, and further increases in wages had had "to be granted. While
some of their leaders might not show a sufficient sense of responsibility,
the railwaymen as a whole had shown considerable patience and
restraint; but they were undoubtedly suffering from the" feeling that,
with a rising cost of living, they had not secured the minimum
increases which had been granted to workers in other industries.
(b) There was considerable redundancy of staff on the railways
and it was reasonable for the Railway Executive to expect the unions
to co-operate in working out measures to effect substantial economies
in railway operation. T h e hope was expressed that any final settle
ment would go as far as was practicable to ensure that the unions
co-operated in this respect.
(c) A nation-wide strike at this juncture would have crippling

economic effects, far outweighing in consequence the amounts which
now appeared to be at issue between the Railway Executive and the
unions. The lowness of coal stocks in electricity generating stations
and elsewhere meant that a railway stoppage would result in imme
diate industrial paralysis. The Emergencies Committee had reviewed
the position and had reached the conclusion that, apart from special
arrangements for delivering urgent letters and for transporting milk
and yeast, there was little that the Government could do to mitigate
the effects of a general railway stoppage unless resort were had to the
proclamation of a civil emergency and a general recruitment of
volunteers.
The Cabinet—
(1) Took note that the Minister of Labour would continue his
efforts to bring the Railway Executive and the unions
together, with a view to a resumption of the negotiations.
(2) Took note that the Minister of Transport would convey to the
British Transport Commission the serious view which the
Government took of the likely consequences of a general
railway stoppage.

Coloured
People from
British Colonial
Territories.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 37th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. On 19th June, 1950, the Cabinet had invited the Prime
Minister to arrange for a review to be made of the further means
which might be adopted to check the immigration into this country of
coloured people from British colonial territories. The Cabinet had
now before them a note by the Home Secretary ( C P . (51) 51), covering
the report of a Committee of Ministers which had considered this
question and had reached the conclusion that the introduction of
legislation to control immigration from the Colonies would not at
present be justified. The Committee recommended, however, that
Departments should take all practicable administrative measures to
control immigration by stowaways and " one-trip seamen " from
colonial territories.
The Cabinet—
Approved the recommendations in the report annexed to
C P . (51) 51.

Cabinet

Office, S.W. 1.
22nd February, 1951.
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Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.

North Atlantic
Treaty.
Command
Organisation.

2. The Cabinet discussed the political difficulties which had
arisen from the premature disclosure of the decision to appoint
Admiral William M . Fechteler as Supreme Allied Commander,
Atlantic, under the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.
The Cabinet were informed that throughout their planning of
command organisation in a future war the Chiefs of Staff had always
favoured the creation of a unified naval command for the Atlantic.
They had also considered that it would be to our advantage if this post
were held by an American Admiral; for they thought that this would
help to ensure that a sufficient proportion of American naval forces
would be committed to the eastern half of the Atlantic. The views of
the Chiefs of Staff on this point had been approved in principle by the
then Minister of Defence as long ago as 1949. The proposals that a
Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic Ocean, should be appointed and
that he should be an American Admiral had been approved by the
North Atlantic Defence Committee at their meeting in Washington
in October, 1950 ; and at their meetings in Brussels in December, 1950,
the North Atlantic Defence Committee and the North Atlantic Council
had approved a report which recommended the appointment of a
Supreme Commander, Atlantic, though without specifying that he
should be an American. The Foreign Secretary and The Minister of
Defence said that these proposals were contained in agreed reports
which were adopted at the Washington and Brussels Meetings without
discussion ; and that neither of them had at that stage given personal
attention to these particular proposals or to their political implications.
It was unfortunate that news of this appointment should have
been disclosed prematurely, before the full picture of the command
organisation under the North Atlantic Treaty could be announced.
If it could have been seen in proper perspective, against the back
ground of the other appointments yet to be made, it might have been
possible to demonstrate that the command organisation as a whole
maintained a reasonable balance between the twelve member States
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. Moreover, if the news
could have been withheld until an official announcement was made,
more effective use could have been made of the fact that in a future
war 50 per cent, of the total naval strength in the Atlantic would be
provided by the United States, as compared with 40 per cent, by the
United Kingdom and 10 per cent, by Canada. Some Ministers
considered that, even so, it would have been difficult to satisfy public
opinion in this country that the Supreme naval command in the
Atlantic should be held by an American.
In further discussion the point was made that the approval of the
Defence Committee or the Cabinet should have been sought before
any commitment was accepted which obliged the United Kingdom
Government to support this proposal. It was evident that greater
care was needed to ensure that North Atlantic Treaty business which
involved political considerations was brought forward for collective
discussion by Ministers. Possibly there was need for closer liaison
between the military and political advisers of the Government in these
matters. Alternatively, there might be room for some additional
machinery within the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation to scrutinise
military proposals from the angle of the political and constitutional
difficulties which they might involve for member Governments. Closer
attention would also have to be given in future to the method of
presenting such decisions to public opinion in this country.
Meanwhile, this question was to be discussed in the foreign affairs
debate in the House of Lords that afternoon. The First Lord of the

Admiralty should defend the appointment and invite the House to
suspend judgment until they had been able to see the full picture of
the command organisation to be established by the North Atlantic
Treaty Powers. If he were pressed to present a White Paper defining
the powers and duties of Admiral Fechteler, he could promise that
such a White Paper would be presented as soon as the terms of the
AdmiraPs directive had been settled.
The question was also likely to be raised in the House of
Commons in the debate on the Navy Estimates on 8th March. It
would be preferable that this discussion should be postponed until
the other appointments to be made in the North Atlantic Treaty
command organisation could be announced. It was agreed that the
Lord President should ascertain whether the Conservative Opposition
would be willing to agree to such a postponement: if necessary, the
Army Estimates might be discussed on 8th March instead of the Navy
Estimates.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence to
circulate to the Cabinet a report on the proceedings at the
Brussels meetings of the North Atlantic Defence
Committee and the North Atlantic Council in December,
1950, and on the command organisation to be established
under the North Atlantic Treaty.
(2) Invited the First Lord of the Admiralty to speak in the debate
in the House of Lords that afternoon, on the lines indicated
in the Cabinefs dis -ussion.
(3) Took note that the Lord President would discuss with the
leaders of the Conservative Opposition the possibility of
postponing discussion of this - question in the House of
Commons until it had been possible to announce the
other appointments to be made in the North Atlantic
command organisation.

Pacific
Defence.
Q?revious
Reference:
C M . (51) 13th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

3. The Cabinet considered a note by the Prime Minister ( C P .
(51) 64) covering a memorandum on a draft tripartite treaty for
mutual defence between the United States, Australia and New Zea
land, which had been prepared for consideration by the three Govern
ments during Mr. Dulles' talks with Australian and New Zealand
Ministers at Canberra on 15th-17th February.
The Prime Minister said that the treaty now suggested was a
great improvement on the " island chain " proposal previously put
forward by Mr. Dulles. It would meet the desire of Australia and
New Zealand for guarantees in the Pacific, and would be to our
advantage as making them more willing to meet their commitments
for the defence of the Middle East. The Prime Minister of Aus
tralia had explained the great importance which his Government
attached to the conclusion of such a treaty, and had invited the United
Kingdom Government to help the Australian and New Zealand
Governments to secure its completion. The United States Govern
ment were anxious that the Philippines should be included as an
additional party to the treaty, but they should be urged not to press
for this extension, which would at once raise the question of extend
ing the treaty to other territories, including our own Colonial terri
tories, in South-East Asia. The exclusion of the United Kingdom
from the treaty would have political disadvantages, which were men
tioned in the paper ; but the counter-balancing advantages seemed
greater, and it was proposed that we should now inform the Govern
ments of Australia and New Zealand that a treaty On these lines
would be acceptable to us, making it clear that we should much prefer
it to be confined to the three original signatories.

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that the Chiefs of
Staff supported the views which had been expressed by the Prime
Minister.
Discussion showed that, opinion in the Cabinet was divided on
the expediency of acquiescing in the conclusion of a treaty on these
lines, to which the United Kingdom Government would not be a
party. The following points were made in favour of the treaty : —
(a) The Australian Government were pressing us strongly to
support it. They had already misjudged our attitude to the " island
chain " proposal, and had assumed that we were opposed to any
attempt by them to obtain United States guarantees of their security
in the Pacific. It was important that we should give no further oppor
tunity for misunderstanding of our attitude. The conclusion of such
a treaty would, be fully in accord with modern conceptions of the
nature of the Commonwealth : Australia and New Zealand would be
undertaking responsibilities for the protection of Commonwealth
interests in the Pacific, as the United Kingdom and Canada were
undertaking such responsibilities in the Atlantic area through their
membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. In addition,
this guarantee of United States assistance in the Far East would make
it easier for Australia and New Zealand to accept defence commit
ments in the Middle East.
(b) A treaty on these lines would avoid the difficult problems
raised by any proposal for joint participation by Australia and Japan
in arrangements for Pacific defence. The treaty, by safeguarding
Australia against Japanese aggression, would make the Australian
Government more willing to accept some measure of Japanese
rearmament.
(c) The treaty could not be enlarged to include the United King
dom without opening the way to the inclusion of other countries,
including our Colonial territories, in the Far East and South-East
Asia. There was no likelihood that the United States Government
would be willing to assume any responsibility for the defence of these
countries.
(d) The United Kingdom Government ought not to enter into
further commitments in the F a r East without very carefully examining
their extent and implications. It seemed unlikely that we should be
able to carry out obligations for the defence of the Pacific area of the
nature envisaged in the treaty.
The following arguments were advanced against the conclusion
of a treaty on these lines from which the United Kingdom was
excluded: —
(e) There was a clear need for the conclusion of a comprehensive
Pacific pact similar to the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty; but it would be
premature, and would obstruct the later conclusion of comprehensive
arrangements for mutual defence in the Pacific, to agree now to a
limited treaty which excluded not only the United Kingdom but
many other countries vitally concerned with defence in the Far East.
(/) Our exclusion from the treaty would be regarded at home
and abroad as evidence that we were abandoning our interests in the
F a r East, and would have a most adverse influence on our position in
Malaya and Hong Kong.
It would also be regarded as a. further
example of undue dependence on the United States.
(g) It should be possible to devise some means of associating the
United Kingdom with the treaty without altering its purpose or
destroying its advantages. Rather than acquiesce in our exclusion, we
should explain to the Australian and New Zealand Governments the
difficulties which it would raise, and invite further consideration of the
problems involved. It should not be taken for granted that the
association of the United Kingdom with the treaty must necessarily
involve its extension to Malaya and Hong Kong.

The Cabinet-^
Agreed" to defer further consideration of their attitude
towards the proposed tripartite treaty between the Goverri
ments of the United States, Australia and New Zealand.

C.M.C51)

16th M e e t i n g .
isj closed
until
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Germany.
Soviet.
Proposal for
a Meeting of
the Council
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 14th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

' 5 . TheCabinet had before them a memorandum by, the Minister
o f State ( C P . (51) 60) outlining the instructions to be given to the
United Kingdom representative at the preliminary conference which
was to.discuss the agenda for the proposed Meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers.
The Minister of State said that the Soviet reply to the latest
note from the three Western Powers was likely to be received during
the course of the day; but he was asking the Cabinet to consider his
memorandum before' the receipt of that note since it was contem
plated that the preliminary conference would open in Paris on
5th March. In the Three-Power talks which had been held in
Washington in preparation for that conference, few concrete proposals
had emerged for subjects to be included on the agenda: the Americans
had suggested that the Austrian Treaty should be placed high on the
agenda, as a test of Russia's sincerity, and the French wished to add
the Peace Treaties with Russia's satellites in Eastern Europe. He
himself thought it important that the first item on the agenda should
be so phrased that the Western Powers could embark at the outset
on a general discussion of all those aspects of Soviet policy which
contributed to the present state of international tension. It was also
desirable that the agenda should be short and limited to a few broad
questions.
The Foreign Secretary said that he hoped that some means might
be found of calling into question at the Ministerial meeting the Soviet
technique of fomenting civil war as a means of securing their ends
without open aggression. If we could define in advance the circum
stances in which we should feel compelled to regard such action as
tantamount to open war, the Soviet Government might thereby be
deterred from making further use of this method of extending their
influence.
In this connection reference was made to the statement on
Yugoslavia which had been made by the Minister of Labour in
replying to the debate in the House of Commons on 15th February.
In the foreign affairs debate in the House of Lords that afternoon the
Lord Chancellor was likely to be asked whether he could give any
further assurance on this point. It was suggested that he might make
some reference to the possibility of a non-aggression pact including
Yugoslavia; but, after discussion, it was agreed that it would be
preferable to leave it to the Foreign Secretary to consider whether
he should take some early opportunity to make a statement on that
subject. In the debate that afternoon the Lord Chancellor could
repeat the statement made by the Minister of Labour on
15th February, but should not go substantially beyond it.
The Cabinet agreed that Mr. Ernest Davies should represent the
United Kingdom Government in the preliminary conference in Paris,
if the Lord President was satisfied that his absence from the House of
Commons during this period would not give rise to Parliamentary
difficulties. It was known that Lord Henderson's special responsibility
within the Foreign Office was for Germany; and an announcement
that Lord Henderson was to represent the United Kingdom at this
preliminary meeting might seem inconsistent with our declared
objective of ensuring that the agenda for the Ministerial meeting was
not confined to German problems.
.
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The Cabinet: —
(1) Agreed that, subject to the Lord Presidents further considera
tion of the Parliamentary position, Mr. Ernest Davies
should represent the United Kingdom Government at the
preliminary conference which was to be held in Paris in
the following week to discuss the agenda for the proposed
Meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
(2) Approved the memorandum by the Minister of State ( C P .
(51) 60) as a basis for the instructions by which M r .
Ernest Davies would be guided at this conference.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to advise the Lord Chancellor
what he might say on the question of Yugoslavia in the
debate in the House of Lords that afternoon.

Defence.
Call-up of
Reservists.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 12th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

'

6. The Minister of Defence said that, during the second reading
debate on the Reserve and Auxiliary Forces (Training) Bill, there
had been criticism of the provisions of Clause 6, which penalised
persons who incited reservists to disobedience. The Service Ministers
had since reviewed this clause and favoured an amendment restricting
its operation to the incitement of reservists who had received call-up
notices. The clause in its present form was much wider and might
penalise pacifist appeals addressed to any of the several million Class
Z reservists who had not received call-up notices.
The Attorney-General
said that the Bill had been drafted on the
basis that Class Z reservists, like other reservists, were still members
of the Armed Forces. This he believed to be the correct interpretation
of the existing law. It followed that anyone who tried to seduce a
Class Z reservist from his duty, whether or not he was being called
up for training on this occasion, committed an offence against the
Incitement to Disaffection Act, 1934. Clause 6 of the Bill did not
substantially alter the existing law, but it had been inserted to make
it clear to persons who might not otherwise be aware of the position
that the incitement of any reservist to disobey a call-up notice was
an offence attracting severe penalties. If an amendment were tabled
on the lines proposed by the Minister of Defence the legal position
which would result was not free from difficulty, but he believed that
the Act of 1934 would retain its full effect and that the new provision
would be merely declaratory. The Government would therefore be
proposing an amendment which appeared to placate the critics of
the clause, but would not have that effect in law, and this would be
brought to light in the course of the proceedings in the House of
Commons or at any rate in the House of Lords. He thought that the
only courses which would be free from legal objection were to leave
the clause in its present form, subject to relatively minor amendments
bringing it more ciosely into line with the wording of the Act of 1934;
or to withdraw the clause altogether, on the ground that the Act of
1934 covered the position and that further legal provision was not
required.
In discussion it was pointed out that, whatever the legal position
might be, Class Z reservists were not generally regarded as members
of the Armed Forces and persons of Communist or pacifist opinions
who addressed appeals to them were not aware that they might be
committing an offence under the Act of 1934. There was, however,
general agreement that it was not practicable in present circumstances
to deal with this situation in the only manner which would be satis
factory from the legal point of view, namely a provision expressly
excluding from the operation of the Act of 1934 all reservists who had
not'received a call-up notice. The Communist threat was much
greater than when that Act was passed, and a relaxation of the existing
law would be open to misinterpretation. The right course was, there
fore, to make such relatively minor amendments in Clause 6 of the Bill

as were required to bring it into line with section 1 of the Act of 1934.
F o r this purpose the words " maliciously and advisedly " should be
inserted in the clause, and the provision penalising incitement to
reservists to perform their duties otherwise than to the best of their
ability might be omitted.
The Cabinet: —
Agreed that the Government should table amendments to
Clause 6 of the Reserve and Auxiliary Forces (Training)
Bill, designed to bring it more closely into line with the
provisions of section 1 of the Incitement to Disaffection Act,
1934.
Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
1st March, 1951.
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Profit.
(Previous
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1. The Cabinet considered a m e m o r a n d u m by the Home
Secretary ( C P . (51) 62) covering the draft of a House of Commons
Disqualification Bill which had been prepared by a Committee of
Ministers on the basis of a report from a committee of officials under
the chairmanship of the Solicitor-General.
The Home Secretary said that in 1941 a Select Committee, under
the chairmanship of Sir Dennis Herbert, had reported on offices of
profit under the Crown. There had been frequent requests in
Parliament for a clarification of the law, particularly on the occasion
of the passing of the Bills which had been required to indemnify
Members who had inadvertently transgressed the law. The SolicitorGenerafs Committee had considered the matter exhaustively on the
basis of the report of the Herbert Committee, and their conclusions
had been reviewed, and in some major respects modified, by the Com
mittee of Ministers over which he had himself presided. Subject to
the Cabinefs agreement on the general principles involved, the way
would now be clear for the preparation of a Bill in final form. This
should then be discussed with the Opposition ; for the subject was
essentially a House of Commons, rather than a Party, question. The
Bill might perhaps be introduced towards the end of the current
session, with a view to its passage in the following session.
The Cabinet first discussed whether they should proceed with
such a Bill at all in present circumstances. Its publication might be
made the occasion for a political campaign against the Government iti
regard to appointments. On the other hand it was pointed out that
the final revision of the draft Bill and the discussion of its terms with
the Opposition were likely to take some time, so that there was no
prospect of its being discussed in Parliament in the current session.
The Government had made it known that they were examining the
subject ; and, if for any reason further Indemnification Bills were
necessary, they would be criticised for their failure to bring clarifying
legislation before Parliament. It was the general view of the Cabinet
that the Bill should be completed and discussed with the Opposition,
as proposed in C P . (51) 62. The question whether is should be pub
lished at the end of the current session should be decided later.
The Cabinet then discussed the main questions of principle
arising on the Bill and the following points were made :
(a) The majority.of the members of the Solicitor-Generafs Com
mittee had favoured a provision under which Members of the House
of Commons would be able to hold paid offices under the Crown,
without incurring disqualification, if they renounced the remuneration
of the office. The Home Secretary's Committee had taken the view
that such a provision would be undesirable : it would be regarded
with suspicion, and would favour wealthy Members who could afford
to accept appointment on these terms. The Cabinet agreed that
Members should not be enabled to escape disqualification by renounc
ing the remuneration of an office.
(b) Under Clause 2(3) of the draft Bill disqualifying remunera
tion was defined in a way which would enable a Member who was
serving on an advisory committee to receive travelling expenses and a
subsistence allowance. The Cabinet agreed that, if practicable, this
exemption should be so enlarged as to enable' a Member to accept an
appointment which carried with it a right to compensation for loss o?
remunerative time, so long as the Member did not in fact claim any
payment on that account.
(c) The Solicitor-GeneraFs Committee had considered that dis
qualifying remuneration should be defined by reference to money
payments only and should not include emoluments in kind. The
H o m e Secretary's Committee, on the other hand, had taken the view
that, if an office holder could receive food, a motor car or living
accommodation without disqualification, this would leave a serious
gap in the proposed legislation, particularly since emoluments in kind
were specially attractive in times of high taxation. The Cabinet took

the view that disqualifying remuneration should include emoluments
in kind, if it were possible to frame a definition less restrictive than
that in Clause 2(2) of the draft Bill. The aim should be to cover any
significant or material benefit in kind, but not benefits of a very trifling
character.
(d) There was general agreement that the Bill should re-enact
the existing law relating to Government contractors, subject to a
number of minor amendments, including one dealing with one-man
companies. The existing law presented many anomalies but it had
not led to serious abuses, arid any radical reconsideration of the
subject would involve a great deal of work and might not prove very
fruitful of result.
(e) The Solicitor-General's Committee had recommended that
the clerks and deputy-clerks of local authorities (other than parish
councils) should be prohibited from sitting for any constituency
within the area of their employing authority. The Home Secretary's
Committee took the view that the disqualification should apply to all
constituencies. The Cabinet considered, but rejected, a proposal that
the existing statutory provisions on this subject should be repealed
and the matter left to the discretion of local authorities as employers.
It was their view that disqualification of the clerk to a local authority
could be justified, and was necessary, by reason of the facts that he
normally acted as returning officer for Parliamentary elections and
that he had to give advice to his authority on intricate questions of
law in the interpretation of which political bias might enter. Similar
considerations applied to deputy clerks ; and the disqualification of
clerks and deputy-clerks should apply to any constituency. It was
true that other local government officers had to advise their authority
on questions into which political bias might enter, but the case for
their disqualification was not so strong ; and, if legislation went
beyond the clerk and deputy-clerk, it was difficult to see where the
line could be drawn.
(/) The Bill contained a general provision disqualifying the direc
tors of Government-controlled companies from membership of the
House of Commons ; but this general disqualification did not extend
to the directors of subsidiary companies of Government-controlled
companies. The general view of the Cabinet was that an exception
from this rule should be made in the case of directorships in the
various companies acquired by the Iron and Steel Corporation.
Appointment to these directorships by the Crown should in future
disqualify from membership of the House of Commons. The close
link between the Government and the Iron and Steel Corporation
would lead many to consider that, if Members of the House of
Commons were eligible for part-time directorships in publicly-owned
iron and steel companies, the mischiefs might arise at which the law
relating to offices of profit was directed. A large number of these
posts were part-time directorships ; and this distinguished them from
full-time employment in socialised industries which could not in
practice be combined with membership of the House of Commons.
Rather different considerations applied to the existing Members
who were directors of iron and steel companies which had now passed
into public ownership, since they did not oWe their appointments to
the Crown. It would therefore be a matter for consideration when
and how the holders of these existing appointments should be dis
qualified from sitting in the House of Commons if they retained their
directorships. A possible course would be to provide that they
should be exempt from the disqualification until the end of the
Parliament in which the House of Commons Disqualification Bill was
passed.
(g) Attention was drawn to two minor points. The Bill as
drafted would probablv disqualify a Member who was called u p for
service as a member of the Class Z or other reserve. The provision
that a Lord Lieutenant could not serve as a Member for the County
of which he was Lord Lieutenant would operate against a former
leader of the Parliamentary Liberal Party if he should again be
returned for the constituency for which he had previously sat.

The Cabinet
U) Approved the draft of the House of Commons Disqualifica
tion Bill annexed to C P . (51) 62, subject to further con
sideration of the points noted in paragraphs (a) to (g)
above, and invited the H o m e Secretary to arrange for the
Bill to be revised and brought before the Legislation
Committee for final scrutiny.
(2) Agreed that the Lord President should initiate discussions
with the Opposition about the provisions of the draft Bill,
in the form in which it was finally approved by the Legis
lation Committee.

Korea.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 13th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

2. On 12th February the Cabinet had agreed that the United
States Government should be asked formally to confirm that United
Nations Forces in Korea would not advance beyond the 38th Parallel
without a fresh political decision taken, not by the United States
Government alone, but by the United Nations.
The Foreign Secretary said that on 28th February His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington had been informed that a detailed state
ment of United States views on this question had been prepared in the
State Department, that this was now being examined by the United
States Chiefs of Staff, and that it would be communicated to him
within the next few days.
The Foreign Secretary also said that the Peking Government had
not vouchsafed any response to the message from the President of the
General Assembly assuring them that the United Nations were ready
for a settlement of the Korean problem. Meanwhile, the Cabinet were
informed, there were signs that the Chinese were preparing to mount a
spring offensive in Korea:
In discussion attention was drawn to the statement made in
paragraph 3 of a memorandum ( C P . (51) 65) on Korea which had been
circulated by the Minister of State for the Cabinefs information. F r o m
this it appeared that an official of the State Department had given an
informal assurance that, if a major crossing of the 38th Parallel became
a more immediate problem, the United States Government would at
the appropriate time consult with other members of the United Nations
participating in military operations in Korea.
There was general
agreement in the Cabinet that His Majesty's Ambassador in Washing
ton should, as contemplated by the Cabinet at their meeting on 12th
February, ask that a more formal assurance should be given on behalf
of the United States Government. The statements made to the
Cabinet regarding the attitude of the Chinese only served to
underline the importance of having it clearly understood that the
United Nations should retain effective control over the policy pursued
by the United Nations Commander in Korea.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Foreign Secretary to instruct His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington to take all practicable steps to
ensure that he received, without delay, a formal reply to the
enquiry which he had addressed to the State Department in
pursuance of the Cabinefs decision of 12th February.

Japanese
Peace
Treaty.
Individual
Claims.

(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

3. On 2nd January the Cabinet had invited the Foreign Secretary
to prepare, in consultation with the other Ministers concerned, a draft
of a public statement embodying their decision to refrain from
pressing for the inclusion in the Japanese Peace Treaty of an
obligation on Japan to pay individual claims for compensation for
personal injury or ill-treatment or for damage to property outside
Japan. The Cabinet now had before them a memorandum by the
Minister of State (C.P.(51) 63) covering a draft statement which
had been prepared in pursuance of the Cabinet's decision.
j discussion of this draft the following points were raised: —
n

(a) It was not clear from paragraph 8 of the draft what
would be done with the Japanese assets in the United Kingdom.
If any public announcement was to be made about these claims, it
should leave no room for misunderstanding on this point.
(b) Before any such statement was made, other Commonwealth
Governments and Colonial Governments should be given an oppor
tunity to comment on the terms of the draft.
(c) T h e draft statement annexed to C P . (51) 63 was rather too
long to be made orally in Parliament. The announcement might per
haps be made in a written Answer.- Alternatively, if that course were
considered inexpedient, in view of the public interest shown in this
matter, the draft should be shortened.
In further discussion some Ministers asked whether it was
necessary that the Government should announce their attitude on
this particular point before negotiations for the conclusion of the
Treaty had begun. It was surely unusual for a Government to define
in advance their attitude towards one particular point in the negotia
tions for a Treaty ; and an announcement on the lines suggested in
C P . (51) 63 would give rise to some political difficulties in this
country.
The Cabinet
Invited the Foreign Secretary, in consultation with the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the President of the
Board of Trade, to consider further whether it was necessary
that any public statement should be made on this question
at the present stage.

University
Educationin
Dundee.

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Secretary of State for Scotland ( C P . (51) 58) proposing the appointment of
a Royal Commission to enquire into the problem of University educa
tion in Dundee and its relationship with the University of St.
Andrews.
It was proposed in the memorandum that Sir Geoffrey Hey
worth should be invited to preside over this Royal Commission. In
discussion some doubt was cast on the expediency of inviting a
. prominent English industrialist to concern himself with the intricacies
of this local problem.
The Cabinet
(1)
(2)

Took note with approval of the proposal to appoint this
Royal Commission.
Invited the Secretary of State for Scotland to discuss with
the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Lord President
the choice of a Chairman for the Commission.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
5th March, 1951.
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Divorce Laws.

1 . The Cabinet considered what attitude the Government
should adopt towards the Matrimonial Causes Bill, a Private
Member's Bill which was to be debated in the House of Commons on
C M . (5.0) 1 1 t h 9 t h March.
(Previous
Reference:

Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

The Cabinet first discussed whether the time had not come to
appoint a Royal Commission on the law relating to divorce. F o r
some time past the Government had declined to pursue specific
suggestions for modifying the divorce law on the ground that piece
meal amendments should not be made in advance of a compre
hensive review of the whole question. It was, however, becoming
increasingly difficult to use this argument and at the same time to
decline to appoint a Royal Commission to undertake such a compre
hensive review. The Lord Chancellor, in a recent debate in the House
of Lords, had used the additional argument that, before setting u p
a Royal Commission, the Government should wait to see the effect of
the new legal aid scheme on divorce litigation. There were, however,
positive objections to the appointment of a Royal Commission on
this subject. The choice of members would be difficult and the
Commission was unlikely to produce an agreed report. When it had
completed its work, the Government of the day would probably be
faced with some difficult decisions on matters which cut across
Party lines. On the other hand, there were various general issues
which merited the kind of investigation which a Royal Commission
could m a k e ; and, while the Commission was sitting and after its
report had been received, public opinion might reach a clearer view
on the steps to be taken in the matter on which there was at present
great diversity of view, coupled with general disquiet about various
features of the existing law. The preponderant view in the Cabinet
was in favour of the appointment of a Royal Commission to under
take a comprehensive review of the law in England and Wales relating
to divorce and cognate subjects, such as the custody of children
where marriages were dissolved.
The Cabinet then discussed whether Ministers should be free to
vote according to conscience if a division took place on the second
reading of the Matrimonial Causes Bill. On the one hand it was
pointed out that, even if the Bill obtained a second reading, it was
unlikely that time could be found for its further stages, and that the
vote on second reading could therefore be regarded as no more
than an occasion for the expression of personal views on the limited
problem, with which the Bill purported to deal. If it could be so
regarded, Ministers might have the same freedom as other Members
to vote in accordance with their personal views. On the other hand
it was argued that, if it was the Governmenfs view that there should
be no modification of the divorce law until a comprehensive review
had been undertaken by a Royal Commission, it followed that a
Minister might vote against the Bill or abstain from voting, but
should not vote in favour of the Bill.
The general conclusion reached was that, if a Royal Commission
was to be appointed, the best course would be to seek to avoid a
division on the second reading of the Bill. The Cabinet therefore
agreed that the Lord President and other interested Ministers should
inform the sponsors of the Bill, in confidence, of the Governmenfs
intention to set up a Royal Commission, and that the Attornev-General
and Chief Whip should similarly convey the same information to the
Members who had put down a reasoned amendment for the rejection
of the Bill. The aim should be to secure that, after a full debate in
which the issues involved would be canvassed, the amendment would
not be pressed and the Bill would be withdrawn. In the debate the
Attorney-General should announce the Governmenfs intention to set
u p a Royal Commission and indicate that the Government could hold
out no hope of facilities for later stages of the Bill, if it should receive
a second reading.

The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that a Royal Commission should be appointed to
review the law relating to divorce in England and Wales,
and invited the Prime Minister to take the necessary steps
for the establishment of the Commission.
(2) Authorised the Attorney-General to announce this decision
in the course of the debate on the second reading of the
Matrimonial Causes Bill.

North
Atlantic
Treaty.
Command
Organisation-.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 16th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Lord President said that, in the debate on the Navy
Estimates in the House of Commons on 12th March, there would be
further discussion of the appointment of Admiral Fechteler as
Supreme Allied Commander, Altantic, under the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation. He asked whether it would then be possible
to give any indication of the other appointments to be made in the
North Atlantic command organisation.
The Minister of Defence informed the Cabinet of the progress
so far made in informal discussion of these appointments. It would
not be possible to announce any further appointments by 12th
March.
After discussion it was agreed that the Opposition should be
informed that the Government would not be able to announce, before
12th March, any further appointments in the North Atlantic command
organisation. They therefore proposed that the debate on the Navy
Estimates should be opened in the ordinary way by the Parliamentary
Secretary, Admiralty. The appointment of Admiral Fechteler as
Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic, could, however, be discussed
later in the debate, on the Amendment to be moved by Mr. F . W.
Mulley, M.P., and the Minister of Defence would speak in that part
of the debate. It was further agreed that in his speech the Minister
of Defence should promise to present a White Paper on the North
Atlantic command organisation as a whole, as soon as the other
command appointments had been settled.

Durham
County
Council.
Conditions of
Employment.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 83rd
Conclusions,
Minute 8.)

3. On 13th March there was to be a debate in the House of
Commons on the action taken by the D u r h a m County Council with a
view to securing that all persons employed by them belonged to a
trade union or a professional association.
The Cabinet were informed that in making new appointments the
D u r h a m County Council had recently been asking applicants to state
whether they belonged to a trade union or a professional association.
Many applicants had declined to answer this question ; but, for each
of the appointments recently made, one candidate had answered this
question in the affirmative and this candidate had been appointed. A
headmaster thus appointed was due to take up his duties on 12th
March ; and it was understood that, if he did so, the other teachers in
the school would decline to carry on their work.
The Minister of Education said that, if this occurred, he would be
able to raise the whole issue formally with the County Council on the
basis that they were not discharging their duties under the Education
Act.
The CabinetTook note of the position and invited the Minister of Educa
tion to speak on the Government^ behalf in the debate in the
House of Commons on 13th March.

Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

4. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.
The Lord President said that, in his Statement on Business that
day, he proposed to announce that Parliament would be adjourned for
the Easter Recess on 22nd March and would reassemble on 3rd April.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer would open his Budget on 10th April.
In discussion it was suggested that there might be some Parlia
mentary pressure for a longer period of recess at Easter. The Cabinet
recognised that Members of Parliament had been working under great
strain and were in need of a longer respite. On the other hand, if
Parliament did not reassemble until 10th April, it was doubtful
whether it would be able to get through the large volume of business
which had to be transacted before the end of the current session. The
Lord President said that, if the suggestion of a longer Easter Recess
were strongly pressed, he would promise to consider it.

5. At their meeting on 5th March the Cabinet had agreed that
His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington should take further steps
Reference:
to secure from the State Department a formal assurance that United
C M . (51) 17th Nations Forces in Korea would not advance beyond the 38th Parallel
Conclusions,
without a fresh political decision by the United Nations.
Minute 2.)
The Cabinet now had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 68) to which was annexed a copy of Washington
telegram N o . 538 of 20th February. This made it clear that the
assurance which had been given on this point by ah official of the State
Department on 16th February represented the formal views of the
United States Government. It was also stated in the memorandum
that a more detailed statement of United States views on this point was
t o be communicated to the United Kingdom Government in the near
future.
Korea.
(Previous

The C a b i n e t Took note that, for the reasons given in C P . (51) 68, the
Foreign Secretary did not propose to instruct His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington to make any further representa
tions to the United States Government on this question at
the present time.

Cabinet Office, S.WA,
Sth March, 1951.
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Durham
County
Council.
Conditions of
Employment
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 18th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

1. The Cabinet were informed that in the debate on 13th March
the Conservative Opposition would propose a motion inviting the
House of Commons to express regret at the decision of the D u r h a m
County Council " in insisting on membership of an appropriate pro
fessional association or trade union as a condition of employment by
that Council". It would be embarrassing for the Government to
accept an Opposition motion in these terms : some Government
supporters, particularly those representing D u r h a m constituencies,
would be reluctant to support it. In these circumstances it was
suggested that the Government should table an amendment to the
effect that the House, while endorsing the attitude adopted by the
Government in this matter, hoped that the discussions which had
already been initiated with the County Council would lead to a satis
factory conclusion. All Government supporters could be expected
to vote in favour of an amendment on those lines.
In discussion the point was made that public opinion was strongly
opposed to this action by the Durham County Council ; and that, in
commending to the House an amendment in the terms suggested,
Ministers should make it clear that the Government were not propos
ing to modify the attitude they had adopted in this matter.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that the Government should table an amendment to
this Opposition motion, on the lines indicated in the discus
sion ; and invited the Home Secretary to settle the terms of
that amendment in consultation with the Ministers of Local
Government, Labour and Education and the Chief Whip.

Parliament
Gambia
Poultry
Scheme.

2. The Cabinet were informed that in the debate in the House
of Commons on 13th March the Conservative Opposition would
propose a motion regretting the financial losses caused by the collapse
of the Gambia poultry scheme. Should the Government table an
amendment to this motion?
In discussion it was pointed out that the Government were
awaiting a further report from the Colonial Development Corporation,
before deciding to what extent the existing scheme should be modified,
and in these circumstances it would be difficult to frame a suitable
amendment to the motion.

The Cabinet agreed that no amendment should be moved by the
Government and that the House should be invited to reject the
Opposition motion.
The Cabinet were informed that Mr. Fenner Brockway, M.P.,
Deportation
was proposing to introduce on 14th March, under the Ten-Minute
Powers of
Rule, a Bill dealing with the deportation powers of Colonial
Colonial
Governors. The House of Commons had already discussed this
Governors.
question as recently as the 8th March, in a debate on the Adjourn
ment ; and the Secretary of State for the Colonies would not be in a
position to add anything to what had already been said on the
Governments behalf on that occasion.
The Cabinet invited the Chief Whip to try t o dissuade Mr.
Fenner Brockway from introducing this Bill.
The Home Secretary said that it had been brought to his notice
Reserve and
that, under this Bill as now drafted, proceedings against a, m a n who
Auxiliary
had failed to report in pursuance of a calling-up notice would have
Forces
(Training) Bill, to be taken at the place where he should have reported. This would
involve considerable administrative inconvenience ; and he therefore
(Previous
proposed that an amendment should be moved in the House of Lords
Reference:
C M . (51)16th providing that such proceedings might be taken at the place of the
man's arrest or residence. The Minister of Defence supported this
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

proposal.

The Cabinet invited the Minister of Defence to arrange for the
Bill to be amended accordingly during its passage through the House
of Lords.
The Prime Minister said that, after consultation with the Opposi
North Atlantic
tion, it had been agreed that the appointment of Admiral Fechteler
Treaty:
as Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic, would not be discussed by
Command
the House of Commons in the debate on the Navy Estimates that day.
Organisation,
Some other opportunity for the discussion of this question would have
(Previous
to be found before the Easter Recess. Meanwhile, the Prime Minister
Reference :
C M . (51) 18th said that he would circulate, for the information of his Cabinet
colleagues who were not members of the Defence Committee, a state
Conclusions,
ment of the case for this appointment.
Minute 2.)

3. The Cabinet were informed that, in the discussions now pro
ceeding in Paris regarding the agenda for the proposed Meeting of
the Council of Foreign Ministers, the Soviet representative was pres
Proposal for
sing the view that the agenda should include some explicit reference
a Meeting of
to the problem of German rearmament. Our view had been that no
the Council of
exception need be taken to the inclusion of such a reference, so long
Foreign
as the agenda was not limited to German problems only and was
Ministers. ,
sufficiently wide to permit discussion of the general level of armaments.
(Previous
The United States representative had not, however, been willing so
Reference:
C M . (51) 16th far to accept the inclusion of any reference to the rearmament of
Germany.
Soviet

Conclusions,

Germany.

Minute 5.)

j discussion the Cabinet agreed that the United Kingdom
representative should not oppose the inclusion of some specific
reference to German rearmament, in a context which made it clear
that discussion would not be confined to this particular aspect of the
level of armaments. The difficulties raised by the United States
representative might perhaps be overcome if this problem were
presented, in the agenda, as one of determining what level of arma
ments Germany should be allowed to have for purposes of her own
defence.

Receipts and
Expenditure of
the British
Transport
Commission.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 25th '
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Transport ( C P . (51) 70) recommending increases in transport fares
and charges to meet rises in operating costs, including the cost of the
wage increases recently granted to railway workers.

n

The Minister of Transport said that the Transport Commission^
existing deficit stood at £40 million. The Commission were faced with
running costs for their railway undertaking which were £25 million a
year in excess of those contemplated when their current level of
charges was fixed. The Commission wished railway freight charges
to be increased by 10 per cent, (yielding about £20 million a year),
London passenger fares by amounts which would yield between £10
and £11 million a year, and monthly return fares on the railways by
10 per cent, (yielding £ 3 i million a year). These proposals would
meet the increases in costs, would make some contribution towards
writing off the existing deficit and would give a small margin for the
further increases in cost which had to be expected. Since the British
Transport Commission would not be in a position to put a comprehen
sive freight charges scheme before the Transport Tribunal until the
autumn, the proposed increases in railway freight charges would have
to be authorised by the Minister under section 82 of the Transport
Act, 1947, after consultation with the permanent members of the
Transport Tribunal. The Commission could increase monthly return
fares without reference to the Tribunal, since they represented a con
cessional rate. It would fall to the Commission to ask the Tribunal
to authorise the proposed increase in London passenger fares and the
Commission were on the point of putting before the Tribunal their
passenger fares scheme for areas outside London.

The Minister said that there was some pressure from Government
supporters for the grant of a subsidy to the British Transport Corn
mission. The Federation of British Industries had also suggested a
subsidy in respect of railway workings which were maintained
primarily for defence reasons. H e himself had no doubt that a
revenue subsidy would have a bad effect on the Commission and its
staff : it could not fail to reduce the incentive to pursue economies
and increased efficiency. At the same time he felt that the Govern
m e n t s post-war settlement with the railways had not been entirely
equitable. The G o v e r n m e n t s refusal to allow the railways to carry
out much of the capital investment which they thought to be necessary
had resulted in an accumulation of capital works which would have
to be financed at a time of higher costs, so that the reserve funds which
had been accumulated had in effect been depreciated. H e therefore
thought there was a case for some Exchequer contribution in respect
of the deficit which the Commission had accumulated, but he did not
wish to press this case at the present time. The prime need now was
to enable the Commission to make ends meet and to exert the
necessary pressure to secure economies and greater efficiency in
operation.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that in the circumstances
described by the Minister of Transport there would clearly have to be
some increase in transport charges. The proposed increase in railway
freight charges was reasonable, though it would have adverse effects on
industrial costs. He felt more doubtful about the proposed increases
in London passenger fares : it seemed that London was being asked
to bear an undue proportion of the burden. The Commission had
presumably considered the position which would arise from the pro
posed increase in monthly fares on the railways : one consequence
would surely be an increased use of road passenger services, particu
larly for short distances. He was opposed to the grant of a subsidy
in respect of current operations but also to any once-for-all subsidy
designed to enable the Commission to write off their deficit. Other
industries, including socialised industries, had put aside funds for
maintenance and renewal and were finding that less could be done
with the amounts available than in the past: this situation was not
peculiar to the railways. Moreover, however the matter was dis
guised, any such subsidy would be represented as an Exchequer
contribution in respect of the recent increase in railway wages. There
might, however, be some charges, at present falling on the railways,
of which they ought to be relieved. One example was the cost of
allowing members of the Services to travel at reduced fares : this could
reasonably be represented as a charge which should fall on the
Exchequer.
Further discussion showed that the Cabinet were not prepared,
on the basis of the information available to them about current trends
in transport, to endorse all the proposals put forward by the British
Transport Commission. N o immediate financial difficulty would
arise, because the Commission were able to meet their deficit out of
reserves which had been accumulated, primarily for maintenance work
and renewal. At the request of the Cabinet the financial position of
the Commission had been reviewed in 1950, and the conclusion had
then been reached that some increase in charges was necessary. Since
then, however, there had been a number of developments. The
tendency of traders to use their own vehicles under " C " licences had
grown. The Cabinet would find it useful, in considering the present
proposals, t o know in detail what effect the increases in freight charges
made in 1950 had had on the volume and types of freight carried by
the railways. Further information was required on the possible effect
on the rail receipts of the proposed increase in monthly return fares,
and on the manner in which any additional burden on the travelling
public should in equity be distributed between London and the rest
of the country. Further examination might well disclose a number
of burdens at present borne by the British Transport Commission

which might reasonably be transferred to the Exchequer. Thus,
without going so far as to propose that the maintenance of the railway
permanent way should attract an Exchequer contribution, some
Ministers felt that the British Transport Commission might be relieved
of the cost of maintaining road bridges across the railways and other
burdens which dated from the days when the railways had enjoyed a
transport monopoly. While the financial position of the Commis
sion might not be substantially improved by economies in operation,
Ministers would wish to know what could be achieved in this field and
how speedily the negotiations now in progress between the Railway
Executive and the unions could be completed. There seemed also to
be room for considerable improvement in efficiency, notably in the
operations of the Road Transport Executive.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the Minister of Transport should consult the
permanent members of the Transport Tribunal in regard
to an overall increase of 10 per cent, in railway freight
charges.
(2) Invited the Minister of Transport, in the light of the
Cabinets discussion, to consult with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer and the British Transport Commission on the
measures which might be taken to close the remaining gap
between revenue and expenditure, and to submit further
proposals to the Cabinet.

Council of
Europe.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 68th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 72) on proposals for the revision of the Statute of
the Council of Europe, which were to come before a meeting of the
Committee of Ministers to be held in Paris on 16th and 17th March.
In discussion there was general agreement that the Council should
remain consultative in character and should not be empowered to
discuss questions of defence. It was also important to oppose any
suggestion that representatives of international organisations, includ
ing those concerned with economic affairs, should participate in the
deliberations of the Council. T h e United Kingdom should, if
possible, remain a member of the Council of Europe, but this associa
tion could not continue if the character of the Council were altered in
the way which some Governments desired. This should be made clear
to the Foreign Ministers of France and Italy and other like-minded
Governments.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Approved the proposals in paragraphs 14 to 17 of C P . (51)
72.
(2) Took note that the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations would keep other Commonwealth Governments
informed of the policy of the United Kingdom Govern
ment towards the Council of Europe.

Divorce Laws.
(Previous
Reference': C M . (51) 18th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

6. The A ttorney-General said that, in the second reading debate
on the Matrimonial Causes Bill on 9th March, he had indicated that
the Government were proposing to arrange for the appointment of a
Royal Commission on the law relating to divorce and had suggested
that on this account the Bill should not be given a second reading. In
the event, however, the Bill had received a second reading, and the
Cabinet would therefore wish to consider whether they should proceed
with the proposal for a Royal Commission.
It was the general view of the Ministers that a Royal Commission
should be appointed. Further consideration would have to be given
to the question whether there should be one Commission for Great

Britain or whether a separate Commission should be appointed for
Scotland. N o facilities should be afforded for further stages of the
Matrimonial Causes Bill.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Re-affirmed their decision that a Royal Commission should
be appointed to review the law relating to divorce.
(2) Invited the Secretary of State for Scotland to consider, and
report to the Prime Minister, whether there should be a
separate Royal Commission for Scotland.
(3) Invited the Prime Minister to take a convenient opportunity
to inform the House of Commons of the G o v e r n m e n t s
decision.

Industrial
Disputes.

Town Clerks.
(Previous
Reference:
CM. (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

7. The Cabinet considered a memorandum, by the Minister of
Labour ( C P . (51) 75) indicating that he had no alternative but to
refer to the National Arbitration Tribunal the disputes between certain
town clerks and their local authorities about their remuneration.
The Minister of Labour said that the legal advice which he had
received gave him no alternative but to refer the disputes to arbitration.
It would, however, be open to particular local authorities to argue that
they were not bound by the terms of the recommendation made by the
Joint Negotiating Committee, and that it was within their discretion
whether or not to accept the proposed scales.
The Cabinet considered whether the Minister of Labour should
delay referring these cases to arbitration until he was required to do so
under-a writ of mandamus issued by the High Court. The general
view was, however, that past legai decisions and the established
practice of the Ministry of Labour left the Minister with no adequate
grounds on which he could oppose reference to the Tribunal.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposal in paragraph 7 of C P . (51) 75.

Pacific
Defence.

(Previous
Reference:
CM. (51) 16th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

8. The Cabinet had before them a further memorandum by the
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 76) on the
roposed tripartite treaty between the United States, Australia and
Jew Zealand.

P

The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that
the Prime Minister had discussed this question further with some of
the Ministers who had expressed doubts about it in the Cabinets
earlier discussion on 1st March, and he had been asked to prepare a
letter to the Prime Minister of Australia explaining the anxieties which
Ministers felt about this proposal. A draft letter on the lines
suggested was reproduced in Annex A of C P . (51) 76 ; but the
Secretary of State said that, for the reasons given in his memorandum,
it was his view that the despatch of a letter in those terms would
seriously damage the relations between this country and Australia.
He strongly recommended that no attempt should be made at this
stage to dissuade the Governments of Australia and New Zealand
from concluding this tripartite treaty with the United States. He
believed that, if such an attempt were made, it would fail : the
Government of Australia would go forward with the treaty.' despite
our protestations, and would persuade the Government of New Zea
land to take the same course. He therefore recommended that a
communication should be sent to the Prime Minister of Australia in
the terms of the draft in Annex B to C P . (51) 76. This, while offering
n o opposition to the treaty itself, made two important points of
principle. F i r s t it raised strong objection to the inclusion of the
Philippines in the treaty. And, secondly, it stressed the importance

of dispelling any misapprehension t h a t as a result of this treaty, the
United Kingdom Government were repudiating their interest in the
Pacific area.
In discussion the following points were made : —
(a) The view was strongly expressed that, if such a treaty were
concluded, it must be made abundantly clear that the United Kingdom
still retained a vital interest in the Pacific area. Some Ministers felt
that this should be made clear in the preamble to the treaty itself.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations urged, however,
that insistence at this stage on such an amendment of the preamble
would certainly delay the conclusion of the treaty and might well
jeopardise the prospects of its being concluded at all. He therefore
recommended that this reference to the United Kingdom's continuing
interest in the Pacific should be made, not in the treaty itself, but in
public statements to be made at the appropriate moment in the Parlia
ments of the United Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand. Other
Ministers, while agreeing to this course with reluctance, insisted that
firm assurances should be obtained, from the Governments of Australia
and New Zealand that satisfactory statements would be made on this
point at the appropriate stage.
(b) In favour of the treaty it had been -argued that, if their
security were guaranteed by the United States, Australia and New
Zealand would be more willing in war to make their defence contribu
tion in the Middle East. In fact, however, the Governments of
Australia and New Zealand had not entered into any definite commit
ments to contribute towards the defence of the Middle East in war.
And some Ministers felt that the Australian Government, at any rate,
were seeking to limit their defence liabilities to the Pacific area.
In this connection it was pointed out that, if the safeguards pro
vided by the United Nations Charter proved in the event to be
ineffective, and if the United Kingdom were not associated in any way
with this treaty, we should be left without any contractual right to
assistance in safeguarding our own interests in the Pacific area in time
of war.
(c) This treaty was likely to be a cause of anxiety in India, Pakis
tan and Ceylon. The Governments of those countries should
certainly be informed of what was proposed. The Governments of
Australia and New Zealand should be urged, if they had not done so
already, to keep all other Commonwealth Governments informed of
their negotiations with the United States.
(d) Particular objection was raised to the proposed inclusion of
the Philippines in the treaty. Determined efforts should be made to
secure that the Philippines were excluded from it, and, if these failed,
the Cabinet should be given an opportunity of considering the matter
again.
The general conclusion of the Cabinet was that, subject to the
points noted in paragraphs (a) and (d) above, it was not practicable
for the United Kingdom Government to offer opposition to the con
clusion of this treaty or to claim to be associated with it. The Minister
of Defence and The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster said, how
ever, that they felt grave anxiety about the treaty and, in particular,
about the interpretation which might be placed upon it by public
opinion in this country. There seemed every likelihood that it would
be represented as implying that the United Kingdom Government had
repudiated their interests in the Pacific area.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that, if the proposed treaty were to be concluded,
statements should be made at the appropriate moment in
the Parliaments of the United Kingdom, Australia and
New Zealand making it clear that the treaty would not
affect the existing relations between the independent

(2)

(3)

(4)

members of the Commonwealth nor diminish the vital
interests of the United Kingdom in the Pacific area; and
invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Rela
tions, in consultation with the Prime Minister and the
Foreign Secretary, to strengthen in this sense the final
paragraph of the draft in Annex B to C P . (51) 76.
Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to send a personal message to the Prime Minister of
Australia on the lines of the draft in Annex B to C P .
(51) 76, suitably amended in the light of the Cabinefs
discussion.
Took note that, if the United States Government were
unwilling to agree that the Philippines should be
excluded from the scope of the treaty, the Cabinet would
be given a further opportunity to review the whole posi
tion afresh.
Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to ensure that the Governments of Australia and New
Zealand would take appropriate steps to inform other
Commonwealth Governments (including the Governments
of India, Pakistan and Ceylon) of the proposal to conclude
this treaty.

Cabinet Office, S.W.1,
12th March, 1951.
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(Previous
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North Atlantic
Treaty:
Command
Organisation.
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Reference:
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1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.
O n 20th March the House was to discuss the method of selection
of Standing Committees. It was agreed that the Home Secretary
should speak on the Governmenfs behalf in this debate.
O n 21st March there would be a debate on the Report of the
Council of Wales. It was understood that this would be concerned
mainly with agricultural questions; and it was agreed that the Minister
of Agriculture should reply to the debate on the Governmenfs
behalf.
On 21st March the House would also debate a motion by Mr. S.
Silverman, M.P., proposing that the Committee of Privileges should
consider the conduct of Mr. J. Rodgers, M.P., in forwarding to the
Bishop of the diocese a letter which he had received from a vicar in
his constituency. There was room for differences of opinion on the
question whether Mr. Rodgers's action constituted a breach of
privilege; but the division on 21st March would relate solely to the
question whether the matter merited investigation by the Committee
of Privileges. Among Government supporters there was a strong
body of opinion in favour of such an investigation. It was true that
the Speaker had ruled that there was no prima facie case for investiga
tion; but this ruling did not preclude the House from referring the
matter to the Committee. Moveover, the tradition that members of
the Government should normally uphold a ruling by the Speaker did
not apply to matters of this kind, and there was no reason why mem
bers of the Government should not feel free to vote in favour of Mr.
Silverman's motion.
The Cabinet were informed that in the Committee stage of the
Reserve and Auxiliary Forces (Training) Bill in the House of Lords
two amendments tabled by the Conservative Opposition were likely
to be pressed to a division.
The first of these would extend to volunteer members of the
Territorial and Auxiliary Forces the same statutory protection against
loss of employment or holidays as was to be given to the Class Z
reservists. In discussion it was pointed out that the concessions
voluntarily made by employers to members of the Auxiliary Forces
were more flexible, and often more generous, than those required
under the Bill. It was the view of the Territorial Army advisers at
the War Office that the extension of this statutory protection to mem
bers of the Auxiliary Forces was likely to do more harm than good;
and this view was shared by the representatives of workers and
employers on the National Joint Advisory Council.
The second amendment would delete the provision enabling the
new Act to be applied, by Order in Council, in any of the three years
following 1951. In discussion it was agreed that it was not possible
to foresee at this stage whether training of selected reservists would be
required in the remaining years of the rearmament programme, and
that in these circumstance it was reasonable to take power to apply
the Act in any of those years.
The Cabinet agreed that no concession should be made to the
Conservative Opposition in the House of Lords on either of these two
amendments to the Reserve and Auxiliary Forces (Training) Bill.
The Cabinet were informed that it would not now be possible
to present, before the Easter Recess, a White Paper announcing the
further appointments to be made in the North "Atlantic command
organisation. The Conservative Opposition were content that dis
cussion of this question in the House of Commons should be post
poned until after the Recess. In these circumstances it was agreed
that, if the matter were raised in supplementary questions on the
Statement on Business that day, the Home Secretary should content
himself with saving that the appointments were not yet completed
and that it would be premature" for the House to hold any further
discussion of any of them until they could be considered as a whole.

Council of
Europe.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute5.)
Admission of
Germany

2. The Foreign Secretary said that the Committee of Ministers
of the Council of Europe, at their meeting in Paris later in the week,
would be considering an application from the Federal Republic of
Germany for admission to full membership of the Council. He was
inclined to think that the time had now come when the Germans might
become full members of the Council, which they already attended as
observers; and it was possible that the French might now be willing
*
8
to their admission. On the other hand, the Soviet Government might well take exception to this step, especially as it would
mean that members of the West German Government would in form
be admitted as representatives of " Germany " ; and, as a matter of
timing, it might be inexpedient t o make this move before the pre
liminary arrangements for the holding of a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers had been successfully concluded. Though the
application of the German Government should be sympathetically
received, it might be preferable that decision on it should be post
poned until the next meeting of the Council of Europe in May.
0

a

r e e

The C a b i n e t Agreed that the Foreign Secretary should urge the Committee
of Ministers of the Council of Europe, at their forthcoming
meeting, t o postpone until the next meeting of the Council
consideration of the application of the Federal Republic of
Germany for admission to full membership of the Council.

Receipts and
Expenditure of
the British
Transport
Commission.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 4/*

3. The Minister of Transport said that, in the light of the
Cabinefs decisions of 12th March, he had discussed the finances of
the British Transport Commission with the Chairman of the Commission and subsequently with the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The
Chairman of the Commission had agreed that railway monthly return
fares should not be increased at this juncture, but he had stressed the
need for proceeding with the application to the Transport Tribunal
for charges schemes under Part V of the Transport Act for main-line
railway fares and London fares. In their proposals to the Tribunal
the Commission would be bound to ask for a level of fares which
would enable them to meet current losses on their operations as a
Whole and go some way to clear off the accumulated deficit of £40
million. It could not be assumed that the Tribunal would accept
the Commission^ proposals in full: the scheme of London fares in
1950 had been substantially modified by the Tribunal.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, under the Transport
Act, 1947, the responsibility for putting charges schemes to the Trans
port Tribunal rested with the Commision. The Minister might press
the Commission to modify proposals which they were proposing to
put to the Tribunal, but the Act did not contemplate that the Minister
would come between the Commission and the Tribunal. Since the
Cabinet's last meeting he had ascertained that any transfer to the
Exchequer of costs which could more fairly be placed on the State than
on the Commission was not likely to amount to more than £2 or £3
million a year. The Commission were therefore faced with a sub
stantial deficit on current operation, together with an accumulated
deficit amounting to £40 million, and it seemed wrong to attempt to
dissuade them from endeavouring to rectify their financial position by
an approach to the Tribunal. Though the matter was exceedingly
technical and complicated, he still thought that the Commission were
proposing to raise too high a proportion of the extra revenue from
London passenger traffic. But in this matter, and in their charges
scheme for main-line railway fares, the Commission doubtless felt that
the Tribunal were unlikely to meet their full demand and they were
accordingly not seeking to minimise their demands at this stage.

In discussion the following points were made : —
(a) Several Ministers considered that further increases in railway
fares and charges would have the effect of driving traffic on to the
roads, where passenger traffic would be handled by coach-companies
and goods traffic by " C " licence holders who were operating in
competition with the British Transport Commission. Were the Corn
mission taking a sufficiently far-sighted view of the effects of their
proposals, or were they simply taking short-term measures to meet
current financial difficulties? The Cabinet ought to have a carefully
prepared appreciation of the transfer of traffic from the railways t o the
roads over the past few years in order that decisions might be taken
in the light of long-term trends. It might be necessary to treat the
railways as a public service, financed in part from the Exchequer, oi
at least to make a substantial Exchequer contribution towards the
cost of upkeep of the permanent way. In reply, it was stated that,
while the Commission saw no prospect of the railways paying their
way until substantial capital works, including main-line electrification,
had been undertaken, they had hoped to reach a balance on the opera
tion of their undertaking as a whole, as a result of the increased
charges authorised in 1950. These hopes had been falsified by the
increase in railwaymen's wages granted by the Railway Executive,
under pressure from the Government and in excess of what the
Executive would have been prepared to give on strictly commercial
considerations, and by the rising costs of all materials, including coal,
steel and timber. Railway fares and charges had not risen as much
as other prices; and some Ministers thought it mistaken to assume
that moderate increases in fares and charges would drive to the roads
a substantial proportion of the traffic which at present went by rail.
This was borne out by experience of the increases in railway freight
charges authorised in 1950, since the reduction in traffic had not been
as great as the Railway Executive had expected. Railway traffic was
substantially greater than before the war. Moreover, as had been
pointed out when the Cabinet discussed the matter on 25th April,
1950, there was reason to suppose that, even when integration was
completed, the road services would not be sufficiently remunerative to
meet the deficit on railway operation. At present the British Trans
port Commission were making no profit on road haulage, and their
profits from the whole of their undertaking other than railways only
amounted to £3 million a year. Whatever might have been the posi
tion before the war, road transport was not now being subsidised by
the State, since on balance road transport made a substantial contribu
tion to the Exchequer over and above the sums required for road
maintenance.
(b) The Cabinet, at their meeting on 12th March, had
authorised the Minister of Transport to increase railway freight
charges by 10 per cent, and it was calculated that this would yield £20
million a year. If, in addition, there was a transfer of some financial
responsibilities from the Commission to the Exchequer in respect of
matters, such as cheap travel for members of the Services, where the
burden should fall on the State, and the Commission received between
£2 and £3 million from this source, these two measures would go a
long way to meet the deficit of £25 million on the current operation of
the railways. The balance should be met by economies in operation;
and, in view of the large size of the Commission^ reserve funds, the
accumulated deficit of £40 million could be borne by the Commission
until such time as permanent arrangements could be made in respect
of it. On the other hand, it was pointed out that the Commission
could not shut their eyes to the substantial rise in costs which was
taking place and was bound in the course of the coming year to
increase still further their deficit on current operation. T h e C o m m i s 
sion were drawing heavily on their reserves and expected to be borrow
ing money in the market in the autumn. Moreover, the oresent did
not seem to be an appropriate time for any Government contribution
towards liquidating the accumulated deficit, since any such assistance,

no matter how disguised, would be represented as a subsidy in respect
of the recent increase in railwaymen's wages. The British Transport
Commission should be able to compete with other transport operators,
and the commercial considerations which should guide the conduct of
their operations would be lost sight of if, at this juncture, anything in
the way of a Government subsidy were paid to the Commission.
(c) The courses open to the Government and to the Commission
were largely determined by the provisions of the Transport Act, which
provided that charges schemes should be approved by the Transport
Tribunal and left little scope for direct Government intervention. This
statutory machinery had been devised in the light of the precedent of
the Railway Rates Tribunal. There was an element of arbitrariness
in the distribution of the burden of costs between different categories
of transport users, and it had seemed best for the final decision on
fares and charges to rest with a semi-judicial body, before whom the
different classes of consumers could state their case. It would, how
ever, be unfortunate if the Commission got into the habit of putting
excessive claims before the Transptort Tribunal, in the belief that the
necessary increases in charges would be given as a compromise
between the interests of the Commission and of their customers. A
public authority ought not to over-state its case in this way. More
over, the public at large could not be expected to distinguish between
the Government and the Commission; and, while the Tribunal were
taking evidence in public from interested parties, the odium of the
demands for large increases in fares would fall on the Government.
In these circumstances the Commission should be pressed to make
minimum demands in the schemes which they placed before the
Tribunal.
(d) When the Transport Act had been passed, it had been widely
recognised that the railways were unlikely to be able to pay their way,
but it had been hoped that the Commission would be able to balance
their accounts from the profits derived from their road undertakings.
This hope had been falsified, at any rate for the time being, since in
the present Parliamentary situation it was impossible to carry through
any area road-transport schemes. Local authorities, restive as the
result of the loss of their other trading concerns, were strongly opposed
to the transfer of road passenger undertakings to the Commission and
there was little prospect of securing the passage of schemes through
both Houses. If this situation were to last indefinitely, a case could be
made out for Government assistance in respect of the railways in
order to make it possible for the British Transport Commission to pay
their way.
(e) It was wrong that the British Transport Commission should
endeavour to offset higher costs almost entirely by increasing fares
and charges. A substantial proportion of these higher costs should be
met by economies. So long as there was a substantial deficit on
railway operation, the workers could not be expected to co-operate in
effecting economies which seemed unlikely to bridge the g a p ; but, if
the Commission were left with a small deficit rather than a small sur
plus, as a result of increased fares and charges, there would be a greater
incentive for the Railway Executive and the unions to effect economies.
At the same time the financial savings which could be secured by these
means, and the rate at which they could be secured, should not be over
estimated. A good many economies had already been made; for
example, there had been a reduction of staff amounting to 50,000. As
to the future, unless the railway undertaking was now extremely
inefficient, economies could not be expected to yield an annual saving
of more than about 2\ per cent, on current costs; and experience in
the early operation of the London Passenger Transport Board sug
gested that it would take several years to carry through any scheme
of reorganisation with a view to securing cheaper and more efficient
operation.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he believed that the
views which had been expressed in the Cabinefs discussion would

best be met if the British Transport Commission were authorised, in
the case of London fares, to put before the Tribunal proposals which
would yield between £4 and £5 million a year, instead of the
£11 million which they had contemplated. There would have to be a
similar scaling-down of their demands in respect of main-line railway
fares. This would enable the Commission to make some small pro
vision for rising operating costs, while at the same time leaving them
with a substantial sum which would have to be met by economies in
operation.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Minister of Transport, in consultation with the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, to bring before the Cabinet at
their next meeting revised proposals regarding the charges
schemes which the British Transport Commission should put
before the Transport Tribunal for main-line railway fares and
London fares.

Cabinet Office, S.W.1,
\5th March, 1951.
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Mr. Speaker.

Negative
Resolutions
on Statutory
Instruments.

1. The Cabinet were informed that the Speaker was indisposed
and was unlikely t o be able t o resume his Parliamentary duties until
after the Easter Recess. The leader of the Conservative Opposition
h a d been informed, and an announcement would be made at the
opening o f business in the House o f Commons that afternoon.
The Home Secretary said that the Leader of the Conservative
Opposition had now lent the weight of his authority to the tactics
recently followed by his back-bench supporters in raising frequent
debates on Prayers against subordinate legislation. It was clear that
this was a Parliamentary manoeuvre designed to exhaust the Govern
ment and their supporters by forcing the House of Commons to sit late
o n three or four nights each week. The Parliamentary Labour Party
clearly expected the Government to take a firm stand against this.
H e therefore proposed that, as soon as the first Prayer that evening had
been moved and seconded, he should rise to move the adjournment
of the debate and should take the opportunity of making a general
statement exposing the tactics of the Conservative Opposition. This
would have the effect of terminating the discussion of that particular
Prayer, It would also show that the Government were in a position
to defeat these tactics; for on any night, after 10 p.m., they could
between any two Orders of the Day move that the House be adjourned
without further debate on Prayers. The Home Secretary said that,
by showing determination to defeat the present manoeuvre, he hoped
to bring the Opposition Leaders into consultation on means of
regularising the procedure for debating Prayers against subordinate
legislation. He was himself inclined to favour the solution of setting
aside one night a week for such debates.
In discussion some Ministers doubted the expediency of adopting,
without advance notice, the device which the Home Secretary
proposed to use to terminate debate on a particular Prayer. In the
legislation which they had introduced in the last Parliament the
Government had made very extensive use of powers to legislate by
Orders-in-Council; and in justifying this form of legislation they had
stressed the rights of Parliament to challenge such Orders by negative
resolution. The Government were therefore under a special obligation
to avoid any appearance of limiting the rights of Parliament to
challenge subordinate legislation. F r o m this point of view it might
be preferable that the Government should content themselves that
evenings with provoking a general discussion of the procedure for
debating these Prayers, and that any threat to curtail opportunities for
such debate should be reserved until it was known whether the
Conservative Opposition were willing to enter into discussions with a
view to reaching a general understanding on the question of pro
cedure.
Other Ministers attached less importance to these considerations.
They were impressed by the restiveness of Government supporters at
the frequent late sittings of the House of Commons; and they preferred
that the Government should take the firmer stand which the Home
Secretary had proposed.
The Cabinet finally agreed to leave it to the H o m e Secretary's
discretion to decide, according to the temper of the House at the time,
whether it would be expedient to allow the debate on the Prayer to
be resumed after the statement which he was proposing to make on the
general question of procedure.

The President of the Board of Trade suggested that he might help
to defeat the tactics of the Parliamentary Opposition by suspending all
current negotiations on maximum price orders. H e had' reason to
believe that, if this were done, the trade associations concerned would
urge the Conservative Central Office to modify their Parliamentary
tactics. The Cabinet authorised the President of the Board of Trade
to take the course which he suggested.
The Home Secretary said that he was not yet in a position to
inform the Cabinet of the business to be taken in the House of
Commons in the week following the Easter Recess. This would have
40450
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Business in
the House of
Commons.

to be announced before the Cabinefs meeting on 22nd M a r c h ; and
he therefore proposed to settle the terms of his announcement in eon
sultation with the Prime Minister and the Chief Whip.
Reserve and
In the Committee Stage of the Reserve and Auxiliary Forces
Auxiliary
(Training) Bill in the House of Lords the Conservative Opposition had
Forces
indicated that they would not press the two amendments which the
(Training)
Cabinet had discussed on 15th March, if the Government were pre
Bill.
pared to add, during the Report Stage, a clause empowering them to
(Previous
extend to members of the Territorial and Auxiliary Forces, by Order
Reference:
in-Council, the statutory protection against loss of employment or
C M . (51) 20th holidays which was conferred on Class Z reservists by the terms of the
Conclusions,
Bill itself. This compromise had been suggested because there seemed
Minute 1.)
to be some doubt whether the Territorial Associations were, or were
not, in favour of having this statutory protection applied to the
Territorial Army, and the passage of the Bill could not be delayed
until this doubt had been cleared up. The Minister of Defence said
that he was prepared to agree that power should be taken to extend
this provision of the Bill by Order-in-Council to members of the
Territorial and Auxiliary Forces. The Cabinet agreed that the Bill
might be amended accordingly on the Report Stage in the House of
Lords.

Farm Price
Review.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 9th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer (C.P. (51) 80) inviting them to decide whether the
G o v e r n m e n t s final offer to the farmers in the annual review under
Part I of the Agriculture Act, 1947, should be £25 million or
£30 million in respect of increased prices of food products.
The Minister of Agriculture said that, in view of the increased
costs with which the farmers were faced, there was no prospect of
avoiding a break with them unless a final offer of £30 million could
be made. The expansion programme would be jeopardised if there
was a serious dispute with the farmers in connection with the annual
review. The farmers had already met £34 million of increased costs
and, if the proposals put forward by the Secretary of State for
Scotland and himself were accepted, they would have to meet a
further £20 million. If the situation were examined commodity by
commodity, the farmers' position was even more disadvantageous.
The Minister of Food said that in his view the disadvantages of a
break with the farmers on the annual review could be over-estimated.
He considered that the Government should not go beyond £25 million.
Any increase beyond that amount would have to be met by increases
in retail prices. There was not at present sufficient discrimination in
profitability between different forms of farming, and too much was
being given for milk production at a time when a diversion to meat
and pig production was desirable.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that it was agreed that
some amount between £4^ million and £9f million should be conceded
to the farmers, by an increase in the price paid to them for wool; but
this, of course, only benefited certain farmers and was in a sense an
advance payment of sums which would be paid from the special fund
at a later date. The issue before the Cabinet was what final offer could
be made on food prices. On merits he thought that the Minister of
Food was right, but if it came to a break he would prefer to be able
to justify the Governments case by reference to an offer of £30 million
rather than one of £25 million.
In further discussion attention was drawn to the substantial
increase in agricultural production which had been achieved in the
last few years. The view was expressed that it would be foolish to
jeopardise further progress with the agricultural expansion programme
by a serious dispute with the farmers. Some Ministers felt, however,

that the increase in agricultural production had not been commen
surate with the substantial rise in profits which farmers had secured,
that farmers could afford to bear a higher proportion of the increased
costs than was proposed by the Agriculture Ministers, and that it did
not follow that lower profits to the farmer meant smaller production,
since farmers might engage in more intensive cultivation to maintain
their total earnings.

The Lord Privy Seal said that in his view the farmers had been
paid too much in recent years. The increase in agriculture production
had not been as great as the country might reasonably have expected
and would not prevent a serious risk of widespread starvation in this
country in the opening months of any war. He would regret any
offer going beyond what was proposed by the Minister of Food.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that the Government should be prepared to offer
increases in wool prices, totalling between
million and
£9f million, and in the last resort to offer £30 million (after
deduction of £10 million in respect of capital provision) in
respect of food prices, if this were necessary to secure agree
ment with the farmers in the annual price review.

Retail Food
Prices.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 15th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister of Food ( C P . (51) 79)
proposing various increases in the retail prices of subsidised food
stuffs.

The Minister of Food said that, in the coming financial year,
imported and home-produced food would cost substantially more
than at present. On the basis of a subsidy ceiling of £410 million in
1951-52, it would be necessary to secure savings amounting to
£107-6 million by means of increases in retail prices. There were
many different ways in which these increases could be distributed
among the various subsidised foodstuffs. H e and the Chancellor of
the Exchequer had arrived at the proposals in the Appendix to C P .
(51) 79 after careful examination of the problem by their officials.
The Chancellor wished the retail price of milk to be raised by a
penny a quart during the eight-month period of the year when there
was no problem of surplus milk supplies, but he himself was doubtful
about this proposal since an increase in milk prices might diminish
the consumption of milk by those sections of the population which
were most in need of it. The decision which the Cabinet had just
taken in connection with the farm price review would mean that
increases in retail prices totalling £5 million would have to be made
in addition to those contained in C P . (51) 79.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The proposals in C P . (51) 79 had been based on the view
that moderate increases in the prices of a number of foodstuffs were
preferable to. a few large increases. Regard had also been paid to
the amount of the weekly ration of each commodity, and an endeavour
had been made to avoid any large increase in the amount expended
per head on each commodity.
(b) The public would probably be prepared to accept a more
substantial increase in the prices of meat, particularly home-killed
meat and chilled beef, if larger supplies became available as a result
of the current negotiations with the Argentine Government. It
would, therefore, be preferable to make a greater increase in the price
of meat than was proposed in C P . (51) 79, and thereby to avoid the
second increase in the price of tea proposed for September next. A
large increase in the price of tea would bear very hardly on those in
the lower income groups and on old people.

(c) Doubt was expressed whether some increase in the price of
milk during eight months of the year would in fact lead to a serious
reduction in milk consumption. Milk accounted for one-quarter of
the total food subsidies, and this high proportion should be reduced.
(d) As proposed in C P . (51) 79, the increases should be
announced at different dates, rather than in one comprehensive state
ment in connection with the Budget.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the proposal in CP.. (51) 79 to secure savings
amounting to £107 6 million by increases in the retail
prices of subsidised foodstuffs, together with any further
savings required to meet payments to farmers in excess of
£25 million in connection with the current farm price
review.
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister of
Food, in the light of the Cabinefs discussion, to review
the distribution of these price increases over the various
subsidised foodstuffs and, in particular, to consider
whether there should not be a greater increase in the price
of meat instead of a second increase of Ad. in the price
of tea.
(3) Agreed that the retail price of milk should be raised by a
penny a quart during the eight months of the year when
there was no surplus milk.

Post Office
Charges.

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Postmaster
General ( C P . (51) 71) proposing increases in postal rates, poundage
for inland money orders, telephone rentals, call-office charges and
telegraph rates.
The Postmaster-General
said that there were three courses open
to the Cabinet. If charges were left at their present level, and the
arbitration tribunal gave the expected award of increased wages to
postal workers, back-dated to 1st April, 1951, it would be necessary
to submit a supplementary estimate for about £8 million. Alter
natively, it might be decided to go no further at this stage than to
increase telephone rentals and call-office charges. Finally, there were
the proposals put forward in his memorandum, all of which on present
showing would be required within the next two years.
In discussion, there was general agreement that, as proposed in
paragraph 11 of his memorandum, the Postmaster-General should
submit to the Lord Presidents Committee proposals for securing that
telephone rentals could in future be altered without revising individual
agreements. As regards the increases in telephone and other charges
which the Postmaster-General proposed, attention was drawn to the
difficulties which might arise if proposals were submitted to Parlia
ment which were not related to current trading but to expected
increases in wages. At the same time the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
in framing his Budget, had been expecting a yield of £10 million
from these increases and must have a sure estimate of Post Office
revenue in the forthcoming financial year.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Postmaster-General to submit to the Lord
Presidents Committee proposals for revising the procedure
relating to the fixing and altering of telephone rentals.
(2) Invited the Postmaster-General to discuss further with the
Chancellor of the Exchequer the alterations in Post Office
charges which should be made at the present time and to
submit revised proposals to the Cabinet.

Festival
of Britain. ;
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 72nd
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)
Festival
Gardens.

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 84) reporting that the company entrusted with
the task of preparing and managing the Festival Gardens and Amuse
ment Park had exhausted their cash resources and required a further
loan of £1 million to complete their work.
The Foreign Secretary said that on 6th March, on the basis of
information furnished by the company, he had announced to Parlia
meht that the total expenditure on the Gardens was likely to be about
£1,625,000. With an expected revenue of £1,053,000 on six months'
operation, this would result in a loss of £572,000. On 8th March
the Chairman of the company had informed the Public Accounts
Committee that the total expenditure would be substantially larger;
and it now appeared that the total cost was likely to be £2,458,000.
The loss might therefore be as much as £1^- million. The increased
cost of these works was due mainly to exceptionally bad weather,
recourse to uneconomic methods in order to overtake arrears, loss of
time from labour troubles, and additional costs incurred in the hope
of avoiding further labour troubles. Revenue would also fall below
the original estimate by reason of Parliaments decision that the
Amusement Park should not be opened on Sundays. The Foreign
Secretary said that, despite these explanations, he was not satisfied
with the situation; and he thought that the Board of the company
should be strengthened by the addition of a new Director with special
qualifications for dealing with the financial side of the company's
work. In the long run the only way of reducing the loss on the
Gardens would be to keep them open for a substantial period after
the end of the Festival; and he himself hoped that the London County
Council would succeed in due course in obtaining permission to
keep the Gardens open under their management for at least five years
and perhaps permanently.
The Cabinet shared the Foreign Secretary's disquiet at the
situation disclosed in C P . (51) 84. They invited the Minister of
Works (to whom the Foreign Secretary was. about to transfer his
Ministerial responsibilities in connexion with the Festival of Britain)
to review the organisation of the Festival Gardens company. The
Minister of Works said that, if further appointments were to be made
to the Board of the company, he would not himself be in favour of
adding a financial expert: he would prefer to add someone with
practical knowledge of organising Amusement Parks.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to make an early statement
in the House of Commons about the estimated cost of the
Festival Gardens, and to announce the G o v e r n m e n t s
intention to introduce legislation providing for a further
Exchequer loan of £1 million to the Festival Gardens
company.
(2) Agreed that, pending the passage of that legislation, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer should make an advance
to the company from the Civil Contingencies Fund.
(3) Invited the Minister of Works to review the organisation of
the Festival Gardens company.

Receipts and
Expenditure
of the British
Transport
Commission.

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of Transport ( C P . (51) 85) covering the draft of a statement which
he wished to make in the House of Commons before the Easter Recess
announcing an immediate increase of 10 per cent, in railway freight
charges and foreshadowing some increase in passenger fares.

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 20th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

The Minister of Transport said that, since the Cabinefs discussion
on 15th March, he had ascertained that the permanent members of
the Transport Tribunal would probably be willing to advise him,
without a public hearing, on his proposal to authorise a 10 per cent,
increase in freight charges. They were, however, likely to support
such an increase only on the assumption that the British Transport
Commission would be proceeding with their plan for submitting to the

Tribunal comprehensive schemes for both freight charges and passen
ger fares. As regards passenger traffic, he had consulted both the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Chairman of the Transport
Commission; and he believed that, if the Commission were relieved
of the cost of the special fare concessions to members of the Services,
they would be able to drop three of their original proposals for
increased passenger fares in the London area which would have given
rise to the greatest political difficulties, viz., the proposed increases in
early morning fares, Green Line coach fares and suburban season
tickets. He had, however, been unable to find any sufficient reason
for seeking to prevent the Commission from -putting before the
Tribunal the remainder of their proposals for increasing passenger
fares.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer supported the views expressed
by the Minister of Transport.
In discussion the following points w e r e ' m a d e : —
(a) The Minister of Defence asked that no decision should be
taken on the fare concessions to members of the Services until the
details had been discussed with the Service Departments. In reply
it was pointed out that at this stage the Cabinet were only asked to
agree in principle that the cost of any such concessions should be
transferred from the Transport Commission to the Exchequer. The
details (and, in particular, any question of reducing the scale of the
existing concessions) were reserved for discussion between the
Treasury, the Ministry of Transport and the Service Departments.
(b) Some Ministers were reluctant to contemplate any increase
in passenger fares, and suggested that decisions might be postponed
until the Cabinet had been able to consider the report which the
Minister of Transport was to make on the long-term financial
prospects of the Transport Commission. On the other side, it was
urged that the Transport Commission should not be required to go
on accumulating, in the meantime, a deficit, on current operations
and ought to be allowed to make some immediate increase in charges
to compensate for increased costs, especially those arising from the
recent wages award. And, as had been stated, the permanent mem
bers of the Transport Tribunal were not likely to report in favour
of the 10 per cent, increase of freight charges unless they knew that
comprehensive charges schemes were to be put before them by the
Transport Commission.
(c) The final paragraph of the draft annexed to C P . (51) 85 was
likely to give the impression that further substantial increases would
be made in railway charges, both for freights and passengers.
Politically, it was disadvantageous to give such an impression long
in advance of the final findings of the Transport Tribunal.
The
Cabinet agreed that, for the last four sentences of the draft, there
should be substituted a single sentence stating in general terms that
the Transport Commission were preparing, for submission to the
Transport Tribunal, draft schemes covering passenger fares and
freight charges generally.
The Cabinet—
(1) Authorised the Minister of Transport to make a statement
in the House of Commons before the Easter Recess on the
general lines of the draft annexed to C P . (51) 8 5 ; and
invited him to settle, in consultation with the Prime
Minister and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the terms
of an amended final paragraph on the lines indicated in
paragraph (c) above.
(2) Invited the Minister of Transport to make a further review
of the long-term financial prospects of the British
Transport Commission and to submit the results of that
review for consideration by the Cabinet.
Cabinet

Office,
S.WA,
\9th March, 1951.

THIS

DOCUMENT

IS T H E PROPERTY

Printed

O F HIS BRITANNIC

for the Cabinet.

MAJESTY'S

GOVERNMENT

March 1 9 5 1 .

Copy N o .

SECRET

4

C M . (51)
22nd Conclusions
C A B I N E T 22 (51)

CONCLUSIONS
of a Meeting of the Cabinet held in the Prime Ministers
Room,
House of Commons, S.W. 1, on Thursday, 22nd March, 1 9 5 1 , at 1 0 a.m.
Present:
The Right Hon. HERBERT MORRISON, M . P . , Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
(in the Chair)
The Right Hon. ERNEST BEVIN, M.P., The Right Hon. H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Lord Privy Seal.
The Right Hon. H U G H DALTON, M.P., The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ADDISON,
Lord President of the Council.
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ALEXANDER The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
Lord Chancellor.
OF HILLSBOROUGH, Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster.
The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., The Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M . P . ,
Minister of Defence.
Secretary of State for the Home
Department.
The Right Hon, ANEURIN B E VAN, M.P., The Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS, M . P . ,
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
Minister of Labour and National
Service.
The Right Hon. GEORGE TOMLINSON, The Right Hon. J. H. WILSON, M . P . ,
M.P., Minister of Education.
President of the Board of Trade.
The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P., The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M . P . ,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Secretary of State for Scotland.
The Right H o n . P. C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.
The following were also present:
The Right Hon. P. J. NOEL-BAKER,
M.P., Minister of Fuel and Power
(Items 4 - 8 ) .

The Right H o n . G. A. ISAACS, M.P.,

T h e Right Hon. G. R. STRAUSS, M.P.

The Right Hon. EDITH SUMMERSKILL,
M.P., Minister of National Insurance
(Item 1).

Minister of Supply (Items 4 - 8 ) .
The Right. Hon. MAURICE WEBB, M.P.,
Minister of F o o d (Item 9).
T h e Right Hon. N E S S EDWARDS, M.P.,
Postmaster-General (Item 2).

Minister of Pensions (Item 1).

The Right Hon. H. A. MARQUAND, M.P.,

Minister of Health (Item 1).
The Right Hon. LORD HENDERSON,
Parliamentary
Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs (Items 4 - 5 ) .

Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.
Mr. A. JOHNSTON.

CABINET 2 2 (51)

CONTENTS

Minute
No,
1

Subject
Social Services Expenditure

Page
175

2

Post Office Charges

...

3

Japanese Peace Treaty

179

4

Integration of French and German Coal and Steel industries

180

5

G e r m a n y : Ownership of Basic Industries

181

6

Korea

7

Egypt

*

...

...

179

182
183

Anglo-Egyptian Treaty.

8

Economic Survey for 1951

183

9

F a r m Price Review

183

Parliament

184

10

Negative Resolutions.

175
-

Social Services
Expenditure.
(Previous
Reference:
CM. (50) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

C M . 22 (51)
-

1. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in framing
h j Budget, he had hoped to be able to secure economies in civil
expenditure to offset the higher expenditure on defence; but, after a
rigorous pruning of the estimates submitted, the Vote on Account
still showed an increase in civil expenditure. Some of the increase
was attributable to expenditure related to the defence programme
and some to special circumstances; but there were substantial increases
in a number of services, including an increase of £38 million on the
Social Services.
The Chancellor said that there was a strong case for increasing the
rates of old-age pensions, and he had worked out a scheme of
increases in consultation with the Minister of National Insurance.
This would provide an increase of four shillings a week in the basic
rate for men over seventy and women over sixty-five, so that single
pensioners would receive thirty shillings and a married couple fifty
shillings a week. It was also proposed that the increments payable to
persons remaining at work beyond the normal retiring age should
be Is. 6d. (instead of Is. Od.) for every six months worked after the
retiring age. A married man who remained at work until the age of
seventy would thus be entitled to a pension of £3 15s. a week. Those
who retired at sixty-five would also be allowed to earn £2 (instead
of £1) a week without abatement of their pension. The allowance
for a widowed mother with one child would be increased from
33^. 6d. to 40s. Oaf. a week and there would be 2s. 6d. for each
additional child; and 2s. 6d. a week more would be allowed for the
children of persons receiving sickness or unemployment benefit. It
was not proposed to increase the basic rate of war pensions, but con
cessions would be made in certain cases of hardship which would
cost £500,000.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had hoped to meet
the cost of these pensions proposals by savings on other social services.
After an exhaustive enquiry into possible alternatives, he had reached
the conclusion that the only practicable source of savings was the
National Health Service. Estimated expenditure on the National
Health Service in the present financial year had been £393 million and
actual expenditure would reach approximately that figure. For the
new financial year the Health Ministers had put forward estimates
totalling £423 million. After discussion with them, he had reluctantly
come to the conclusion that it would not be possible to reduce
expenditure in the coming year below this year's figure, and the
National Health Service Committee had agreed that a figure of
£393 million should be included in the Vote on Account. The
National Health Service Committee had later considered whether
1951-52 expenditure on the National Health Service could in fact be
held at £393 million and had agreed to this on the basis that savings
would be found by (i) a reduction of £10 million in hospital expendi
ture, (ii) charges for dentures and for spectacles and (iii) the revival
of the proposal for a shilling charge on prescription forms. Discus
sioris with other Ministers had, however, shown the difficulty of
reaching full agreement on these proposals; and the Lord Privy Seal
had suggested a compromise on the basis of fixing a ceiling of
£400 million for Exchequer expenditure on the National Health
Service. On that basis it would not be necessary to proceed with
the shilling charge for prescriptions but it would be necessary to retain
the proposed charges for dentures and spectacles and to secure the
proposed savings in hospital expenditure. Even with these savings,
hospital expenditure would be £16 million above the expenditure in
the current financial year.
s

The Lord Privy Seal said that he did not feel that in present
circumstances the country could afford an expenditure of more than
£400 million on the National Health Service. H e believed that this
figure was sufficiently generous to leave scope to the Health Ministers
for the exercise of ingenuity in the adjustments which had to be made.
H e believed that public Opinion would accept charges for dentures and

spectacles, since there was a widespread impression that some abuses
had occurred in this part of the Health Service.
The Minister of Health said that the reduction of £10 million
on hospital expenditure would involve postponement of necessary
works which would have to be carried out in future years. If
the ceiling of £400 million was to be applied to 1952-53 and future
years, the revenue to be secured from a system of charges would be
required in order to prevent a falling off in the standard of hospital
service. He did not feel that charges for dentures and spectacles
would be regarded as a serious infringement of the principle of a
free service. Those who required them were normally at work and
in a good state of general health. It was a different matter to impose
charges on people who were sick; and he would have been much
more concerned about a charge for prescriptions. In 1949-50, as
much as 61 per cent, of the expenditure on the dental service had been
for dentures and a charge for dentures should shift the demand
towards conservation work. The Standing Dental Advisory Com
mittee had asked him to place a limit on the issue of dentures and,
when asked what they had in mind, had explained that they favoured
a system of charges. He could not advance any similar professional
support for a charge for spectacles; but, if economies had to be
secured, he considered that charges for dentures and spectacles repre
sented the least harmful of the many proposals which had been
considered. If the Health Departments were to give effect to the
proposed charges in April, they would require an immediate decision
so that the necessary preparations could be put in hand. Legislation
would have to be introduced as soon as possible after Budget Day,
viz., on 12th April, since it would have to provide that charges should
become payable on all orders placed after the Bill had been intro
duced. The printed forms and circulars would have to be prepared
at once and would have to indicate 12th April as the operative date.
The Secretary of State for Scotland said that, while he regretted
the proposed charges, it was his view that they represented the least
objectionable way of securing the economies which the Chancellor of
the Exchequer required.
The Foreign Secretary said that the Prime Minister recommended
the Cabinet to accept the revised proposals now put forward by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer. Something must be done to relieve the
hardships imposed on old age pensioners by the rising cost of living,
and he believed that the Chancellor^ proposals under this head would
be widely supported. In view of the rising expenditure on other
services, notably defence, he felt obliged to accept the Chancellors
reasoning that any concessions made to pensioners would have to be
met by economies elsewhere. H e did not regard a scheme of charges
for dentures and spectacles as a serious infringement of the principles
for which the Government stood. Schemes of charges had been a
feature of Socialist policy before the National Health Service came
into existence. There should be no great difficulty in persuading
Government supporters in the House of Commons to endorse these
proposals. Public opinion would accept the need for them; for it was
widely known that the free supply of dentures and spectacles had given
rise to some abuses.
The Minister of Labour said that the National Health Service had
been launched at a time of rising prices which had made it difficult to
frame reliable estimates. Nevertheless, for the year 1950-51 it had
been practicable to frame an estimate which had proved to be an
accurate forecast of the expenditure actually incurred. The estimate
had not been exceeded, notwithstanding the abandonment of the
proposal to make a charge for prescriptions and in spite of various
Whitley awards which had increased expenditure on wages. In view
of the degree of accuracy now reached in estimating the cost of the
Service, he regretted the suggestion that a financial ceiling should be
imposed since in a time of rising prices this was bound to have the

effect of reducing the standard of service. Moreover, he thought it
deplorable that, tor the sake of £23 million in a very large Budget, the
principle of a free service should be abandoned and economies on the
hospital service should be enforced. If a saving of £100 million had
been necessary, it might have been excusable to abandon the principle
of a free service, though even then he would not himself have been
ready to adopt such a course; but the Government were now proposing
to depart from Labour Party principles for the sake of a paltry increase
in revenue. H e found it difficult to believe that the reasons for the
proposals were entirely financial in character, since suggestions for a
scheme of charges had been put forward persistently during the last
three years. It would be wrong to represent the proposed scheme of
charges as required to finance the scheme of increased old age
pensions. The real cause was the cost of the increased defence pro
g r a m m e ; and, if the Chancellor of the Exchequer was not prepared to
accept a tolerance of a few millions in his budgeting, he should meet
his difficulties by reducing defence expenditure. Shortages of raw
materials would in any event make it impossible to spend wisely the
amount now allocated for defence. Hitherto, the Government had
adhered to the view that the defence programme would not compel
reductions in the social services though it would retard some desirable
expansions of those services. In Parliament a system of charges
would not receive adequate support from the G o v e r n m e n t s sup
porters and the Government would be compelled to rely on Oppo
sition votes to carry these proposals. In the country at large, Labour
Party propaganda would have to be revised, if the conception of a
free National Health Service were no longer to be one of the principal
features of their programme.
The Minister of Local Government said that he did not propose
to question the Chancellors general proposition that the improvement
in old age pensions must be set against the proposed charges for
dentures and spectacles. On that basis he had no doubt that the
balance of national advantage lay in meeting some of the difficulties
which faced pensioners at the present time.
The Lord President and the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster said that they agreed with that view, and on that account
supported the Chancellors proposals.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that he accepted
with reluctance the need for charges for dentures and spectacles. This
would involve some encroachment on the principle of a free and
comprehensive Health Service, and on that account would give rise
to some political difficulties. He accepted the need to limit expen
diture on the Health Service to £400 million in 1951-52; but he was
concerned at the suggestion that such a limit might be maintained
for some years to come. If it were rigidly enforced in a time of rising
costs, further charges would have to be imposed before long. While
he agreed that something should be done for old age pensioners, he
hoped the Cabinet would bear it in mind that, by increasing these
benefits in isolation from other benefits under the National Insurance
scheme, they were depriving themselves of the argument, which had
proved useful in the past, that rates of benefit could not be con
sidered separately and that anything done for old people would have
to be matched by similar concessions to the sick and the unemployed.
There was a risk that further pressure would be brought to bear on
the Government for special concessions to old age pensioners, without
regard to the position of other beneficiaries under the National
Insurance scheme.
The Minister of National Insurance said that she had always
opposed the suggested charge for prescriptions and she was glad that
it had now been abandoned. She saw much less objection to
charges for dentures and spectacles. At the same time, one could

not ignore the fact that there was gross over-prescribing of medicines
throughout the country and the Health Ministers would have to
tackle this problem by prohibiting the prescribing of proprietary
drugs and by other means. On the question of principle, she found
it difficult to reconcile the objection which was now being raised to
charges for dentures and spectacles with the fact that a shilling charge
for prescriptions had been authorised by the National Health
Service (Amendment) Act, 1949. As regards old age pensioners, the
3,250,000 pensioners who were not in receipt of national assistance
would receive substantial benefit from the Chancellors proposals.
As regards the 900,000 pensioners who received national assistance,
it would admittedly be necessary to weigh the risk that any increase
in pensions would be offset by a decrease in assistance and to
consider what should be done about the level of assistance in these
cases.
The President of the Board of Trade said that he found it
difficult to take a final view of the Chancellor's proposals without
having full information about the Budget. He agreed with the
Minister of Labour that a question of principle was involved and that
a free National Health Service was a symbol of the Welfare State.
If the proposal for charges was accepted, it would be widely said in the
United States and elsewhere that this country had abandoned one of
the main principles of the Welfare State. He thought there would be
difficulty in spending the amounts allocated for defence in the next
financial year because of raw materials shortages and other shortages;
and he would therefore have preferred to see a cut in defence expen
diture rather than a scheme of charges under the National Health
Service.
The Minister of Defence said that he could not accept the view
that the defence estimates were inflated. Nor did he consider that
expenditure on the National Health Service, whatever the level of
defence expenditure, could be allowed to rise indefinitely without
regard to what the country could afford. He believed that, even if
defence expenditure had remained at the level of £780 million a year,
it would have been necessary to consider economies in the National
Health Service. It had never been a free and comprehensive service
in practice, since the physical resources were not available to secure
this; and it had always been necessary for those who needed urgent
treatment to consider whether to take advantage of the paid facilities
which were available. It was unthinkable that at the present juncture
in international affairs the United Kingdom Government should
endeavour to meet the serious financial difficulties with which the
Chancellor of the Exchequer was faced by cutting a defence pro
gramme to which the Government had pledged themselves in pur
suance of their obligations to Allied Governments.
The Minister of Pensions said that, in view of the general position
of the nation's finances, he was prepared to accept the Chancellors
view that n o increase could be made in the basic rates of war pensions,
though some relief would be given in cases of special hardship.
Other Ministers said that they could not dispute the Chancellor
of the Exchequer^ general contention that he must find some savings
on the social services to meet the expenditure involved in the increased
payments to old age pensioners. While they regretted the need to
impose charges for dentures anl spectacles, they considered that these
charges would be widely accepted as necessary and that the public
good would be better served by the benefits to be given to old age
pensioners.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that for the time being expenditure on the National
Health Service should be subject to an upper limit of
£400millon.

(2) Agreed that charges should be imposed for the supply of
dentures and spectacles under the National Health Service^
and authorised the Health Ministers to draft the necessary
legislation and to make such advance preparations as were
required to bring the scheme of charges into operation on
12th April.
(3) Approved the proposed increases in old age pensions, allow
ances for widowed mothers and allowances in respect of
the children of persons receiving other benefits, and the
proposed concessions to certain categories of war
pensioners.
Post Office
Charges.

(Previous
Reference:
CM. (51) 21st
Conclusions,
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2. On 19th March the Cabinet had asked the PostmasterGeneral to discuss further with the Chancellor of the Exchequer what
alterations should be made in Post Office charges at the present time
and to submit revised proposals to the Cabinet. The Cabinet h a d
now before them a further memorandum by the Postmaster-General
( C P . (51) 90) proposing that various increases in charges amounting
to £6,320,000 in the financial year 1951-52 should be announced in
advance of the Chancellor^ Budget statement, and that an announce
ment of increases in telephone rentals should be deferred pending
examination by the Lord Presidents Committee of legislation to alter
the nature of the agreement between the Postmaster-General and
individual telephone users.

The Postmaster-General
said that, in view of rising costs and the
probability that Post Office workers would receive some increase in
wages under an arbitration award, he felt obliged to ask that a
number of increases in Post Office charges should be announced forth
' with. He realised that, since the Commercial Accounts (as distinct
from cash accounts) would show a substantial surplus, these increases
might lead to further wage demands from the Post Office Unions.
' H e considered, however, that by announcing the increases in two
stages and holding back an announcement of the proposed increase
in telephone rentals until a later date, he could base what he proposed
to do on rising costs of materials rather than on an increased wages
bill.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he was in agreement
with the revised proposals put forward by the Postmaster-General.
H e was not seeking any further revenue from the Post Office but he
wished to safeguard the revenue which he was already receiving.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that he
hoped that in the increases proposed in the overseas parcels rates the
existing difference in charge between gift parcels and other parcels
would be retained.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 90 on the understanding
that every endeavour would be made to avoid relating the
increases in charges which were to be announced immedi
ately to any expectation that increased wages would result
from the forthcoming arbitration award.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.
O^revious
Reference:
C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 78) on two questions affecting the discussion of a
Peace Treaty for Japan—(i) the problem of China's participation in
the negotiations and (ii) the disposal of Formosa.
The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Government
were anxious t o make progress towards the conclusion of a Peace
Treaty for Japan and it was necessary to make clear to them our posi
tion on these two points- China should be a party to the negotiations
for the P e a c e Treaty, and should be represented by the Central

People's Government and not by Chiang Kai-shek's Government. It
was possible that the Central People's Government would decline to
take part in the negotiations but it could not be assumed that they
would do so. As regards Formosa he thought that the United
Kingdom Government should suggest to the United States Govern
ment unofficially that Japan should renounce her sovereignty and cede
Formosa to " China," with a reservation that this should not prejudice
the attitude of the parties on the question what Chinese authority was
entitled to exercise sovereignty over Formosa.
In discussion emphasis was laid on the advantages of delaying
further negotiations on the Japanese Peace Treaty., if that were prac
ticable. The United States Government might insist on Chiang
Kai-shek's Government being regarded as the de jure Government of
China. This would undoubtedly cause great offence to some of the
other members of the Commonwealth and to the Chinese populations
in Malaya and other British possessions in the East. Moreover, there
was some unreality in discussing such a treaty while the Korean con
flict continued. Final agreement had not been reached among
Commonwealth countries about the line to be adopted in regard
to a Japanese Peace Treaty and these divergencies of policy would
come to light if negotiations went on. It was doubtful whether
such divergencies of policy could be concealed by legal devices such as
providing for Chinese participation in an accession clause of the Treaty
or elaborate provisions as to the time when Formosa should be ceded
to China.
As regards procedure, it was suggested that an approach should
be made at the appropriate time to other Commonwealth Govern
ments, notably the Government of India, who would be in a good
position to indicate the probable reactions of the Central People's
Government. It might also be possible to secure a greater measure of
agreement between the Commonwealth countries if His Majesty's
Ambassador, Washington, before approaching the State Department
on this subject, had consultations with other Commonwealth repre
sentatives in Washington.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the United Kingdom Government should make
it clear to the United States Government that in their view
the Central People's Government of China should be
invited to participate in any negotiations for the conclusion
of a Peace Treaty for Japan.
(2) Agreed that in any such Peace Treaty Japan should renounce
her sovereignty over Formosa and cede it to China.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to seek means of delaying
further proceedings for the discussion of a Japanese Peace
Treaty; and suggested, in particular, that he should for the
time being refrain from pursuing with the United States
Government the hypothetical questions raised in para
graphs 6 and 11 of C P . (51) 78.
(4) Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to arrange that other Commonwealth Governments were
kept fully informed of any approaches made to the
United States Government on these questions.
Integration
of French and
German Coal
and Steel
Industries.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 42nd
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 83) on certain decisions which would have to be
taken by the Council of the Allied High Commission in Germany on
questions arising from the outcome of the Paris negotiations on the
Schuman Plan.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
said that, as a result of the Paris negotiations, the French a n d United
States Governments, with some support from the Federal Government
of Germany, were proposing to allow German steel concerns to own

coal mines to an extent which might amount to about one-fifth of a
quarter of the Ruhr coal industry. H e proposed to insist that the
combined ownership should take the form of holding companies, with
separate subsidiaries, as proposed by the German trade unions, rather
than completely integrated coal and steel companies as desired by
the Americans. It was also contemplated that the German Central
Coal Sales Agency should be replaced by a wider marketing organisa
tion under the Schutrtatt Plan; and it was understood that the German
trade unions (who were in favour of retaining the sales agency) had
reluctantly agreed to accept its abolition by stages spread over two or
three years. All these proposals represented some infringement of
Law 27; but, if the United Kingdom Government continued to resist
them, they would be represented as impeding the introduction of the
Sch Urn an Plan.
In discussion the Cabinet were informed that, from the point of
view of the iron and steel and coal industries of the United Kingdom,
there was no serious objection to the Foreign Secretary's proposals in
C P . (51) 83, T h e Central Sales Agency, like the marketing organisa
tion of the National Coal Board, was a means by which relatively
uneconomic mines were kept in production, and its abolition without
replacement might mean a reduction in European coal output.
Presumably, however, the marketing arrangements contemplated
under the Schuman Plan would ensure that there was no serious fall
in output. Pre-war experience of German iron and steel cartels was
bound to cause a certain amount of uneasiness about the ultimate
effects of the arrangements now proposed, but it was difficult to press
objections to them if the plans ultimately adopted were acceptable
to the German trade unions. It was also important that this country
should not appear to be obstructing the progress of the Sohuman
Plan.
The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 83.

Germany:
Ownership of
Basic Industries.

(Previous
Reference:
CM. (50) 16th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 81) on the attitude which the United Kingdom
High Commissioner should adopt towards a proposal to allow the
transfer to private owners of shares in one of the new steel
companies formed under the Allied High Commission Law N o . 27
for the reorganisation of the German coal, iron and steel industries.
The Foreign Secretary said that it had been the policy of the
United Kingdom Government that the form of ownership of basic
industries in Germany was a matter for the German Government and
Parliament. When the matter came before the Council of the Allied
High Commission, the United Kingdom High Commissioner would
accordingly take the line that, by Law 27 and by their own constitu
tion, the Federal Government were obliged to arrange for the
Bundestag to take a general decision on the ownership of these
industries before any shares in the new companies passed from the
hands of trustees and were sold in the Open market. If the High
Commissioner Was unable to carry the point, he would be instructed
to ask for an appeal to the three Allied Governments. The United
Kingdom Government should then re-affirm their view that the whole
matter was one for decision by the German Government and
Parliament.
The Cabinet - Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 81.

Korea.

(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 18th
Conclusions,
Minute5.)

6. The Foreign Secretary said that he had been reviewing the
current situation in Korea. The United Nations forces had now
advanced to positions within a few miles of the 38th Parallel and had
not met with any strong resistance. He was inclined to think that
the time was now ripe for some fresh initiative in seeking a political
settlement; and a heavy responsibility would rest on the United
Kingdom Government if they let this favourable opportunity pass.
One possible course might be to issue a fresh declaration of United
Nations aims in Korea, and to seek to open direct negotiations for a
settlement between, on the one hand, the United Kingdom and the
United States in association, perhaps, with France and India and, on
the other, the Peking Government and possibly the Soviet Govern
ment. Unless some fresh political initiative were taken, there seemed
to be some risk that the United Nations Commander in Korea might
again advance north of the 38th Parallel and seek to justify that course
on military grounds.

The Minister of Defence said that the Chiefs of Staff had been
consistently opposed, on strategic grounds, to any advance beyond
the 38th Parallel; and they still adhered to that view. They believed
that the sound strategic course was for the United Nations forces to
establish a stabilised line along the waist to the south of the 38th
Parallel, covering Seoul and Inchon.
In discussion the Cabinet reaffirmed their view that, on both
military and political grounds, it would be most inexpedient for the
United Nations forces to advance north of the 38th Parallel. They
also agreed that the United States Government should be left in no
doubt of the strength of the views held by the United Kingdom
Government on this point.
On the question of a fresh initiative to promote a political settle
ment, there was some division of opinion in the Cabinet. Some
Ministers thought it best that the United Nations forces should hold
a stabilised line to the south of the 38th Parallel and, by making no
attempt to preserve contact with the Chinese and North Korean
forces, should allow the hostilities to die away. Meanwhile the
search for a- political settlement could be left to the Good Offices
Committee appointed by the United Nations. On the other hand,
it was pointed out that the Good Offices Committee showed no signs
of making any progress with their task; and the Peking Government
had made it clear that they were not prepared to have any dealings
with the Committee. It seemed unsatisfactory to leave this situation
to continue much longer; and there was a substantial body of opinion
in the Cabinet in favour of attempting some fresh initiative. Doubts
were, however, expressed about the expediency of taking any course
which might appear to remove from the United Nations the responsi
bility for promoting a political settlement. Account should also be
taken of the influence which India might be able to exercise over the
Peking Government; and we should be well-advised to take the Indian
Government fully into our confidence at every stage.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to take whatever steps were
necessary to ensure that the United States Government
were not left in any doubt about the strength of the views
held by the United Kingdom Government against allow
ing United Nations forces in Korea to advance north of
the 38th Parallel. .
(2) Took note that the Foreign Secretary would consider, in the
light of the Cabinets discussion, whether some fresh
initiative to promote a political settlement in Korea could
now be taken, in consultation with the United States
Government and other Governments specially interested
in this problem.

Egypt
Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M - (50) 86th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

7. The Foreign Secretary said that in pursuance of the Cabinefs
decision of 14th December, 1950, the Chiefs of Staff had prepared
detailed proposals for maintaining a base and an air defence organisa
tion in Egypt and withdrawing all other troops. These proposals had
been considered on 19th March by the Defence Committee, who had
approved them as a basis for resuming the negotiations for the revision
of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty. H e asked whether the Cabinet would
wish to have an opportunity of discussing this plan before he resumed
the negotiations.
After a short discussion the Cabinet agreed to consider this
question immediately after the Easter Recess. They also agreed that
it would be convenient if they could have before them at the same
time a general memorandum on the political problems of the Middle
East as a whole.
T h e Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to submit, for their considera
tion immediately after the Easter Recess, a memorandum
explaining the basis on which he proposed to reopen the
negotiations for the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty,
and a general memorandum on the political problems in the
Middle East.

Economic
Survey
for 1951.
previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 1 1 t h
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

8. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 77) covering a draft of the Economic Survey
for 1951. This draft had already been discussed in detail by the Pro
duction Committee, and various amendments would be incorporated
in the text as a result of that discussion.

Farm Price
Review.
(Previous
Reference:

9. The Minister of Agriculture said that every effort had been
made to reach an agreement with the representatives of the National
F a r m e r s ' Union within the financial limit authorised by the Cabinet
on 19th M a r c h ; but it was now clear that, unless there could be a
modest increase above the maximum figure of £30 million hitherto
approved by the Cabinet, a breakdown in the negotiations was inevitable. The President of the National Farmers' Union had given a
personal undertaking that, if a further £2 million could be added in
food prices, he would do his utmost to persuade the farmers to accept
the settlement. This additional sum would be added to the price of
milk: it represented an increase of \d. a gallon. The Minister said
that, without such an increase, there was a serious risk of a shortage
of milk in the coming winter; for, owing to rising costs, some farmers
were already beginning to cull their dairy herds. H e strongly urged
that he should be authorised to offer this additional £2 million.

C M . (51) 2lst
Conclusions,
Minute2.)

The Cabinet—
Approved the draft of the Economic
annexed to C P . (51) 77; and invited the
Exchequer to incorporate in the text
approved by the Production Committee
present the Survey to Parliament.

Survey for 1951
Chancellor of the
the amendments
and thereafter to

The Minister of Food said that h e was opposed to this further
increase in farm prices.
The Cabinet—Authorised the Chancellor of the Exchequer to settle on
their behalf, in consultation with the Agriculture Ministers
and the Minister of Food, whether the Governmenfs final
offer to the farmers for food prices in the Annual Review
under Part I of the Agriculture Act, 1947, could be increased
from £30 million to £32 million.

Parliament.
Negative
Resoiutions.
(Previous

Reference:
C M . (51) 2lst
Conclusions,
Minute l.)

10. The Home Secretary said that the Parliamentary Labour
Party had been greatly encouraged by the stand which the Govern
ment had taken against the tactics of the Conservative Opposition
in tabling negative resolutions on delegated legislation as a Parlia
mentary manoeuvre to exhaust the Government and their supporters.
T h e Conservative leaders had been put at a tactical disadvantage by
the G o v e r n m e n t s offer to discuss with representatives of the othef
Parties means of ensuring that these negative resolutions could be
debated in an orderly fashion. But they were at present declining
to enter into those discussions because of the action taken by the
President of the Board of Trade in suspending all current negotiations
with trade organisations on maximum price orders. The Presidents
action had helped in bringing matters to a head; but it would be
useful if he could now make some statement to the general effect
that these price negotiations would be resumed as soon as the Pariia
mentary difficulties over negative resolutions has been resolved.

The President of the Board of Trade said that Government
supporters would be greatly disheartened if he now withdrew from
the position which he had taken u p with the approval of the Cabinet.
He Was, however, prepared to issue a conciliatory statement. This
might perhaps take the form of promising that price negotiations
would be resumed as soon as representatives of the political Parties
began their discussions on the Parliamentary problem, and that the
making of maximum price orders would be resumed as soon as
agreement had been reached in those discussions.
The Cabinet—
Invited the President of the Board of Trade to make a public
statement on the lines which he had indicated in the Cabinets
discussion, and asked him to settle the terms of that state
ment in consultation with the Home Secretary.

Cabinet Office, SWA,
22nd March, 1951.
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Resolutions.
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Reference:
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to enter into those discussions because of the action taken by the
President of the Board of Trade in suspending all current negotiations
with trade organisations on maximum price orders. The Presidents
action had helped in bringing matters to a head; but it would be
useful if he could now make some statement to the general effect
that these price negotiations would be resumed as soon as the Parlia
mentary difficulties over negative resolutions has been resolved.

The President of the Board of Trade said that Government
supporters would be greatly disheartened if he now withdrew from
the position which he h a d taken up with the approval of the Cabinet.
He was, however, prepared to issue a conciliatory statement. This
might perhaps take the form of promising that price negotiations
would be resumed as soon as representatives of the political Parties
began their discussions on the Parliamentary problem, and that the
making of maximum price orders would be resumed as soon as
agreement had been reached in those discussions.
T h e Cabinet—
Invited the President of the Board of Trade to make a public
statement on the lines which he had indicated in the C a b i n e t s
discussion, and asked him to settle the terms of that State
ment in consultation with the Home Secretary.
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CONCLUSIONS of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at 10 Downing Street, S.W. 1,
on Monday, 2nd April, 1951, at 11 a.m.
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1. The Foreign Secretary said that, since the Cabinet last
discussed the Korean situation on 22nd March, General MacArthur
had again made a public statement'going beyond the military aspects
C M . (51) 22nd of the situation and encroaching upon political matters which were
Conclusions.
the concern of Governments. It seemed desirable that General
Minute 6.)
MacArthur should receive some fresh directive concerning his public
utterances. The Foreign Secretary said that, subject to the views of
his colleagues, he proposed to suggest to the United States Govern
ment that they should issue such a directive to General MacArthur
and to indicate to them the general lines on which this might be
framed.
The Cabinet approved the course proposed by the Foreign
Secretary.

Korea.

(Previous
Reference:

Overseas
Information
Services.
(Previous
C M . (48) 66th
Reference:
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

2. The Foreign Secretary said that two memoranda ( C P . (51)
53 and 59) had been circulated to the Cabinet regarding the level of
expenditure on overseas information services in 1951-52. The
Chancellor of the Exchequer had proposed that the Estimates for
these services should be reduced from £11-7 million to £10-15
million. His proposal had been endorsed by the Information Services
Committee; but the Ministers directly responsible for these services
had intended to urge the Cabinet to approve a cut of only £900,000
which would have left the Estimates at £10 - 8 million. Since assum
ing office as Foreign Secretary, he had discussed this matter further
with the Secretaries of State for the Colonies and Commonwealth
Relations, and had persuaded them to accept the lower figure p r o 
posed by the Chancellor. He had undertaken to consider, in consul
tation with them, how this sum could best be distributed between
the various overseas services. In considering reductions in expendi
ture on the overseas services of the British Broadcasting Corporation,
account must be taken of the risk that, if the B.B.C. discontinued
altogether their use of a particular wave-length, they might be unable
to resume its use at a later date.
The Foreign Secretary said that he had thought it right to
mention this matter to the Cabinet, partly because it would no longer
be necessary for them to consider the two memoranda which had
been circulated to them, and partly because of the press campaign
which was being conducted against the proposed reduction in the
overseas expenditure of the B.B.C. He was taking steps t o trace the
origins of that campaign, and to ascertain whether there had been any
improper disclosure of confidential information to the press.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that provision should be made for an expenditure
of £10-15 million on the overseas information services in
1951-52; and took note that the Foreign Secretary would
discuss with the Secretaries of State for the Colonies and
Commonwealth Relations the distribution of that total sum
between the various services.

Defence.
Mutual Aid.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 87th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

3. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that His Majesty's
Ambassador in Washington had received preliminary warning that,
on their judgment of our prospective balance of payments in the
coming year, the United States Government were likely to decide
that they should not ask Congress to authorise any financial assistance
for this country under their Foreign Aid Bill. This meant that, while
they would be prepared to provide us with some finished military
equipment, their legislation would not authorise any direct financial
assistance towards our defence programme or the free provision of
materials or components required for that programme. The
Chancellor said that he deprecated this attitude on the part of the

United States Government. Though he had not expected to receive
any substantial financial aid from the United States, he thought it
wrong that they sh&uld pre-judge in this way the results of the
so-called " N i t z e exercise," which had been undertaken with the
object of determining how the burden of military preparations for the
defence of Western Europe could be equitably shared between the
North Atlantic Treaty Powers. He had therefore arranged to send
Treasury officials to Washington in an attempt to persuade the United
States Government not to pre-judge this decision and to leave open
the possibility of providing us with some financial assistance in support
of our defence effort.
The Minister of Labour said that he had understood it to be the
firm intention of the Cabinet to refrain from asking the United States
for financial assistance towards our defence programme. He had
thought that the defence policies of the United Kingdom Government
were no longer to be dependent upon the whims of Congress.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Cabinet had
decided that our new defence programme should not be contingent
on the receipt of financial aid from the United States. The Cabinet
had not, however, decided—nor should they, in his view, decide—to
forego any benefits which we might secure from the pooling of
resources between the North Atlantic Powers as a result of the " Nitze
exercise."
The Cabinet—
Took note of this statement by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, and agreed that every effort should be made to
dissuade the United States Government from presenting
their Foreign Aid Bill to Congress in such a way as to pre
judge the outcome of the enquiries which were now being
made into the equitable sharing, between the N o r t h Atlantic
Powers, of the burden of strengthening the military defences
of Western Europe.

4 . The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary and the Secretary of State for the Colonies ( C P . (51) 96)
Against China, inviting a decision whether to detain in Hong Kong a tanker, owned
(Previous
by a Chinese shipping company, which had been undergoing extensive
Reference:
repairs there. The repairs had now been completed and the owners
C M . (51) 8th
had applied for permission for the tanker to leave the port. The
Conclusions,
Governor of Hong Kong had asked for urgent instructions. Although
Minute 1.)
the tanker could be detained, if a broad interpretation were placed on
Detention of
the Hong Kong emergency regulations, the Governor had emphasised
Tanker in
the danger of retaliatory action by the Chinese either against Hong
Hong Kong.
Kong or against our shipping in China.
Additional

Measures ^

The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that this tanker was
a merchant vessel, on Lloyds' Register, and not a warship. There was
no dispute about its Chinese ownership, and the Governor was already
stretching his powers by delaying permission for its departure from
Hong Kong. In his view there was a serious danger that the Chinese
would take reprisals against British shipping in Chinese waters if the
vessel were detained, and he was not aware of any precedent for
detaining a merchant vessel in time of peace under similar circum
stances.
The First Lord of the Admiralty
agreed that it would be
undesirable to detain the tanker. The Minister of Transport drew
attention to our vulnerable position: a quarter of the foreign tonnage
in Chinese ports was British, and the crews of most of these ships
were Chinese, so that retaliatory action by the Chinese Government
could cripple our shipping in the F a r East.

The Foreign Secretary said that, although the tanker was
registered as a merchant ship, it would be of very great value to the
Chinese for their military purposes in Korea. The Chinese forces
were short of oil and the tanker would most probably be used to
supply troops there which were fighting against United Nations forces.
We had received representations from the United States Government
which made it quite clear that the release of this ship would be
received most unfavourably in the United States, and public opinion
at home would also be provoked. The possibility of Chinese reprisals
could not. be ignored, but the Chinese already had a bad record in
their dealing with our ships and maritime installations in Chinese
ports and, if they wished to take action against our shipping or against
Hong Kong, they would not feel the need for this pretext for doing
so. We had already taken, without causing retaliatory action by the
Chinese, the more provocative step of refusing to supply oil to China.
The release of the tanker would be particularly inappropriate at the
present time, when a new Chinese offensive might be impending in
Korea, and it would be misrepresented in the press, both in America
and in the United Kingdom, as a betrayal of the United Nations forces
in Korea.
In discussion the following points were made in favour of
refusing to release the tanker: —
(a) Under the January resolution of the United Nations, to which
we had subscribed, we were pledged to refrain from assisting the
forces of aggression in Korea. This laid us under a moral obligation
to deny possession of the tanker to the Chinese. There were no
precedents in international law covering the present situation, in which
we were fighting Chinese troops in Korea and at the same time trading
with China, but it was most probable that we were legally entitled
to seize the vessel. It was also probable that we had a legal right to
requisition it, and to pay compensation, and this might be the wiser
course to take.
(b) Public opinion would find it inconsistent that we should
refuse to supply oil to the Chinese and at the same time release a
tanker which might enable them to obtain supplies of oil from
Vladivostok or the Black Sea
(c) The United States Chiefs of Staff had expressed grave concern
at the possibility of our releasing the tanker, which they regarded as
of great military value to the Chinese. We were vitally dependent,
in the F a r East as elsewhere, on United States support and co-opera
tion, and it would be foolish to jeopardise this in order to avoid the
danger of Chinese retaliation. There was no reason to suppose that
the Chinese Government were influenced by any other motives than
those of expediency, and they would not hesitate to take action against'
us in Hong Kong whenever it suited them to do so.
The following points were made against detaining the tanker: —
(d) The detention of this ship would be inconsistent with our
policy objectives in China, and would prejudice our prospects of
maintaining and improving our relations with the Chinese People's
Government. It would be tantamount to the application of economic
sanctions, which the Cabinet had already decided would be un
desirable and ineffective, since we had far more to lose from economic
sanctions than the Chinese.
(e) In order to prevent the tanker from reaching Canton it was
not necessary for us to incur the odium of detaining her, since it would
be possible for the United States Navy or the National Government
of China to intercept her as soon as she left Canton (whither she was
to be towed from Hong Kong).
(/) It was pointed out in the paper (paragraph 4 (c)) that numbers
of British ships were in or on their way to Chinese ports, and the
detention of the tanker could be said to justify immediate retaliatory
action by the Chinese against these ships.

The balance of opinion in the Cabinet was in favour of refusing
to allow the tanker to leave Hong Kong, and it was agreed that
instructions in this sense should be sent to the Governor. It was also
agreed that the Ministers concerned should consider further the
method to be adopted for maintaining custody of the vessel, and the
legal position in relation to its detention, requisition or seizure. It
was the view of the Cabinet that this decision, which applied to this
one vessel alone, was not inconsistent with their earlier decision, which
they maintained, that economic sanctions should not be imposed
against China.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the tanker Yung Hao should not be allowed to
leave Hong Kong, and invited the Secretary of State for
the Colonies to instruct the Governor of Hong Kong
accordingly.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary and the Secretary of State for
the Colonies, in consultation with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer and the Law Officers, to give further considera
tion t o the method by which the custody of this vessel
should be maintained.

North Atlantic
Treaty.
Status of
Forces of
Signatory
Powers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 26th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

5. T h e Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 73) covering a draft of a multilateral Agreement
governing the status of the armed forces of the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty
Powers while on N.A.T.O. duty in each other's territory. This draft
had been prepared by a working party on which the United Kingdom
Government had been represented, and the North Atlantic Deputies
had now submitted it to Governments for approval.

The Foreign Secretary said that the main issue for the Cabinet
was whether they approved the proposals put forward in this draft
on the subject of criminal jurisdiction over the members of visiting
N.A.T.O. forces in this country. T h e United States authorities at
present exercised exclusive criminal jurisdiction over their forces in
this country, by virtue of the United States of America (Visiting
Forces) Act, 1942; and, when the Cabinet had considered this position
on 27th April, 1950, they h a d taken the view that in time of peace
the military authorities of an Allied country should be content with
a criminal jurisdiction concurrent with that of the United Kingdom
courts. The present draft would confer exclusive jurisdiction on
visiting N.A.T.O. forces only in respect of offences relating to the
security of the sending State but not to that of the receiving State, and
offences which were contrary to the law of the sending State but not
to that of the receiving State. F o r all other offences there would be
concurrent jurisdiction and, with certain exceptions, the civil courts
would have the primary right to exercise jurisdiction.
The Lord Chancellor said that the proposals in the draft Agree
ment annexed to C P . (51) 73 would represent an improvement on the
existing position, and he supported them in principle. H e had certain
suggestions of detail which he would communicate to the Foreign
Secretary's legal advisers; and he suggested that he and the L a w
Officers should be kept in touch with the course of the future dis
cussions on the draft. H e also thought it right to inform the Cabinet
that, in his view, this draft might be inconsistent with the Convention
on H u m a n Rights which h a d been adopted by the Council of Europe.
the Home Secretary said that he also approved in principle the
proposals in the draft Agreement.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that he would com
municate with the Foreign Secretary regarding the application of the
proposed Agreement in Colonial territories.

The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Government
might seek to extend the application of this Agreement so that it
would apply to any of their forces on duty in the territory of any
other North Atlantic Treaty Power, irrespective of the nature of that
duty. It would probably be necessary to resist any attempt to extend
the Agreement in this way.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved in principle the draft Agreement annexed to
C P . (51) 73 regarding the status of the armed forces of
North Atlantic Treaty Powers while on N.A.T.O. duty in
^ each other's territory.
(2) Took note that the Lord Chancellor would communicate cer
tain detailed suggestions t o the Foreign Secretary's legal
advisers; and that the Secretary of State for the Colonies
would communicate with the Foreign Secretary regarding
the application of the Agreement in Colonial territories.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the Lord
Chancellor, the Attorney-General and the Lord Advocate
to be kept informed of the course of further international
discussions on this draft Agreement.

Egypt-

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 95) explaining the basis on which he proposed
to reopen the negotiations for the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty of 1936. At the invitation of the Cabinet ( C M . (50) 86tn
Conclusions, Minute 5) the Defence Committee had considered and
C M . (51) 22nd approved proposals put forward by the Chiefs of Staff, and the
Conclusions,
probable effect of these proposals upon our position in Egypt and the
Minute 7.)
Middle East was examined in the Foreign Secretary's paper.
The Foreign Secretary said that his colleagues would wish to
consider these proposals in relation to general policy in the Middle
East and to the state of public opinion at home. One consideration
which must be borne in mind was that, whatever individual Egyptian
politicians might be willing t o say in private about the removal of
foreign forces from Egyptian territory, they would feel obliged to take
a very different line in public. In paragraph 7 of his memorandum
he had summarised three possible courses of action: (i) to inform
the Egyptian Government that we were not prepared to resume
negotiations for the revision of the Treaty; (ii) to offer to negotiate
and b e willing to make further concessions in order to secure agree
ment; or (iii) t o offer to negotiate on the basis of the proposals by the
Chiefs of Staff, but to make no substantial further concessions. H e
did not feel that the second course was practicable, since our require
ments as stated by the Chiefs of Staff could not be reduced without
gravely endangering our military position in the Middle East. To
adopt the first course, and stand firm until the Treaty became d u e for
revision in 1956, was attractive from the point of view of immediate
security, b u t it would make our position exceedingly difficult when the
time came for revision. Accordingly he recommended the third
course, though he pointed out that many of our proposals would
certainly not be acceptable to the Egyptian Government. Moreover,
the question of the future status of the Sudan would inevitably be
raised by the Egyptians, and this might destroy the chances of
agreement.
Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:

The Lord Privy Seal said that he agreed with the Foreign
Secretary that an offer t o negotiate on the basis of the proposals by
the Chiefs of Staff was the course best calculated to achieve our aims
in the whole of the Middle East. Occupation of territory by foreign
troops was increasingly out of line with world opinion. If we were
able to revise the Treaty in such a way that the Egyptians felt that

they were being treated as equal partners, it might form the first step
towards similar arrangements elsewhere in the Middle Bast. We could
not negotiate with Israel until we had come to terms with Egypt, but
treaties with both might open (the way to restoring satisfactory reia
tions between the two. Both the negotiations and (if they were
successful) the implementation of the new arrangements would need
imaginative handling, but if we could impress the Egyptians with our
sincerity and our determination to carry out the arrangements for our
mutual benefit we might secure our essential military objectives in the
Middle East. T h e process of removing our troops would be gradual,
and we should make every effort, by employing the best men for the
purpose, t o carry out our obligation to train the Egyptian forces. The
proposals provided for our re-entry into Egypt in an emergency, and
we should best be able to exercise this right if we had been able to
build up in the meantime relations of real cordiality between the
armed forces of the two countries.
In a short discussion several Ministers drew attention to the
complexity and importance of the issues involved, and to the change
in the situation which had been brought about by recent develop
ments in Persia. Although the Egyptian Government were pressing
us t o open negotiations without delay, the Cabinet felt that they must
take time for a fuller consideration of these issues.
The Cabinet—
Agreed to defer further consideration of C P . (51) 95 until
their next meeting.

7. The Foreign Secretary recalled that at their meeting on
22nd March the Cabinet had invited him to seek means of delaying
further proceedings for the discussion of a Japanese Peace Treaty.
Reference:
Since then the United States Government had given public indications
C M . (51) 22nd of their readiness to discuss the terms of a treaty, and their draft treaty
Conclusions,
had been made available to certain Governments. Moreover, the
Minute 3.)
Japanese were showing signs of blaming this country for delaying the
discussion of a treaty. It was obviously undesirable that we should
lose all credit for the forward policy which we had followed in this
matter for several years past. And, as the United States authorities
were already consulting other Governments, it was important that
we should take the earliest opportunity of making our views known.
The fact that M r . Dulles was disclosing some of the points which had
been made to him in confidence during his recent mission on this
subject was a further reason against delaying official discussions with
the United States authorities.
Japanese
Peace Treaty.
(Previous

r

' .

"[

In discussion there was general agreement that we should n o
longer seek to delay an official exchange of views between the
interested Governments on the terms of a Japanese Peace Treaty. It
was, however, suggested that it might be politically inexpedient to
volunteer a statement in the House of Commons that discussions on
this subject were about to be opened with the United States Govern
ment. The point Was also m a d e that the Soviet Government should
' at least be given an" opportunity to be associated with discussions on
the terms of a Japanese Peace Treaty.
,;

The Cabinet—
Agreed that in the circumstances described by the Foreign
Secretary it would be inexpedient for the United Kingdom
Government to seek to delay discussion, between the inter
ested Governments, of the terms of a Japanese Peace Treaty.

Cabinet Office, SWA,
2nd April, 1951.
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1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.
the House of
Further consultations h a d been held about the proposed debate
Commons.
on the North Atlantic command organisation. The Opposition were
North Atlantic anxious that this should take place on or about 19th A p r i l ; but they
Treaty:
had expressed the view that there would be no advantage in the
Command
G o v e r n m e n t s presenting a White Paper for the purposes of the debate
Organisation,
unless it could include particulars of all the main appointments to be
(Previous
made under this command organisation. Hitherto, it had seemed
Reference:
unlikely that the discussions about the Mediterranean command
CM.(51)20th
could be completed before the end of the month; but in the new
Conclusions,
circumstances the Minister of Defence was pressing the Standing
Minute 1.)
Group to expedite them, and he would do his best to secure that a
comprehensive White Paper on the command organisation was avail
able in time for the debate in the House of Commons.
Parliament.

Business in

2. The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that after the
Cabinets meeting on 2nd April he had instructed the Governor of
Against China. Hong Kong that the tanker Yung Hao should not be allowed to
Detentionof
leave Hong Kong for China. T h e Governor had at once called in
a Tanker in
question the expediency of this decision; and anxiety about its conHong Kong,
sequences had also been expressed by the British Defence
(Previous
Co-ordination Committee, F a r East. Apart from the arguments
Reference:
which the Cabinet had taken into account in reaching their decision
C M . (51) 23rd of 2nd April, two fresh considerations were advanced by the Governor.
Conclusions,
First, the unofficial members of his Executive Council believed that
Minute 4.)
the detention of the tanker would have the most serious consequences
for the Colony and had with difficulty been dissuaded from tendering
their resignations. Secondly, the Governor believed that the tanker
could not be detained without the use of force and that such action
would provoke internal disorder and industrial disturbances in
Hong Kong.

Additional

Measures

The First Sea Lord said that the Chiefs of Staff had considered
these telegrams and had come to the conclusion that, despite the risks
involved, the balance of advantage lay on the side of preventing the
tanker from passing into the control of the Chinese Communists.
They recognised, however, that, so long as she remained in harbpur
in Hong Kong, she would be a continuing irritant to local Chinese
opinion. They therefore recommended that she should be requisi
tioned and sailed from Hong Kong at the earliest possible date.
In discussion the Cabinet again reviewed the arguments on both
sides which had been put forward at their meeting on 2nd April.
The preponderant view in the Cabinet was that, despite the risks to
which the Governor had drawn attention, it would be impossible to
justify to public opinion in this country or in the United States a
decision to allow this tanker to pass into the control of the Chinese
Communists. The further suggestion was, however, made that the
G o v e r n o r s difficulties might be eased to some extent if the United
Kingdom Government took this opportunity of raising with the
Peking Government the general question of Chinese interference with
British shipping and other British interests in the F a r East.
The Cabinet 
(1) Invited the Secretary of State for the Colonies and the First
Lord of the Admiralty to arrange for the tanker Yung Hao
to be requisitioned and sailed out of Hong Kong at the
earliest possible moment,
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to initiate discussions with the
Peking Government on the general question of Chinese
interference with British property in the F a r East.

United Nations
Action.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 8th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

,

-

The Cabinet h a d before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 100) reviewing the work of the Committee of the
United Nations which was considering additional measures to meet
the Chinese aggression in Korea. They also took into account a
memorandum by the Minister of Defence (E.P.C. (51) 31), on the
export of strategic goods to China, which h a d received preliminary
consideration by the Economic Policy Committee on 3rd April.
The Foreign Secretary said that in his view the Government
should continue to lay their main emphasis on efforts to reach a
negotiated settlement with the Peking Government. They should
oppose the imposition of any political sanctions against China, and
should not support any economic sanctions other than a selective
embargo on strategic materials. It should be their aim to ensure
that the Additional Measures Committee would make no report to
the Assembly until the efforts of the G o o d Offices Committee had
failed and that, even then, the report should not go beyond recom
mending a selective embargo, together with any possible measures
directly related to the situation in Korea. The Foreign Secretary
added that, as regards goods shipped from Hong Kong to China, it
would be preferable that the United Kingdom Government, rather
than the Hong Kong Government, should assume responsibility for
operating this embargo. In practice this could be largely secured by
arranging that the United Kingdom should not send to Hong Kong
any goods covered by the embargo which were destined for onward
shipment to China.
The Minister of Defence said that with his memorandum E.P.C.
(51) 31 he had submitted the report of a working party which had
considered the need for extending the embargo on the export of
strategic goods to China. There were indications that the military
situation in Korea might become more serious. The Chinese seemed
to be building up large forces to the north of the 38th Parallel; and
they might be about to launch a counter-offensive, in which they
might have the support of Russian aircraft. If the military situation
again deteriorated, the United Kingdom Government might be under
pressure to take immediate action to extend the existing embargo on
strategic exports to China; and in that event it might be expedient
to adopt the extended list put forward in the report annexed to his
memorandum. Meanwhile, however, he thought it would be suffi
cient to follow the line advocated in the Foreign Secretary's paper.
In discussion there was general agreement that it would be
premature at the present stage to extend the embargo on the lines
contemplated in the report annexed to E.P.C. (51) 31. The measures
envisaged in that report would amount to full-scale economic
sanctions. It was by no means clear that a policy of economic
sanctions would command the support of Western European Govern
ments or other Commonwealth Governments; and the United
Kingdom Government should certainly not be committed to action
on the lines contemplated in E.P.C. (51) 31 without further inter
governmental consultation. The proposals in the Foreign Secretary's
memorandum ( C P . (51) 100) were more limited. Of the items men
tioned in paragraph 7 (a) of that memorandum those listed in sub
paragraphs (i)-(iv) were already being withheld from China; and
the only new proposal was that exports useful for the production of
those items should also be subject to the same embargo. It would
be for the Departments concerned, when the time came, to apply the
criterion proposed in paragraph 7 (a) (v) of C P . (51) 100 to the
goods and materials listed in the report annexed to E.P.C. (51) 31.
The C a b i n e t 
(3) Approved the recommendations in paragraph 12 of
C P . (51) 100.
(4) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the United
. Kingdom representative at the United Nations to be
instructed accordingly.


(5) Invited the Foreign Secretary to inform the Governments of
the United States and France of the line which the United
Kingdom representative was to take in the Additional
Measures Committee; and invited the Secretary of State
for Commonwealth Relations to arrange for other Com
monwealth Governments to be similarly informed.

Egypt.
Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 23rd
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

3. The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the Foreign
Secretary's memorandum ( C P . (51) 95) on the re-opening of nego
tiations for the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936.

The Foreign Secretary recalled that in his memorandum he h a d
suggested three possible courses of action, of which he favoured the
resumption of negotiations with the Egyptian Government upon the
basis of the proposals of the Chiefs of Staff. H e recognised that it
would probably prove impossible t o reach an agreement acceptable t o
the United Kingdom; but, so long as discussions were continuing, the
Egyptians would be less likely to take any drastic step which would
worsen the present situation. It did not seem desirable to hasten
conclusions on the withdrawal of British troops.
The Minister of Defence said that the proposals of the Chiefs
of Staff offered a basis on which discussions could begin. A t a later
stage fighting troops could be moved gradually out of Egypt, but it
would b e essential to maintain the base in an efficient condition, a n d
to preserve the vast stores which h a d been built u p in Egypt. It was
also very desirable that we should retain a substantial R.A.F.
organisation in Egypt, so that we could be ready to meet our defence
commitments in the Middle East: but he recognised that the Egyptians
were unlikely to agree that such large numbers of British troops
should remain in Egypt. I n his judgment it would be a mistake t o
take too stiff a line with the Egyptians in these negotiations. If
negotiations went on for a year or so, the international position would
have either improved or worsened in the meantime; and the pro
traction of the talks might make it easier to determine at a later stage
what final policy should be adopted.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that on 19th March the
Defence Committee had instructed the Chiefs of Staff to examine, in
consultation with the Treasury and the Foreign Office, the financial
implications of their proposals regarding Middle East defence. T h e
Treasury had not yet been approached on this subject. H e hoped
it would be possible to frame an agreed estimate of the cost of pro
viding a base outside Egypt before His Majesty's Ambassador became
involved in negotiations with the Egyptian Government. H e feared
that the estimates of cost which h a d been put forward by the Chiefs
of Staff might be found to be too low.
In further discussion attention was drawn to the serious difficul
ties in the way of reaching a settlement with the Egyptian Govern
ment on defence matters, even if these could be treated in isolation
from other outstanding difficulties between the two countries. The
anti-British bias of all political parties in Egypt might be due to a
desire not to be outdone in patriotic fervour by political opponents
rather than to any definite animus against this country; but the fact
remained that it would be difficult for any single political party to
sign an agreement which contemplated that British troops would
remain for an indefinite period on Egyptian territory, and there was
little prospect of our being able to negotiate an understanding with
all the Egyptian parties. It was therefore suggested that the subject
of Middle East defence might be considered from a wider angle, with
other friendly countries, including the United States, on the basis
that the defence of the Middle East was at present very weak and that
the western democracies could not afford to allow the oil resources

of the Middle East to fall into Soviet hands. On this basis any
approach to Egypt could be on the broader basis of the defence
arrangements which the democracies felt to be necessary in the Middle
East, and American and other forces might be associated with the
defence of Egypt. While it was recognised that Middle East defence
would have to be considered sooner or later in this wider context, it
was the general view of the Cabinet that little progress could be made
on these lines in any discussions with the Egyptians in the immediate
future. The Egyptian Ministers had made it clear that they would
object to the stationing of any international force on Egyptian terri
tory, and they might even regard this as a worse solution than the
continued presence of British troops. Moreover, neither the Govern
ment nor the people of the United States were yet prepared to con
template substantial additional commitments in the Middle East.
On the basis that the Egyptian problem would have to be tackled
by the United Kingdom Government alone, most Ministers considered
that a mere announcement of our intention to remain in Egypt until
the Treaty expired in 1956 would not be sufficient. W e could not take
our stand on the terms of the Treaty, since we were not ourselves
complying with its terms, e.g., as regards the number of British troops
stationed in Egypt. Moreover, the Egyptian Government would
probably counter any refusal to negotiate by denouncing the Treaty
and taking other direct action. The working of the base depended
on Egyptian co-operation, and our military strength in Egypt would
be greatly weakened if we had to maintain ourselves there in the face
of sustained Egyptian hostility. On military grounds, therefore, the
balance of the argument was in favour of reopening the negotiations.
It would, however, be dangerous, in view of the present world situation
and the state of public opinion in this country, to remove any sub
stantial number of fighting troops from Egypt before negotiations
had begun, or at an.early stage in their course. Public opinion in
this country would not tolerate what would be regarded as a further
weakness towards the Egyptians, before it had been seen whether
the Egyptian Government were prepared to make concessions to the
British point of view.
The Cabinet were informed that the Egyptian Government would
probably be unwilling to reach a settlement unless some concessions
were made to their point of view regarding the Sudan.
In this
country, on the other hand, any settlement with Egypt would be
judged by the manner in which it dealt with the question of Egyptian
interference with the passage of tankers to Haifa through the Suez
Canal.
It was suggested that the United Kingdom Government, at the
outset of any further negotiations with the Egyptian Government,
should make it clear that it was their aim to enable the Sudanese to
attain self-Government at the earliest practicable opportunity, and
that no understanding could be reached with Egypt which interfered
with this objective. The Cabinet agreed that there could be no ques
tion of abandoning this policy towards the Sudan or of sacrificing
the interests of the Sudanese as the price for an agreement with Egypt
on defence. It would not, however, be practicable to refuse to discuss
the Sudan with the Egyptian Government. The aim should therefore
be to secure that, if these discussions broke down, they should do so
because of a refusal by the Egyptian Government to subscribe to a
reasonable statement of the principles which should govern the two
countries in their future policy towards the Sudan.
There was general agreement that His Majesty's Ambassador,
independently of the negotiations on defence, should continue to
impress on the Egyptian Government the need for an early removal
of the ban on the passage of tankers to Haifa through the Suez Canal.
They could properly be told that Parliament was unlikely to agree to
any fresh proposals regarding Egypt without a satisfactory solution
of the'tanker problem. T h e Egyptian Governmenfs interference with
the passage of tankers through the Canal raised the general question
of international control over such waterways. It would always be

in the peace-time interests of this country that these narrow channels,
used by international shipping, should remain open for the passage
of all ships, arid careful thought should now be given to the question
whether the international control of such channels should not be
suggested as a general issue for discussion in some appropriate inter
national forum. If the Egyptians felt that they were under attack
from this angle, they might be more ready to reach a settlement on
the other outstanding questions with this country.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that His Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo should
re-open negotiations with the Egyptian Government for
the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, and
invited the Foreign Secretary to frame, in the light of the
Cabinefs discussion, instructions for the guidance of His
Majesty's Ambassador in these negotiations.
(2) Agreed that, concurrently with these negotiations, His
Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo should bring continuous
pressure to bear on the Egyptian Government to remove
the ban on the passage of tankers through the Suez Canal.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consider whether the general
question of the control of the narrow channels used by
international shipping should be raised in an appropriate
international forum.

Yugoslavia.
Economic
Assistance.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 66th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary and the President of the Board of Trade ( C P . (51) 98)
recommending further economic aid to Yugoslavia.

Armed Forces.
Balance of
Civil Pay.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 4th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

5. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 99) covering the report of an official com
mittee which had considered the issues raised by the practice of
paying to civil servants called u p for military service in time of war
the difference between their civil and military pay.

After a short discussion the Cabinet—
(1) Authorised the Chancellor of the Exchequer to make available
to Yugoslavia a further credit of £4 million, on the same
terms as the earlier credit of £5 million, for the purchase
of raw materials.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary, when informing the Yugoslav
Government of this further credit, to warn them that the
United Kingdom Government would not be able to con
tinue this economic assistance unless they were satisfied
that the Yugoslav Government were determined to balance
their foreign payments in the near future and were adopt
ing policies calculated to bring about that result.

In discussion it was suggested that the alternatives before the
Cabinet were to arrange that all men called u p for military service in
any future war received the balance of their civil pay, or to discontinue
this practice in the public service. In previous wars the practice had
led to many anomalies, and outside the public service the position had
broadly been that employers enjoying a monopoly had been able to
afford to give this facility to their workers, and had in effect passed
the cost to the Exchequer by including the payments which they made
among their working expenses. In any future war the anomalies
would become even more striking, since any concessions granted to
civil servants and local authority employees would presumably be
extended to National Health Service workers and possibly to the
employees of socialised industries. The cost of making the concession,

by taxation and increases in price, would fall on the remainder of the
population, who would not enjoy the same privilege because the firms
by which they were employed were engaged in competitive trade. It
seemed impracticable to require all employers to give the balance of
civil p a y : the only practicable course, according to this view, was to
discontinue the practice for the future.
In favour of continuing the present practice, it was pointed out
that every discussion of the issues involved had shown that the
arguments were evenly balanced and it therefore seemed better to
continue a practice which had existed for many years, even though
the number of public servants covered by it would in future be much
greater than in the past. It was also pointed out that, while the
Government might give a lead to employers by refusing to give civil
servants the balance of civil pay in future, it would be difficult to
prevent employers from continuing what had previously been regarded
as a reasonable practice.
There was general agreement that, if the payment of balance of
civil pay were to be continued, account should be taken of the savings
in personal expenses mentioned in paragraph 7 of the report annexed
to C P . (51) 99.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed to defer a decision on the question whether civil
servants should receive the balance of civil pay in any
future war.
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to arrange for the
position of Z-reservists to be further examined, as pro
posed in paragraph 13 of the report annexed to C P . (51)
99.
Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
5th April, 1951.
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1. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the mission under
the leadership o f t h e Economic Secretary, Treasury, which was at
present seeking to negotiate a new meat agreement with the Argentine
Government, was now within sight of securing supplies of 200,000 tons
of Argentine meat over the next twelve months at an average price of
£132-8 per ton. About 35,000 tons of the meat would be chilled beef,
and the average price for frozen meat would be somewhere between
£125 and £130 a ton. Moreover, it was possible that about £7-6 of
the average price of £132-8 might be paid under some other head of
the general commercial agreement; and, if this could be arranged, the
meat price would look more reasonable. It was true that this average
price would be compared with the price of £120 a ton which the
Argentines had been thought to be offering in December; but they now
claimed that they had never intended that offer to cover anything but
the lower grade of frozen beef. The Chancellor said that he was
satisfied that we should not get meat from the Argentine at a lower
price than that now proposed; and, in his view, the political difficulties
of paying this price were less than those of allowing the meat ration
to remain at the low level to which it had fallen. H e therefore recom
mended that the mission should be authorised to accept a price of
£132-8 per ton for all Argentine meat, including chilled beef.
The Minister of Food supported this recommendation. Supplies
of imported meat had fallen, not only because of the continuing dead
lock in the negotiations with the Argentine Government, but also
because of strikes in New Zealand; and, although the supplies of
home-killed meat would afford some immediate relief in the summer
and autumn, the position in the following winter would be extremely
serious unless we could count on substantial shipments from the
Argentine. Even if a new agreement were reached with the Argentine
Government on the basis now proposed, it might be some weeks
before shipments could be resumed, as shipping h a d been diverted
elsewhere and would have to b e moved back into position to take u p
these supplies.
The Cabinet were informed that the terms proposed would
involve some increase in retail meat prices, though this would probably
not exceed the figure mentioned when the Cabinet had discussed on
19th March ( C M . (51) 21st Conclusions, Minute 3) the general
question of increases in retail food prices. It had, however, been
contemplated that any such increase in the retail price of meat would
be accompanied by an increase in the size of the weekly ration. The
Cabinet agreed to consider at a later meeting the timing of the
announcement of increased meat prices.
The C a b i n e t (1) Agreed that the Economic Secretary, Treasury, should be
authorised to accept an agreement with the Argentine
Government involving the payment of an average price of
£132-8 per ton for Argentine meat (including chilled beef).
(2) Invited the Minister of F o o d to consult the Cabinet again
before announcing any increase in the retail price of meat.

The Budget.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (50) 2lst
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

2. The Chancellor of the Exchequer communicated to the
Cabinet particulars of the proposals in the forthcoming Budget.
In accordance with precedent, details are not recorded in the
Cabinet Conclusions.

3. After the Chancellor of the Exchequer had explained his
Budget proposals the Cabinet reverted to the question, which they had
discussed at their meeting on 22nd March, of the level of Government
expenditure on the social services. O n e of the assumptions on which
C M . (51) 22nd the Chancellor had constructed his Budget was that, in pursuance of
Conclusions,
the Cabinefs decision of 22nd March, expenditure on the National
Minute l.)
Health Service would be subject for the time being to an upper limit
of £400 million. Before that decision was taken expenditure on the
Health Service in the financial year 1951-52 had been estimated at
£423 million; and, in order to keep it within the upper limit approved
by the Cabinet, the Health Ministers had agreed to effect economies in
hospital administration totalling £10 million and to introduce charges
for dentures and spectacles which, in the coming year, would produce
£13 million. In a full year these charges would produce
a much larger revenue; but the saving on the hospitals' service was
non-recurrent and the revenue from charges would be needed in future
years, if the total expenditure was to be kept below the upper limit of
£400 million, in order to offset increasing costs in all parts of the
Service.
Social Services
Expenditure.
(Previous
Reference:

The Minister of Labour said that he had always been opposed to
the introduction of charges for dentures and spectacles. In his view
it would be undesirable in principle, and politically dangerous, for the
Labour Party thus to abandon the conception of a free Health Service.
Now that he was aware of the details of the budgetary position he was
able to add the further argument that this step was not financially
necessary. In a Budget of over £4,000 million it should not be difficult
to find so small a sum as £13 million in some other way which would
not breach the principle of a free Health Service. He was specially
disturbed at the prospect that this inroad on the Health Service would
be justified by the argument that the money to be saved was needed
for the increased defence programme. H e himself believed that
shortages of raw materials and machine tools would make it impossible
in practice to spend effectively all the money which was to be allocated
under this Budget to the defence programme; and in this view he had
the support of the President of the Board of Trade and the Minister
of Supply. The Defence Estimates for the coming financial year
totalled £1,250 million; and of this the estimated cost of defence
production amounted to £510 million. These were large figures and
must be subject to a substantial margin of error. H e believed that,
within that margin, the Chancellor could have found the savings which
he proposed to secure by introducing charges under the Health Service.
The Minister reminded the Cabinet that such charges could not be
imposed without fresh legislation. Believing, as he did, that such
charges would involve a serious breach of Socialist principles, and
having on numerous occasions proclaimed in public speeches his oppo
sition to such a course, he did not see how he could be expected to vote
in favour of such a Bill. If the Cabinet reaffirmed their decision that
these charges should be imposed, he would be obliged to resign from
' the Government.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that it was his special duty,
in framing the Budget, to determine how the necessary revenues
should be raised to meet essential Government expenditure and also,
in present circumstances, to form a judgment on the figure of the
Budget surplus at which the Government should aim in order to keep
inflationary tendencies in check. T h e Budget which he had outlined
to the Cabinet was a carefully constructed and integrated plan for
regulating the national finances over the coming year; and it would
be difficult for him to modify at the last moment any essential feature
of that plan. The Cabinet should, in particular, be content to leave
it to his judgment to determine the size of the Budget surplus at which
he should aim. He believed that the estimates of defence expenditure
were as reliable as any such estimates could b e : he could not accept
the suggestion that he should frame his budget on the assumption
that the out-turn of this expenditure would be something less than
the estimate. H e had taken the view from the outset that some part
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of the rising cost of the defence programme must be met by reductions
in other Government expenditure; many of his efforts to secure
such reductions had been frustrated; and he had now reached a point
at which he could not make any further concessions. The Cabinet
had agreed, on 22nd March, that expenditure on the Health Service
should be subject for the time being to an upper limit of £400 million;
he was satisfied, from his consultations with the Health Ministers,
that the cost of the Service could not be kept within that limit with
out the imposition of charges; he believed that, of the various charges
which might be made, these would be the least unpalatable politically;
and in all the circumstances he felt obliged to ask the Cabinet to
maintain their earlier decision.
A long discussion ensued. The following is a summary of the
main points made in it: —
(a) The Minister of Labour and the President of the Board of
Trade thought that the Government would find great difficulty in
persuading their supporters in the House of Commons to accept this
departure from the principle of a free Health Service. They con
sidered that some Government supporters would abstain from voting
in favour of the legislation authorising the imposition of these charges;
and they pointed out that, if only a few Government supporters
abstained, the Conservative Opposition, by voting against the Bill,
could bring about a major Government defeat. In that event the
Government would face a General Election in circumstances which
would enable the Conservative Party to pose as the champions of a
free Health Service. The Home Secretary also feared that there might
be considerable Parliamentary difficulty in securing the passage of
this legislation.
On the other side it was pointed out that, so far as concerned
legislation, the principle of a free Health Service had already been
breached by the National Health Service (Amendment) Act, 1949,
which authorised the imposition of a shilling charge for prescriptions.
This legislation, which the present Minister of Labour had himself
introduced, had encountered no substantial opposition from Govern
ment supporters. It was not until it had been.passed into law that
the Government had decided not to proceed with their plan for
making a charge for prescriptions.
The preponderant view in the Cabinet was that the Government,
if they remained united on this issue, would have no substantial diffi
culty in persuading, the Parliamentary Labour Party to support legis
lation authorising charges for dentures and spectacles supplied under
the National Health Service.
(b) The Minister of Labour said that, in a Budget totalling over
£4,000 million, there must be tolerances which would allow the
Chancellor, if he wished, to forego his insistence on a saving of only
£13 million on the Health Service. By the exercise of ingenuity, means
could surely be found to avoid having to impose these charges. Thus,
for the coming financial year, the relatively small amount required
might be obtained by increasing the contribution made to the Health
Service by the National Insurance Fund. Alternatively, the Chan
cellor might reduce by £13 million the Budget surplus at which he
was aiming.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he was not prepared
to adopt either of the courses suggested by the Minister of Labour.
They would both be inflationary in effect. Moreover, if he had such
a sum at his disposal, he would certainly wish to consider to what
purpose it could most usefully be applied. He was by no means
satisfied that, even within the social services, the Health Service had
the first claims on any additional money that might be available.
(c) Several Ministers expressed the view that, if the Minister of
Labour resigned from the Government on this issue, an acute political
crisis would develop. With their present Parliamentary majority the
Government could not afford any diminution in their voting strength
in the House of Commons. And, if the Government fell, as a result

of divided counsels within the Cabinet, the Labour Party's prospects
at the following General Election would be very gravely prejudiced.
After a prolonged discussion the Foreign Secretary said that it
seemed clear that the Cabinet would not be able to reach an agreed
conclusion at that meeting. H e therefore proposed that the dis
cussion should be resumed at a further meeting later in the day.
In the interval he would see the Prime Minister (who was in hospital)
and would report to him the course which the discussion had so
far taken.
The Cabinet—
Agreed to resume their discussion at a meeting later in the day.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
9th April, 1951.

o

THIS

D O C U M E N T IS T H E P R O P E R T Y

O F HIS B R I T A N N I C MAJESTY'S

Printed for the Cabinet.

JI
11
GOVERNMENT

April 1951

SECRET

Copy N o .

C M . (51)
26th Conclusions

C A B I N E T 26 (51)

CONCLUSIONS
of a Meeting of the Cabinet held in the Prime Minister's
Room,
House of Commons, S.W.1, on Monday, 9th April, 1951, at 6-30 p.m.
Present:
The Right H o n . HERBERT MORRISON, M . P . , Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
(in the Chair).
The Right H o n . ERNEST BEVIN, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
The Right H o n . H U G H DALTON, M.P.,
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.
The Right H o n . VISCOUNT JOWITT,
Lord Chancellor.
The Right Hon. E . SHINWELL,

M.P.,

Minister of Defence.
The Right H o n . T. WILLIAMS,

M.P.,

Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right H o n . J . H . WR.SON, M.P.,

President of the Board of Trade.
The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for Scotland.

T h e Right H o n . H . T . N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
The Right H o n . VISCOUNT ADDISON,
Lord President of the Council.
The Right H o n . J. CHUTER E D E , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the H o m e
Department.
T h e Right H o n . ANEURIN BEVAN, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
Service.
The Right H o n . GEORGE TOMLINSON,
M R , Minister of Education.
The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
The Right H o n . P . C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.

The following were also present:
The Right H o n . WILLIAM WHITELEV,
M.P.,
Parliamentary
Secretary,
Treasury.
Secretariat:
SIR NORMAN BROOK.

CONTENTS

Social Services Expenditure.

THIS DOCUMENT

IS T H E PROPERTY

OF HIS BRITANNIC

Printed for the Cabinet.

MAJESTY'S

April 1951

SECRET
CM.

JL O W
GOVERNMENT

Copy N o .

(51)

26th Conclusions

C A B I N E T 26 (51)

CONCLUSIONS
of a Meeting of the Cabinet held in the Prime Ministers
Room,
House of Commons, S.W. 1, on Monday, 9th April, 1951, at 6-30 p.m.
Present:
The Right Hon. HERBERT MORRISON, M . P . , Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
(in the Chair).
The Right Hon. ERNEST BEVIN, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
The Right Hon. H U G H DALTON, M.P.,
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
Lord Chancellor.
The Right Hon. E . SHINWELL,

M.P.,

Minister of Defence.
The Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS,

M.P.,

Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right Hon. J. H. WILSON, M.P.,

President of the Board of Trade.
The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for Scotland.

The Right Hon. H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ADDISON,
Lord President of the Council.
The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Home
Department.
The Right Hon. ANEURIN BEVAN, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
Service.
The Right Hon. GEORGE TOMLINSON,
M.P., Minister of Education.
The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.

The following were also present:
The Right Hon. WILLIAM WHITELEY,
M.P.,
Parliamentary
Secretary,
Treasury.
Secretariat :
SIR NORMAN BROOK.

CONTENTS

Social Services Expenditure.

Social
Services
Expenditure
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 25 th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the level of Government
expenditure on the social services.
The Foreign Secretary said that during the afternoon he and the
Chief Whip had seen the Prime Minister in hospital and had given
him a full account of the Cabinefs discussion at their meeting that
morning. The Prime Minister had asked him to convey to the Cabinet
the following expression of. his views. First, he had pointed out that
in all Cabinet discussions of Budget proposals there must be a sub
stantial measure of give and take between Ministers. The Chancellor
of the Exchequer had particular responsibility for the national
finances; and no other Minister ought to claim that any particular
estimate should be treated as sacrosanct. It would be a most unusual
thing for a Minister to resign on a Budget issue: so far as he was
aware, the only Minister who had ever taken this step was Lord
Randolph Churchill, whose political fortunes had never recovered
thereafter. Secondly, a Minister who found himself in disagreement
with a particular part of the present Budget proposals should consider,
not only his personal position, but the effect which his resignation
would have on the present and future fortunes of the Labour Party.
Thirdly, the Prime Minister had said that it would, be folly for any
Minister to provoke a political crisis at the present time, for there
could hardly be a worse moment for a General Election. As the
summer went on, the conditions might become more f a v o u r a b l e - t h e
meat ration might be increased, the weather might improve and
there might be some change in the international situation. But a
General Election at the present time with a Labour Party torn by
divided counsels, would prejudice the fortunes of the Labour move
ment for years to come. Fourthly, if the Government were forced
to face the electors in these circumstances, they could hardly hope to
win the Election; and, after such a debacle, the Conservatives might
remain in office for a long period. If the situation arose, the respon
sibility for bringing it about would rest with any Ministers who
resigned from the Government at the present juncture. For all these
reasons the Prime Minister urged his Cabinet colleagues to give solid
support to the Budget proposals put forward by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer; and, in particular, to adhere to the decisions which
they had taken, as a Cabinet, on 22nd March regarding the future
level of expenditure on the National Health Service.
The Minister of Labour said that he was not surprised to hear
that the Prime Minister took this view. He had, however, discussed
the matter with the Prime Minister before 22nd March; and he had
then made it clear that he would not be able to share collective
responsibility for a decision to abandon the conception of a free
Health Service. This was, for him, a question of principle. He had
given five years to building up the Health Service; he had proclaimed
it on many public platforms as one of the outstanding achievements
of the Labour Party in office: he had, in particular, upheld the concep
tion of a free Service as the embodiment of Socialist principles. It
was t o o much to ask him now to go info the.division lobby in support
of a measure authorising the imposition of charges for dentures and
spectacles provided under this Service. In saying that he must resign
from the Government if the Cabinet persisted in this decision, he was
not speaking lightly or without consideration of the possible conse
quences which the Prime Minister envisaged. But a Minister must be
free to resign if he felt that he could not conscientiously share col
lective responsibility for decisions which his Cabinet colleagues wished
to take. This Cabinet had taken many decisions which he had not
wholly approved; but, when it became clear that these represented
a preponderant view in the Cabinet, he had been prepared to take
his share of responsibility for them. But, latterly, he had come to
feel that he could bring more influence to bear on Government policy
from outside the Cabinet than he could ever hope to exercise within
it; and, when a Minister reached that position, it was time for
him to go.

The President of the Board of Trade said that he wished at this
stage to make his own position clear. In the Cabinefs earlier dis
cussion that morning he had said that he supported the view of the
Minister of Labour that it would not be possible to persuade all
Government supporters to vote in favour of legislation authorising the
introduction of charges under the Health Service. He now wished to
make it clear that, if the Cabinet maintained their decision to intro
duce these charges, he would feel unable to share collective
responsibility for that decision and, like the Minister of Labour, would
feel obliged to resign from the Government.
In the course of a long discussion Ministers dwelt upon the
grave consequences which would follow if resignations from the
Cabinet caused a serious division in the ranks of the Labour Party.
This might well precipitate a General Election, at a moment most
unfavourable to the fortunes of the Party, and in circumstances in
which the Party's chances of success must be rated very low. But,
worse than that, it might undermine the authority of the Party's
leaders and weaken the electoral prospects of the Party for many
years to come. From a wider point of view it was also argued that
the Labour Party had given an example to the world of stable and
progressive Government in the difficult period of transition after the
end of the war and in the dangerous period of international tension
which had followed it; and it would be a tragedy if at this juncture
the inspiration of its leadership in world affairs were cast away.
The Minister of Labour said that he could not accept responsi
bility for these consequences, even if they turned out to be as serious
as some of his colleagues had feared. It was not he who had taken
the initiative in proposing charges under the Health Service. The
, political crisis, if one developed, would have been provoked by those
who had made this proposal. Other Ministers, on the other hand,
held that any Ministers who resigned from the Government at the
present time woud be responsible for the political consequences which
were likely to follow; and, in their view, this was a very heavy
responsibility.
Beside these grave consequences, the issue which now divided the
Cabinet seemed relatively small. Was there not some compromise
on the basis of which agreement might still be reached? The Cabinet
then discussed various possibilities. Thus, would it be possible to post
pone for six months the introduction of charges under the National
Health Service? During the interval Ministers should be able to
resolve their doubts on the question whether the money allocated to
the increased defence programme could in fact be profitably spent;
and they would then be able to see more clearly whether the proposed
economies on the Health Service were in fact essential. Postponement
would also have the advantage that the discussion could be resumed at
greater leisure under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister himself.
Alternatively, would it suffice for the Chancellor in his Budget speech
to say merely that expenditure on the Health Service would be kept
for the time being within an upper limit of £400 million, and that the
Government were considering what steps would be necessary to
ensure that this limit was not exceeded? Would it not be possible to
secure economies in the administration of the Service without resort
ing to charges? Or could the necessary savings be secured by
imposing a charge for prescriptions, and abandoning the proposed
charges for dentures and spectacles? This would have the advantage
that no fresh legislation would be required. And in 1949 the present
Minister of Labour had accepted the view that a charge for prescrip
tions would not involve a breach of the principle of a free Service.

v

The Chancellor of the Exchequerpointed
out that none of these
alternative courses would give him a sufficient assurance that the
necessary savings would in fact be secured. Other Ministers testified
that the Cabinet Committee on the National Health Service had
exhaustively considered all practicable alternative methods of
reducing expenditure on the Service, and had satisfied themselves that

this expenditure could not be kept within an upper limit of
£400 million without recourse to charges. They were also satisfied
that the charges now proposed, for dentures and spectacles, were the
most practical and the least unpalatable of any which could be intro
duced. The Cabinet reluctantly came to the conclusion that no corn
promise solution could be found along these lines.
In the course of further discussion The Minister of Labour
indicated that, if he resigned from the Government, he would feel
obliged to make it clear that his differences with his colleagues had
not been restricted to this question of charges under the National
Health Service. He was also gravely concerned about the economic
consequences of the increased defence programme. While he supported
the policy of rebuilding the armed strength of the western democracies,
he was concerned about the pace and volume of their rearmament
programmes. He believed that, by trying to do too much too quickly
in response to United States pressure, the western democracies were
in grave danger of undermining their economic strength. The United
Kingdom Government would in his view make a double mistake if
they allowed the increased defence programme, not only to distort
the national economy, but to do this at the expense of the social
services.
Further appeals were then made by a number of Ministers that
the solidarity of the Government and the Labour Party should not
be breached by resignations on this issue. The Minister of Education,
in particular, made it clear that in his view Ministerial resignations
were too high a price to pay for an economy of £13 million on the
Health Service. He felt sure that it must be possible to resolve the
differences within the Cabinet by some means which would not
involve Ministerial resignations; and he hoped that the majority
would not press their view to a point which would make these resigna
tions inevitable.
After further discussion The Foreign Secretary said that he must
bring the issue to a decision. He read out the conclusions reached by
the Cabinet at their meeting on 22nd March, viz., that for the time
being expenditure on the National Health Service should be subject
to an upper limit of £400 million; that charges should be imposed for
the supply of dentures and spectacles under the Health Service; and
that the Health Ministers should draft the necessary legislation and
make such advance preparations as were required to bring the scheme
of charges into operation on 12th April. He asked each member of
the Cabinet to state whether he was still prepared to adhere to those
decisions. The Minister of Labour, the President of the Board of
Trade and the Minister of Education said that, for the reasons which
they had indicated in the course of the Cabinefs discussion, they were
not in favour of re-affirming those conclusions. The remaining
members of the Cabinet all indicated that they favoured re-affirming
those conclusions.
The Minister of Labour said that in these circumstances he would
have to resign from the Government. He would submit his resigna
tion to the Prime Minister in the course of the following day; and
he presumed that he would thereafter make a personal statement in
the House of Commons, possibly on 11th April.
The Cabinet—
(1) Reaffirmed their decisions of 22nd March regarding the limita
tion of expenditure on the National Health Service and
the introduction of charges for dentures and spectacles
supplied under that Service.
(2) Authorised the Chancellor of the Exchequer to announce
these decisions in the course of his Budget speech.
(3) Invited the Minister of Labour to reconsider his position, and
expressed the earnest hope that he would not find it
necessary to resign from the Government on this issue.
Cabinet Office,
SWA,
9th April, 1951.
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1. The Foreign Secretary said that in the light of the Cabinets
discussion on 22nd March he had suggested to the United States
Government that a fresh initiative might now be taken in the search
C M . (51) 23rd for a political settlement in Korea. He had proposed that the
Conclusions,
Governments whose forces were fighting under United Nations
Minute 1.)
command in Korea should issue a fresh declaration of policy,
combined with specific proposals for a settlement; and that thereafter
there should be an approach to the Peking Government and possibly
to the Soviet Government also. The United States Government had
been inclined to favour a more limited programme; and this inclina
tion might be reinforced by the political difficulties which were likely
to follow the Presidents dismissal of General MacArthur. He had,
however, asked His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington to press
the State Department to give further thought to his proposals, for
he considered that world opinion would regard this as a favourable
moment for some fresh initiative. H e had also asked the French
Government to support his views in Washington. If it proved impos
sible to secure a multilateral declaration on the lines which he had
originally envisaged, it might be necessary to consider whether the
Other interested Governments would be willing to make separate
declarations.
Korea.
(Previous
Reference:

:

In discussion it was suggested that the United States Government
might have been influenced by the reports that the Chinese were
mounting a new offensive: they might have thought it wiser to post
pone any fresh attempt to secure a political settlement until after any
new military offensive by the Chinese had been countered. F r o m the
latest intelligence reports, however, it now seemed less likely that a
Chinese offensive was imminent. Even so, some Ministers felt
doubtful whether it would be wise for the Foreign Secretary to press
his suggestion too strongly upon the United States Government at a
time when they would be obsessed by the political difficulties resulting
from the dismissal of General MacArthur. It was also important that
no fresh initiative should be taken which might appear to relieve the
United Nations of their responsibility for handling the Korean situa
tion. The Governments contributing contingents to the United
Nations forces in Korea should stand united in this matter: if
separate declarations were made by some, but not all, of these
Governments, the Chinese would not fail to exploit the apparent
division of opinion between them.
In further discussion the question was raised whether the new
United Nations Commander would go forward with the naval opera
tion off the Chinese coast which had recently been proposed by
General MacArthur. The Cabinet agreed that it would be inexpedient
to put this question formally to the United States Government. His
Majesty's Ambassador in Washington might, however, be warned to
keep the point in mind in case he had an opportunity of mentioning it
in informal conversation with United States officials.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary, in his further approaches to
the United States Government regarding the Korean situa
tion, to take account of the points made in the Cabinets
discussion.

Parliament.

Business in the
House of
Commons.

2. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.

North Atlantic
Treaty:
Command
Organisation,
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 24th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

The debate on the North Atlantic command organisation would
be held on 19th April; and the Opposition had now asked that an
interim White Paper should be presented for the purposes of this
debate even though all the appointments to be made under this
command structure could not by then be announced. A draft had
therefore been prepared, which contained a description of the military
organisation created under the North Atlantic Treaty, a statement of
the arguments in favour of the appointment of an American Admiral
as Supreme Commander, Atlantic, and some account of the problems
which arose in connection with the appointment of a Supreme
Commander, Mediterranean. This draft would be submitted to the
Defence Committee at their meeting on 16th April and, subject to
their approval, could be presented to Parliament on the late afternoon
of 17th April. The White Paper would contain a full statement of
the Governments case on the main issues which were to be discussed
in the debate. In these circumstances the Cabinet agreed that it would
be convenient if the debate were opened by an Opposition spokesman.
The Minister of Defence outlined to the Cabinet the difficulties
which had arisen over the Mediterranean command. The United
States military authorities had now realised that they had gained little
advantage by the appointment of an American Admiral as Supreme
Commander, Atlantic. This Supreme Commander, who would have
his headquarters at Norfolk, Virginia, would be concerned largely
with matters of administration and planning; and the bulk of the
naval operations in this theatre would come under the control of the
British naval commander in the Eastern Atlantic. They were therefore
anxious to secure that in the Mediterranean the naval commander
should be an American; and, on that basis, they might have been
prepared to agree that the Supreme Commander, Mediterranean,
should be British. This arrangement would, however, have the result
that an American Admiral would command all the British naval
forces in the Western Mediterranean and would also control the
British naval bases in the area. Such an arrangement could not be
accepted: it would plainly be most unwelcome to public opinion in
this country. An attempt was therefore being made to secure agree
ment with the Americans on the basis that the Supreme Commander,
Mediterranean, should be a British Admiral who would himself be in
direct command of all the British naval forces and bases in the
Western Mediterranean; but that he should be assisted by a Deputy
Supreme Commander, who should be a United States officer. The
further course of these discussions with the United States military
authorities would be reported to the Defence Committee.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Invited the Chief Whip to try to arrange that the debate on
the North Atlantic command organisation on 19th April
should be opened by an Opposition spokesman.
(2) Took note that the Minister of Defence would submit to the
Defence Committee a draft of the White Paper which he
was proposing to present to Parliament for the purposes of
this debate.

Budget
Legislation.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 26th
Conclusions.)

The Cabinet discussed the timetable for the legislation required
to give effect to the proposals announced by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in his Budget statement. In addition to the Finance Bill
there would be a National Health Service Bill authorising charges for
dentures and spectacles supplied under the Health Service, and a
National Insurance Bill making provision for the new rates of pay
ment to old age pensioners. There would be advantages in making
progress with these two Bills before the introduction of the Finance
Bill. The Home Secretary proposed that they should be introduced
on 17th April and that Second Reading debates should take place in
the week beginning 23rd April.

The Minister of Labour said that, if there were a division on the
National Health Service Bill, he would not feel able to vote in favour
of it.
The President of the Board of Trade suggested that, in view of
the division of opinion within the Cabinet on this question, it would
be preferable that further Cabinet discussion of it should be post
poned until the Prime Minister (who was still in hospital) was able
to preside. Meanwhile, he suggested that the introduction of the Bill
should be delayed.
The Foreign Secretary said that the Cabinet had decided to
impose charges for dentures and spectacles supplied under the
National Health Service, and had authorised the Chancellor of the
Exchequer to announce that decision in his Budget statement. The
decision had proved acceptable to a substantial majority of those
attending the meeting of the Parliamentary Labour Party at which
the Budget statement had been discussed. From the point of view
of Parliamentary tactics the wisest course was to proceed at once
with the legislation authorising the imposition of these charges. If
the introduction of the legislation were delayed, the Government
would be thought to be wavering; and, once this impression was
given, the Parliamentary difficulties of passing this legislation would
be greatly increased.
After discussion, the C a b i n e t 
(3) Decided that the National Health Service Bill and the
. National Insurance Bill should be introduced on 17th
April.
(4) Agreed that the Second Reading of the National Health
Service Bill and the National Insurance Bill should be
taken in the week beginning 23rd April.
(5) Invited the Home Secretary to arrange for the drafts of these
two Bills to be examined by the Legislation Committee at
a special meeting on 16th April. ,

3. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 82) and the Attorney-General ( C P . (51) 91) on
Human Rights, the question whether the United Kingdom Government should cdn
tinue their efforts in the United Nations to secure the adoption of a
Covenant on Human Rights.
The Lord Chancellor said that he viewed with grave misgivings
the consequences, in our domestic law, of ratifying these international
conventions on Human Rights. He had drawn the Cabinefs atten
tion, on 18th January ( C M . (51) 4th Conclusions, Minute 3) and
earlier occasions, to the legal difficulties which might arise from the
adoption of the Convention on Human Rights which had been under
discussion in the Council of Europe. The draft Covenant now under
discussion by the United Nations might be even more objectionable;
for it was suggested that this should confer on some international body
a judicial power to pronounce whether the domestic legislation of
signatory countries was in conformity with the terms of the Covenant.
By way of illustration he offered the opinion that, if the United
Kingdom Government ratified this Covenant in its present form, they
would be unable to introduce legislation providing for the deportation
of stowaways; they would deprive themselves of the power to exclude
Tshekedi Khama from the Bamangwato Reserve (see Minute 4
below); and, by reason of Article 3 of the draft Covenant, they would
throw doubt on the right of a military sentry to fire on a suspect. It
seemed to him to be a very serious matter to limit in this way the
sovereignty of Parliament and the powers of the Executive. In his
opinion, definitions of human rights were more suitable for a political
manifesto than for an instrument having the force of law. Framed,

United Nations:

Covenant on

as they were,, by processes of compromise in international discussion,
these documents were necessarily cast in imprecise or ambiguous
language inappropriate for a code of law. If, however, it was thought
necessary on political grounds to go forward with this Covenant, he
would not press his legal objections; but in that event he suggested
that every Article of the draft Covenant should be subjected to the
closest scrutiny, and he asked that he and the Law Officers should
be brought into consultation at all stages.
The Foreign Secretary said that he had always been sceptical
about the value of these conventions on human rights. But, as the
United Kingdom Government had played a leading part in promoting
them, it would be difficult to draw back at this stage. In these circum
stances the prudent course might be to prolong the international dis
cussions, to raise legal and practical difficulties, and to delay the
conclusion of the Covenant for as long as possible.
The Cabinet favoured the course suggested by the Foreign
Secretary. Additional delay might be secured by proposing that
particular parts of the draft Covenant should be referred, for
examination and report, to the Social and Economic Council, the
International Labour Organisation or other specialised agencies.
They might with advantage be asked to comment on aspects of the
Covenant on which they were specially qualified to pronounce.
In further discussion the point was made that the Colonial appli
cation.clause had now been deleted from the draft Covenant. This
was perhaps an argument in favour of continuing to participate in
international discussion of the draft, in order to seek modification of
provisions which we should find it impracticable or undesirable to
apply in Colonial territories. Despite these efforts, however, it seemed
unlikely that the convention would emerge in a form which would
make it possible for us to ratify it if it was expressed as applicable to
all Colonial territories.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the United Kingdom Government should con
tinue to participate in the discussions in the United
Nations of the draft Covenant on Human Rights; but
invited the Foreign Secretary to instruct his representative
in those discussions to exploit to the full any opportunity
for delaying the conclusion of the Covenant and, in
particular, to suggest that appropriate parts of it should be
referred to the various specialised agencies of the United
Nations for examination and report.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the Lord
Chancellor and the English and Scottish Law Officers to
be consulted at all stages in the further discussion of this
draft Covenant.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to submit to the Cabinet a
report on the proposed Protocol to the Convention on
H u m a n Rights which had been adopted by the Council
of Europe.

Bechuanaland
Protectorate.
Tshekedi
Khama.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 40th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Secretary
of State for Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 103) proposing that
Tshekedi Khama should continue to be excluded from the Bamang
wato Reserve but should be helped in preserving his private property
there.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said that
he had hoped at one time that it might have been possible to allow
Tshekedi to return to the Bamangwato Reserve, and to take a part
in the administration of the tribe. It had now become clear, however,

that Tshekedi was feared and hated by the Bamangwato and, in the
interests of law and order in the Reserve, would have to be excluded
from it. If he accepted this situation, it would be reasonable to help
him by protecting his extensive property in the Reserve and by
improving the pasture in the south of the Reserve where his cattle
could be concentrated. He was an able man, and useful work might
be found for him in connection with the activities of the Colonial
Development Corporation.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : - 
la) It was not necessary at this stage to suggest to Tshekedi that
he would be permanently excluded from the Reserve. All that was
proposed was adherence to the policy outlined in the White Paper
(Cmd. 7913), by which Tshekedi was to be excluded from the Reserve
during the five years for which the chieftainship of the tribe was to
remain in suspense.
(b) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he must not be
taken as assenting to the proposal that the United Kingdom Exchequer
should contribute towards the improvement of the pastures in the
south of the Reserve. The Commonwealth Relations Office and the
Colonial Office should discuss with the Treasury whether this improve
ment should not be financed from Bechuanaland funds, which received
Colonial welfare grants.
(c) The improvement of these pastures would not be undertaken
solely in Tshekedi's private interests. A public interest would be
served by improving the agricultural condition of the Reserve with
a view on a better distribution of cattle throughout the Reserve.
(d) It was not certain that Tshekedi would be prepared to accept
his exclusion from the Reserve and to co-operate in the other
measures proposed. It was understood, however, that his lawyer was
likely to advise him to accept the proposals outlined in C P . (51) 103.
(e) It would be unnecessary to issue any detailed statement to
the Press, on this subject, unless Tshekedi proved unwilling to accept
the proposals and was likely to give the Press an elaborate statement
of his own case.
(/) The development of a system of native administration in the
Bamangwato Reserve on more representative lines would necessarily
be a slow process because the people were accustomed to a dynastic
system of government and Seretse Khama had a considerable follow
ing. Experience in Basutoland, as indicated in C P . (51) 92, had
shown the danger of pressing too fast constitutional developments
which cut across tribal organisation.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals in paragraph 11 of C P . (51) 103,
subject to further consideration of the need for any detailed
public announcement of Government policy on the matter.

Film of Berlin
Youth R a %

,

5. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 86) and the Home Secretary ( C P . (51) 102) on the
attitude which the Government should adopt towards proposals that
a film of the Berlin Youth Rally should be brought into this country
for private or public exhibition.
The Foreign Secretary said that he had seen the film and he
thought that, while older people with recollections of the Nazi regime
might see in it a strong resemblance between the East German
Administration and the Nazis, it might give younger people a favour
able impression of conditions in Eastern Germany. He thought,
therefore, that, if the film were to be shown in this country, it should
be severely edited and material introduced to point to the resemblance
between the Communist and Nazi regimes.

The Home Secretary said that, because of its technical qualities
and the favourable light which it cast on the East German regime and
its methods, the film was a very dangerous one. At the same time
there could be no question of using the Prerogative power to prevent
its being imported into this country.
The President of the Board of Trade said that he would not be
in favour of using import licensing or film registration to prevent this
film from being shown in this country. It might be possible to get
one of the film companies to buy from the East German Government
exclusive rights in the film in this country; and, if these rights were
purchased without difficult conditions being attached to them, the
film company might edit the film in such a way as to point the
resemblances between the present regime in East Germany and the
pre-war Nazi regime.
The Cabinet agreed that it was difficult for Ministers to take a
final decision on this matter without seeing the film.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the film of the
Berlin Youth Rally to be shown in the House of Commons
cinema at a time convenient to those Ministers who wished
to see it.

Stone of
Scone.

6. The Home Secretary said that the stone deposited in the ruins
of Arbroath Abbey had now been identified as the Stone of Scone
which had been removed from Westminster Abbey on the night of
24th-25th December last. Arrangements were being made for the
stone to be brought back to London, in circumstances which should
obviate the danger of any demonstrations.
The Cabinet—
Took note of the Home Secretary's statement.

S.W.1,
Cabinet Office,
12th April, 1951.
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Mr. Ernest
Bevin.

1. The Foreign Secretary said, that the members of the Cabinet
must have been shocked and distressed at the news of Mr. Bevin's
death on 14th April. Mr. Bevin h a d played a great part in the work
of the Labour Government; and his Cabinet colleagues would feel
very keenly the loss of his loyal support and his wise counsel. His
death was a grievous loss to the Labour Party and the trade union
movement and, indeed, to the country as a whole. H e would be
widely mourned by all sections of the community.
The Cabinet asked that an expression of their sympathy should
be sent to Mrs. Bevin.

Integration of
French and
German Coal
and Steel
Industries.

2. T h e Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 108) inviting them to agree in principle that the
International Authority for the Ruhr, the Combined Coal and Steel
Groups, and the existing limitations on German steel production and
capacity should be discontinued as soon as practicable after the
Schuman Plan came into operation.

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 22nd
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
said that the Departments directly concerned were not seeking the
retention of the International Authority for the Ruhr, or of the Coal
and Steel Groups. T h e limitations on German steel capacity and
production raised more difficult questions; but, as had been indicated
in an earlier m e m o r a n d u m ( C P . (51) 89), the United States Govern
ment were anxious to take an early opportunity of revising the
existing agreements. A n increase in German steel capacity and pro
duction would mean that less scrap would be available for export
to the United K i n g d o m ; but the British Iron and Steel Corporation
were already doubtful whether, quite apart from the Schuman Plan,
the scrap which they required could be obtained from Germany, and
they were envisaging the need to import semi-finished steel from
Germany instead. T h e United Kingdom High Commissioner in
Germany was in agreement with the recommendations which were
now being put forward.

In discussion it was pointed out that at one time it had been
assumed that agreement on the Schuman Plan would not be reached
without great difficulty; but, now that the Treaty was on the point of
being signed, it would be undesirable for this country to leave the
other two Occupying Powers with all the credit for willingness to
allow the new arrangements to work. There was reason to believe
that, as soon as the Schuman Treaty was signed, the French Govern
ment would inform the German Government, and possibly make a
public disclosure, of the lengths to which they were prepared to go in
relaxing Allied control over G e r m a n heavy industry after the
Schuman Plan came into operation. The United Kingdom Govern
ment should indicate to the G e r m a n Federal Government that they
too were prepared to facilitate the operation of the Schuman Plan.
Allied control of G e r m a n heavy industry had been designed to safe
guard the military security of Western Europe, not the commercial
interests of British industry. It was not proposed to abrogate Allied
High Commission L a w 27, which would leave the High Commission
with power to supervise the reorganisation of the German coal and
steel industries.
On the other side, doubts were expressed about the wisdom of
removing Allied control over German heavy industry at a time when
the German Federal Government were deriving unjustifiable
advantages from the operation of the European Payments Union and
failing to fulfil their promises to provide scrap steel. As regards the
European Payments Union, it was explained that the Organisation for
European Economic Co-operation were insisting on close control of
German import licences and would be holding a further review of the
40611-1
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balance between German imports and exports at the end of the
present month. As regards scrap steel, the Federal Government
were limiting by decree the amount of scrap which could be sent out
of the country; but here also there might be means other than
delaying the execution of the Schuman Plan by which the United
Kingdom steel industry could be assured of the supply of German
scrap or semi-finished steel.
Concern was also expressed at the risks involved in relaxing
Allied control before it was known precisely how the Schuman Treaty
organisation would operate and what implications it would have for
the future of the United Kingdom coal and steel industries. The
Schuman Plan might give to German industrialists extensive control
over the coal and steel resources of Western Europe, and they might
use their powers ruthlessly at the expense of this country, as they had
done in the years before the war. It would be no contribution to the
defence of Western Europe if the vulnerable heavy industries in the
Ruhr were expanded at the expense of the iron and steel industry in
this country.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the United Kingdom
Government should indicate their willingness to enter sympathetically
into discussions between the three Occupying Powers and the Benelux
countries about the conflict of jurisdiction between the Schuman
Treaty organisation and the Allied controls over Germany's heavy
industry. They should not, however, declare at this stage that they
were willing in principle that the existing Allied controls should be
discontinued as soon as the Schuman Plan came into operation.
There was no urgency in reaching such a decision since the Schuman
Plan could not come into operation until the Treaty had been ratified
by the Parliaments of the countries concerned. United Kingdom
policy in this matter could not be finally formulated until the full
implications of the Schuman Plan on our own industries had been
studied in detail.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to announce that the
United Kingdom Government would be willing to partici
pate in the international discussions proposed by the
French Government regarding the conflict between the
Schuman Treaty and the Allied controls over Germany's
heavy industry.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to do his utmost to persuade
the French Government to limit any public statement, or
any statement to the German Federal Government, to a
similar promise to enter into discussions on this question,
and to refrain from indicating at this stage their readiness
to abandon these Allied controls as soon as the Schuman
Treaty came into operation.
(3) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to arrange for the
committee of officials which had considered the Schuman
Plan at an earlier stage to prepare, for the Cabinefs
consideration, a report on the implications of the Plan as
finally agreed on the future of the United Kingdom coal
and steel industries.

3. The Foreign Secretary said that the Cabinet would have seen
from the Press that the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company had been com
pelled to close their refinery at Abadan, as the majority of their
employees had been prevented, by picketing and intimidation, from
reporting for work. The latest reports suggested, however, that the
local situation might be improving. Persian troops had been able
to break u p hostile crowds and seemed to be making an effort to
control the situation.

Armed Forces.
Balance of
Civil Pay.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 24th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 107) covering a report by
officials on the question whether civil servants who were called up as
reservists during the current summer should receive the difference
between their civil and military pay.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, pending any general
decision to change the existing practice, it would be generally agreed
that those civil servants who were to be called u p for three months
or for eighteen months should receive the balance of their civil pay.
The only question which was open to argument was the treatment to
be accorded to Z reservists in the Civil Service who were called u p
for a period of only fifteen days. There would be great admini
strative inconvenience in paying balance of civil pay for so short a
period; and the proposal in the memorandum annexed to C P . (51) 107
was that these men should be given special leave with pay for a part
of the period of their absence on military duty. They would receive,
in addition, their military pay and the tax-free bounty of £4. This
would put the Z reservist in a position half-way between the National
Serviceman and the Territorial. This seemed to be a reasonable
solution, and he commended it for the Cabinefs approval.
The Minister of Defence said that he supported the proposals put
forward in C P . (51) 107.
The Cabinet agreed that similar arrangements would have to be
made for other public servants, such as persons employed in the
National Health Service. They were informed that for this purpose
fresh legislation would be needed.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the proposals put forward in C P . (51) 107 regarding
the supplementing of the military pay of public servants
called up as reservists.
(2) Agreed to resume at a later meeting their discussion of the
question whether public servants should receive the
balance of civil pay in any future war.

Stone of
Scone.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

5. The Cabinet were informed that the police had now identified
the persons responsible for removing the Stone of Scone from West
minster Abbey, but the Attorney-General was disinclined to institute
criminal proceedings against them. H e was due to answer that after
noon a Parliamentary Question asking whether proceedings were
to be taken.
In a short discussion reference was made to various points of
criticism which might be made if it became known that the authorities
were aware of the identity of those responsible for this act but were
not proposing to take any proceedings against them. It was agreed
that these considerations should be made known to the AttorneyGeneral before he reached his final decision in this matter. Mean
while the Attorney-General could return a temporising answer to the
Question which was being put to him in the House of Commons that
afternoon.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Lord Chancellor to arrange a meeting at which
the Ministers directly concerned could indicate to the
Attorney-General the considerations which they would wish
him to have in mind in deciding whether or not to institute
criminal proceedings against those responsible for removing
the Stone of Scone from Westminster Abbey.

North Atlantic
Treaty.
Command
Organisation.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

6. The Minister of Defence said that it was now clear that it
would be impossible to resolve before 19th April the difficulties which
had arisen with the United States military authorities over the
Mediterranean Command. Moreover, the Americans were now
showing reluctance to authorise the official announcement of Admiral
Fechteler's appointment as Supreme Commander, Atlantic, until after
19th April. In these circumstances it would not be possible to present
a satisfactory White Paper for the purposes of the proposed debate
on that date; and it would not be easy to make an effective reply to
the debate without increasing our difficulties with the United States
military authorities. The Minister therefore proposed that a further
attempt should now be made to secure the postponement of the debate.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Foreign Secretary, together with the Home
Secretary and the Minister of Defence, to explain to the
leaders of the Conservative Opposition the situation which
had been reached in the discussions with the United States
military authorities and to urge them to agree to the post
ponement of the proposed debate on the N o r t h Atlantic
Treaty command structure.

S.WA,
Cabinet Office,
16th April, 1951.

North Atlantic
Treaty.
Command
Organisation.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

6. The Minister of Defence said that it was now clear that it
would be impossible to resolve before 19th April the difficulties which
had arisen with the United States military authorities over the
Mediterranean Command. Moreover, the Americans were now
showing reluctance to authorise the official announcement of Admiral
Fechteler's appointment as Supreme Commander, Atlantic, until after
19th April. In these circumstances it would not be possible to present
a satisfactory White Paper for the purposes of the proposed debate
on that d a t e ; and it would not be easy to make an effective reply to
the debate without increasing our difficulties with the United States
military authorities. The Minister therefore proposed that a further
attempt should now be made to secure the postponement of the debate.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary, together with the Home
Secretary and the Minister of Defence, to explain to the
leaders of the Conservative Opposition the situation which
had been reached in the discussions with the United States
military authorities and to urge them to agree to the post
ponement of the proposed debate on the N o r t h Atlantic
Treaty command structure.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
16th April, 1951.
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Parliament.
Business in the
House of
Commons.

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to b e taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.
^
O n 23rd April, the House was likely to dispose quickly of the
First Order, and would have ample time t o debate the Prayers against
the Railway Freight Charges Order. The Cabinet agreed that, as this
was a matter of considerable importance and public interest, it was
reasonable that the House should have a substantial opportunity to
debate it, even though it were raised on a Prayer by the Opposition.
North Atlantic
The Cabinet were informed that the leaders of the Conservative
Treaty:
Opposition had been unwilling to accept further postponement of the
Command
proposed debate on the North Atlantic Treaty command structure.
Organisation.
The White Paper had therefore been presented and the debate was to
(Previous
take place that day. There was now little prospect that the United
Reference:
States Government would release, before the debate, the official
C M . (51) 28th announcement of Admiral Fechteler's appointment as Supreme Com
Conclusions,
mander, Atlantic. In view of this, and of the difficulty of discussing
Minute 6.)
at the present stage the arrangements for the Mediterranean com
mand, the debate was not likely to give any satisfaction to public
opinion in this country.
Durham
County
Council:
Conditions of
Employment.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

National Health
Service Bill.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

The Minister of Education said that the Durham County Council
had shown signs of unwillingness to comply with the direction which
he had issued to them regarding their action in requiring applicants
for teaching appointments under their control to state whether they
belonged to a trade union or a professional association. H e h a d now
written a further letter offering to meet representatives of the Council
to discuss their difficulties if they, for their part, showed willingness
to comply with his direction. Squadron Leader M . C. Hollis, M.P.,
had put down a Question, for answer that afternoon, asking whether
the Council had now given him the assurances for which he had asked;
and, as that Question was not likely t o be reached, he proposed t o
circulate a written answer containing the text of his latest letter t o
the Council. H e did not, however, wish t o provoke further discussion
in the House of Commons by giving this answer orally. The Cabinet
agreed that, if the Question was not reached in the ordinary course,
the Minister was under no obligation to accede t o a request that he
should give the answer orally at the end of Questions.

2. The Cabinet were informed that the Second Reading of the
National Health Service Bill would be taken' on 24th April.
The Minister of Labour said that, if the Second Reading debate
led t o a division, he would be unable to vote in favour of the Bill; and,
if t h e Bill were carried on Third Reading, he would resign from the
Government. H e was proposing to inform the Prime Minister accord
ingly, by letter; but he thought that he should also make it plain to
his colleagues that these were his intentions, and he wished t o have
them placed on record.
In discussion, it was recognised that during the Second Reading
debate some Government supporters must be expected to offer
criticisms of the proposed charges for dentures and spectacles.
Apprehensions would also be voiced about the effects of limiting
annual expenditure on this Service to £400 million: t h e Government
would be asked, in particular, whether this might not mean that in
future years charges would have to be introduced for other facilities
provided under the Service. It was suggested that these anxieties
might b e met if the Government spokesmen could be authorised to
state that neither the upper limit of £400 million nor the particular
charges proposed in this Bill were necessarily permanent features of
the Health Service. I t was, however, important that any such state
ment should b e framed in terms which were consistent with what had
been said on this subject by the Chancellor of the Exchequer in his
Budget statement.
40611-2
B2

J

T h e Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Home Secretary to discuss with the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, the Minister of Labour and the Health
Ministers whether a suitable form of words could be
devised, for use by the Government spokesmen in the
Secbnd Reading debate on the National Health Service
Bill, to allay the fears of some Government supporters
that the limit upon expenditure on the National Health
Service and the charges imposed by this Bill would become
a permanent feature of the Health Service and would lead
to the imposition of charges for other facilities provided
under it.
(2) Asked the Home Secretary to report the result of these dis
cussions to the Cabinet at their meeting on 23rd April.

Council of
Europe.

(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 105) recommending that, at the forthcoming
meeting of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe, the
United Kingdom representative should be authorised to put forward
an amendment of the Statute which would permit the Consultative
Assembly to discuss the political aspects of defence, while ensuring
that the Committee of Ministers were precluded from taking decisions
on defence questions.
The Foreign Secretary said that the United Kingdom Govern
ment would find themselves in great difficulty if, at the meeting of
the Committee of Ministers in Strasbourg in May, they maintained
their opposition to all the amendments designed to enlarge the
functions of the Consultative Assembly. He had reached the con
clusion that.the least objectionable proposal was that the Consultative
Assembly should be empowered to discuss the political aspects of
defence. The existing provisions of the Statute had not prevented
the Consultative Assembly from discussing defence matters. He
suggested that the Cabinet might make a virtue of necessity by giving
statutory recognition to the existing state of affairs, which had been
tolerated by the Committee of Ministers, while at the same time
insisting that decisions on defence matters were not within the compe
tence either of the Committee of Ministers or of the Assembly.
In discussion, attention was drawn to the extent to which debates
in the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe tended to cut
across the work of the United Nations, the specialised agencies and
the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty Organisation. It had always been con
sidered that discussion of defence questions was particularly inappro
priate to a body which had no responsibilities and could take no
executive decisions, and for that reason defence had been specifically
excluded from the scope of the Council when the Statute was framed.
As the Assembly had debated defence questions when it was specifi
cally precluded from doing so, was there not a risk that it would go
far beyond the limits now proposed if its intrusion into the field of
defence were recognised and legalised? Might not the debates range
over technical military matters and the strengths of forces, in addition
to the political considerations which the Foreign Secretary had in
mind?
In support of the Foreign Secretary's proposal, it was pointed
out that the Government had accepted the principle of a Council of
Europe, in which representatives of the democracies of Western
Europe would meet to discuss means by which their common heritage
could be safeguarded. The delegations included many prominent
statesmen from Western Europe, who were profoundly concerned
about the Soviet menace; and there was some danger that the work
of the Council would become unreal if such people were denied any
opportunity to discuss the threat that hung over Western Europe.

Admittedly it would be difficult to define closely what was meant by
the political aspects of defence, but some general discussions on
defence questions might serve a useful purpose in enabling distin
guished European statesmen to give public expression to their views
on a matter on which they felt so strongly. General debates on
defence should not have any serious adverse effects, provided that
it was m a d e clear that decisions on defence were not within the
competence of the Council of Europe, and that no action had to be
taken on the views on this subject expressed in debates in the Con
sultative Assembly.
There was general agreement that, so long as due emphasis was
laid on- the consultative character of the Council of Europe, the
Foreign Secretary need not regard himself as bound by any particular
formula for achieving what he had in mind in regard to the discussion
of defence matters in the Consultative Assembly. Thus, a suggestion
had been made in preliminary discussions in Paris on 16th April that,
instead of an amendment to the Statute, the Committee of Ministers
might adopt a resolution to the effect that the provisions of Article 1 (d)
of the Statute did not preclude the Assembly from discussing the
general aspects of peace and security.
The Cabinet—
Authorised the Foreign Secretary to go so far as to concede,
if he thought it advisable to do so, that the Council of Europe
might discuss (but not make recommendations upon) the
political aspects of defence.

Stone of
Scone.

(Previous
Reference:
CM. (51) 28th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Attorney-General ( C P . (51) 111) stating that he had decided not to
institute criminal proceedings in respect of the removal of the Stone
of Scone from Westminster Abbey and indicating the terms in which
he proposed to announce that decision in reply to a Parliamentary
Question later that day.
In discussion of the terms of the proposed announcement, it was
suggested that nothing should be said to imply that this incident had
brought discredit on those who supported the claim for a greater
measure of Scottish self-government, but condemned sensational or
extreme measures in pursuit of it. While the removal of the Stone
could properly be described as a vulgar act of vandalism, it would
be inexpedient to use stronger language, which might invite the
rejoinder that it ought to be possible to take some proceedings against
those responsible for it. Nor should anything be said which might
imply that further evidence was still being sought on which pro
ceedings might be based. Although the Attorney-General did not propose to draw atten
tion to the fact, this incident might have the effect of making it more
widely known that, in order to establish a charge of larceny, the
prosecution must prove that the accused intended permanently to
deprive the owner of his property. If so, other incidents of a similar
kind might follow. Supporters of other nationalist movements might
attempt to remove the Lane Pictures from the Tate Gallery or the
Elgin Marbles from the British Museum. Were public libraries
adequately protected against the removal of books by persons who
could claim that they were merely borrowing them and had no inten
tion of retaining them permanently? The Cabinet considered that
this question should be further examined.
In further public controversy about the Stone of Scone, it would
be asked whether anything was to be done to meet the view strongly
expressed in some Scottish circles that the Stone should be returned
permanently to Scotland. The Stone was not the property of the
Government, and the Dean and Chapter of Westminster Abbey would
have to be consulted. The question should, however, be examined,
since The King would probably wish to have advice on it from his
Ministers.

T h e Cabinet—
(1) Took note of the Attorney-General's decision not to institute
criminal proceedings in respect of the removal of the Stone
of Scone from Westminster Abbey.
(2) Invited the Attorney-General to take account of the views
expressed in the Cabinefs discussion regarding the terms
in which this decision should be announced to the House
of Commons in reply to a Parliamentary Question later
that day.
(3) Invited the Home Secretary and the Secretary of State for
Scotland to consider whether the English and Scottish law
adequately protected museums, art galleries and churches
against the removal of possessions in circumstances in
which it might be difficult to frame a charge of theft, and
to submit a memorandum on this matter to the Lord
Presidents Committee.
(4) Invited the Secretary of State for Scotland, after consultation
with other Ministers concerned, to submit a memorandum
to the Cabinet on the issues arising in connection with the
future location of the Stone of Scone.

National Coal
Board.
Borrowing
Powers.

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 112) recommending that his present powers
to lend £150 million to the National Coal Board, which expired in
July 1951, should be replaced by a power to lend up to £300 million
without time-limit. The Socialisation of Industries Committee had
approved this proposal; but the Legislation Committee, when con
sidering the draft of the Bill, had expressed doubt whether in the
present Parliamentary situation powers should be sought to lend this
larger amount, particularly since (if the time-limit on the present
powers was removed) the existing lending powers would meet the
needs of the situation for some years to come.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that socialisation measures
passed after the Coal Industry Nationalisation Act; 1946, had given
borrowing powers for larger amounts and without a time-limit. He
thought that the power to lend up to £300 million could be justified
by reference to the " National Plan for Coal," recently published by
the National Coal Board, and would be an earnest of the Govern
ment's intention to support the execution of that Plan. The National
Union of Mineworkers had expressed dissatisfaction about the extent
to which capital development in the coal industry was being financed
from allowances for depreciation taken out of current revenue, and
they would suspect that a refusal to give the National Coal Board
wider borrowing power showed a disposition by the Government
to force the Board to finance development from current revenues and
thereby reduce the prospect of further concessions in respect of wages
and conditions of service.
In support of legislation which would remove the time-limit on
existing lending powers but would not increase the amount which
the Board might borrow, it was pointed out that the Board had so far
received only £41 million out of the £150 million which they might
have borrowed. It was unlikely that the total borrowings would
exceed £150 million within the next four or five years. If powers
were taken to lend larger amounts, it would be said that Parliament
was being asked to authorise borrowings some years ahead under
circumstances which would not at present be envisaged, and that it
was right that Parliament should consider borrowings for further
amounts nearer the time when they would be required. Alternatively,
it would be argued in Parliament that the Board were being
encouraged in financial extravagance. Although the later nationalisa
tion statutes had not placed a time-limit on borrowing powers, these
time-limits had been common in the past in legislation affecting public

utilities and local authorities, and the Coal Board differed from other
socialised industries in that it did not raise its own stock but
borrowed from the Consolidated Fund.
The general view of the Cabinet was that a power to borrow u p
to £300 million without time-limit could be defended. It would show
that the Government intended to assist the National Coal Board to
carry through the National Plan for Coal, and the debates on the
Bill would afford an opportunity to give wide publicity to the long
term plans of the Board, with their far-reaching effects on the
geographical distribution of the industry and the improved conditions
under which work would be carried on in the mines. Any imputation
that the Government were encouraging extravagance could be refuted
by indicating the extent to which development in the coal industry
was controlled by the capital investment programme. The progress
of the long-term plan for the coal industry would be determined by
general investment policy and not by statutory controls over borrow
ing powers. The argument that the Board had not made much use of
their existing borrowing powers and did not require wider powers for
larger amounts could be met by showing the extent to which capital
development would have to increase in the next few years.
The C a b i n e t Agreed that, in the forthcoming Coal Industry Bill, the
Minister of Fuel and Power should have power to make
advances to the National Coal Board up to £300 million
without time-limit.

Japanese
Peace Treaty.
General Scope
of Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 23rd
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)

Individual
Claims.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 104) seting out the issues for decision in con
nection with the forthcoming discussions with the United States
Government on a Peace Treaty with Japan. Two provisional drafts
of a treaty, prepared as unofficial working documents by His Majesty's
Government and the United States Government respectively, were
annexed to the memorandum.
The Foreign Secretary recalled that the Cabinet had agreed that
it would be inexpedient to delay discussion by the interested Govern
ments of the terms of the treaty, and it was proposed to begin
discussions with the United States' authorities on 23rd April. The
points on which he invited his colleagues' agreement were enumerated
in paragraphs 5 to 8 of his paper. In general his recommendations
were based on a policy of conciliation and were designed, within the
necessary limits, to promote co-operation with Japan when she again
enjoyed freedom in her international relations.
Several Ministers said that they would like to have more time for
study of the issues raised in the paper, which had been circulated only
two days previously, and it was. agreed to defer its consideration until
the next meeting of the Cabinet.
Reference was again made to the question of compensating
individuals who had suffered at the hands of the Japanese during
the war. The Cabinet had previously agreed that His Majesty's
Government should neither press for payment by Japan nor make
further payment themselves, and the United Kingdom draft annexed
to C P . (51) 104 included n o provision for the payment of compensa
tion by Japan. A large number of Members of Parliament had,
however, tabled a Motion calling upon His Majesty's Government to
give early consideration to the payment of compensation by Japan,
and careful consideration would have to be given to the line to be
taken by the Government if that Motion were debated.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he was at present
discussing with his colleagues the disposal of the Japanese assets,
amounting to about £1£ million, in the possession of His Majesty"s
Government. The United States Government had used their much

larger Japanese assets for distribution among former prisoners-of-war,
and the suggestion had been made that the £ l i million might be
handed over to charitable organisations concerned with the welfare
of ex-prisoners of war. It was pointed out that, if this was done,
it would be undesirable to differentiate between prisoners who had
been held by the Germans and by the Japanese. There was also a
strong interest in this matter in the Colonies, where very large claims
against Japan had been put forward.
The Foreign Secretary said that he would arrange, when
discussion of the paper was resumed, to put his views on this question
before his colleagues.
The C a b i n e t Agreed to defer consideration of C P . (51) 104 until their
next meeting.
United Nations
Armed Forces.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 57th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

t

7. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 106) on the United States proposal for the forma
tion of a United Nations Legion. In September 1950, when this
proposal had originally been made, we had been able to persuade
the United States Government to drop it, and they had now
suggested that it should be discussed, without committing Governments or reaching final decisions, by the Collective Measures
Committee of the United Nations.
The Foreign Secretary said that he recommended that we should
agree to such a discussion by the Collective Measures Committee.
Our opposition to the formation of a United Nations Legion could
be maintained, and expressed in discussion; but it w ould be undesir
able for us to refuse to discuss the suggestion, since the " Uniting
for Peace " Resolution, which we had supported, contemplated the
consideration of action of this kind.
r

The Cabinet—
Approved the recommendation made in C P . (51) 106.

Food.
Meat Supplies.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 25th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

8. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Mission under
the leadership of the Economic Secretary, Treasury, were now on the
point of concluded an agreement with the Argentine Government,
and an announcement was likely to be made on the evening of
20th April. The agreement provided for the. supply of 200,000 tons of
meat., at an average price of about £128 a ton. The lowest price for
frozen meat under the agreement would be below £120 a ton.
The Cabinet—
Took note of this statement by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer.

:

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of the Council
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

9. The Minister of Labour suggested that it might be helpful
to the Cabinet if they could have an interim report on the progress
of the discussions now proceeding in Paris with a view to framing an
agenda for a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
The Foreign Secretary said that the situation was changing from
day to day and he feared that any such report was likely to be out of
date before it was discussed by the Cabinet. He would, however,
consider whether he could provide the Cabinet with a general appreciation of the course which these discussions had so far taken.
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1. The Cabinet were informed that, in pursuance of their
decision of 19th April, the Ministers directly concerned had met to
consider what could be said, by the Government spokesmen in the
Second Reading debate on the National Health Service Bill, to allay
the fears of some Government supporters that the limit upon expendi
ture on the National Health Service and the charges imposed by this
Bill would become a permanent feature of the Service and would lead
in due course to the imposition of charges for other facilities provided
under it. It had not been found possible to find a form of words which
would satisfy the Minister of Labour, and he had now resigned from
the Government. The other Ministers concerned were agreed in
making the following recommendations to the C a b i n e t : —
;

(i) In moving the Second Reading of the Bill, the Minister of
H e a l t h ' should say that the proposed imposition of a charge for
dentures and spectacles need not necessarily be regarded as a per
manent feature of the Health Service: it could be revoked or modified
by Order-in-Council on an affirmative resolution.
(ii) In replying to the debate, the Secretary of State for Scotland
should amplify the statement made by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in his Budget speech about the upper limit of expenditure
on the Health Service. After recalling the Chancellor^ statement that
this limit would be maintained only " for the time being," he should
say that expenditure on the Health Service, as on the food subsidies,
would be looked at afresh each year in the light of the general
financial situation and all the many claims m a d e upon the Exchequer,
including those for defence and other social services as well as for
the Health Service itself. He should add that it would be obvious to
the House that very heavy burdens would have to be carried by the
Exchequer in the next year or two.
The C a b i n e t Approved these recommendations; and invited the Minister
of Health and the Secretary of State for Scotland to include
statements in the terms set out above in their speeches in
the debate on the Second Reading of the N a t i o n a l Health
Service Bill.

2. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 110) on the report of the
Committee, under the Chairmanship of Sir Ernest Gowers, which had
considered what arrangements the Government might make for the
preservation, maintenance and use of houses of outstanding historic
or architectural interest.
The Lord President said that there had been a preliminary dis
cussion of this m e m o r a n d u m by the Lord President's Committee, who
were agreed in supporting the proposals outlined by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer as the right way to begin to handle this subject.
These proposals, in their view, were more consistent with Labour
Party principles than the scheme put forward in the Gowers Report.
They therefore invited the Cabinet to approve the Chancellors
proposals.
In a short discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Minister of Agriculture suggested that any agricultural
land which might be acquired by the State under these proposals
should be administered by the Agricultural Land Commission. The
Cabinet agreed that this suggestion should be considered in the
course of the preparation of the necessary legislation.
-1
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(b) The Secretary of State for Scotland drew attention to the
fact that special arrangements would have to be made for handling
this problem in Scotland.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals set out in C P . (51) 110.

Persia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 28th
Conclusions,'
Minute 3.)

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 114) regarding the basis on which negotiations for
a new oil agreement might be opened with the Persian Government.
This proposed that, if the Persian Government agreed, a mission
headed by a junior Minister should visit Tehran, as soon as order had
been restored in the oilfields, to negotiate a fresh agreement.

The Foreign Secretary said that it would be necessary to go some
way to meet Persian national aspirations regarding the nationalisation
of their oil resources, while at the same time taking all practicable
steps to ensure that the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company continued to
work the oil and that adequate supplies of oil were available for this
country. The United Kingdom Government should take the initiative
in suggesting a settlement before the Majlis Oil Commission had com
pleted their investigation and the Persian Government were com
mitted to some extreme course. H e hoped that it would prove prac
ticable to find a solution along the lines indicated in paragraph 4(i) of
C P . (51) 114, which would admit some Persian directors to the Com
pany and share the profits^ between Persia and the Company,
while retaining full company shareholding in a United Kingdom
company. The United States Government had, however, indicated
that they could not give active support to such a proposal, though they
would maintain an attitude of benevolent neutrality towards it: they
themselves believed that it would be necessary to agree to a solution
which might involve the vesting of the Company's assets in Persia in
the Persian Government. The objection to that solution, which was
outlined in paragraph 4(iv) of his memorandum, was that it would
almost certainly involve the abrogation of the existing concession, and
thereby subject the Company to the jurisdiction of the Persian courts.
The United States Government had suggested that it would be prefer
able to leave the conduct of the negotiations to His Majesty's
Ambassador in Tehran. T h e Prime Minister had taken the view that
a junior Minister should not be sent to head a mission to Tehran, since
it was by no means clear that a suitable agreement could be negotiated
at this stage. The choice therefore lay between leaving the negotia
tions to His Majesty's Ambassador, or finding some suitable person
other than a Minister to head a mission from this country.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the Company should
be enabled to retain control of the oilfields, the refinery and their
other assets in Persia. At the same time it would be a mistake to
under-estimate. the pressure in Persia for the transfer of the
Company's properties to the Persian Government. Oil supplies were
a wasting asset; and, if the Persian Government considered that they
had failed hitherto to secure a sufficient share of the profits of the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, they would be all the more inclined to
press for substantial control during the remaining life of the oil wells.
It might therefore become necessary to envisage a settlement on the
lines indicated in paragraph 4 (iv) of C P . (51) 114. The Company
had shown little appreciation in recent years of the political forces at
work in Persia, and he supported the proposal that the negotiations
should be undertaken by the United Kingdom Government rather
than by the Company.
&

In subsequent discussion there was general agreement that the
United Kingdom Government should take the initiative in opening
early negotiations with the Persian Government for a fresh agreement.
At the outset there would have to be some informal soundings by His

Majesty's Ambassador in Tehran. While later developments would
to some extent be determined by the result of these preliminaries,
Ministers favoured the despatch of a mission from this country
headed by some suitable person who was not a member of the Gov
ernment and accompanied by a director of the Anglo-Iranian Oil
Company. His Majesty's Ambassador in Tehran had been heavily
involved in the recent developments and it would be easier for a
mission from this country to make a fresh start in negotiations with
the Persian Government. Every endeavour should be made to reach
an agreement with the Persian Government along the lines indicated
in paragraph 4 (i) of C P . (51) 114.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to instruct His Majesty's
Ambassador in Tehran to take informal soundings about
the opening of early negotiations for a fresh oil agreement,
and to arrange, if it were found to be appropriate, for a
mission headed by a suitable person who was not a
member of the Government to visit Tehran as soon as
order had been restored in the oilfields.
(2) Agreed that the proposal in paragraph 4 (i) of C P . (51) 114
should be treated as the basis on which negotiations with
the Persian Government might be opened.

Japanese
Peace Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 29th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)
Individual
Claims.

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 97) seeking authority to make an early public
announcement of the Cabinefs decision of 2nd January ( C M . (51) 1st
Conclusions, Minute 4) not to press for the inclusion in the Japanese
Peace Treaty of an obligation on Japan to pay individual claims for
compensation.

The Foreign Secretary said that in his view (which was shared
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the President of the Board
of Trade) the balance of advantage lay on the side of making the
Cabinefs decision public as soon as consultations with the other
Commonwealth Governments and Colonial Governments had been
completed. He also proposed that, in order to make clear the Gov
ernmenfs intentions in respect of the £1£ millions of Japanese assets
in their possession, the statement annexed to C P . (51) 63 should be
expanded to indicate that this sum would be used for the benefit of
organisations assisting former prisoners-of-war and internees who
had suffered at the hands of the Japanese.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that this was a matter
of keen interest to Colonial Governments, who held Japanese assets
totalling about £5^- million. If we decided to use the Japanese assets
in the United Kingdom as proposed by the Foreign Secretary the
Colonial Governments might wish to take similar action. He under
stood, however, that this £5^ million might already have been com-,
mitted for payment into the United Kingdom Exchequer in
connection with the payments already made to the Colonies under
the war damage schemes, and he would wish to discuss the position
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Some Ministers thought it would be unwise, in advance of
the discussions on the Peace Treaty, to make an explicit statement
virtually abandoning the hope of obtaining any compensation from
Japan. A shorter statement, making it clear that we were continuing
to press our claims on Japan, and that we were consulting other
Commonwealth Governments, should suffice for the purpose of the
debate on the Motion calling upon His Majesty's Government to give
early consideration to obtaining payment of compensation from
Japan.

(b) It would be politically inexpedient to differentiate between
prisoners-of-war who had suffered at Japanese hands and those
who had suffered at the hands of the Germans. It was a duty of His
Majesty s Government to furnish assistance to former prisoners-of
war, Whatever monies could be extracted from ex-enemy countries
for this purpose.
(c) When the decision was announced, it would be undesirable
to leave in doubt the negligible prospect of obtaining substantial
compensation from Japan. The United States Government would
be able to advance a much more powerful claim than ours in the
unlikely event of any compensation being forthcoming.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that it would not be
desirable at present to make a full statement on the lines of the draft
annexed to C P . (51) 97. The Government might accept the
Motion when it came before the House and a shorter statement might
then be made, bringing out the principal points in the draft statement
and explaining in addition the position of the Japanese assets in the
Colonies, which required further elucidation.
?

'

The C a b i n e t 
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in consultation with the other
Ministers directly concerned, to reconsider the form and
timing of a statement in the light of the views expressed
in the C a b i n e t s discussion.
General Scope
of the Treaty.

The Cabinet then resumed their consideration of the Foreign
Secretary's memorandum ( C P . (51) 104) on the issues for decision in
connection with the discussions with the United States Government
on a Peace Treaty with Japan.
:

The Foreign Secretary said that it was important that we should
enter into these discussions without delay. There might be a number
of points on which the Cabinet would wish to defer a final decision,
but he proposed that in the preliminary discussions our representa
tives in Washington should follow the line indicated in his paper.
The accession of Japan to the cause of democracy would be of very
great value, and he felt that this could best be secured by the
conclusion.of a Peace Treaty on relatively liberal lines. An unfriendly
Japan, allied to the Soviet Union, would constitute a grave peril to
our interests in the F a r East and to the peace of the world.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
id) The paper did not deal clearly with the question of Chinese
participation in the negotiations for a Treaty. It was the Cabinets
view that the Peking Government should participate; but the United
States Government appeared to contemplate the participation of the
Nationalist Government. The Foreign Secretary said that this was
a matter which could best be considered further after some
preliminary discussions h a d been held with the United States
Government.

(e) The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said that
he could not support the proposal in paragraph 5 (e) o f - C P . (51) 104
that Japan should not be required to renounce her claims in
Antarctica. There was strong feeling about this in Australia and
New Zealand.

(/) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he was not in
favour of abandoning at the outset our claim to a share in the stocks
of Japanese gold (paragraph 5 (i) of C P . (51) 104). We might have
to agree to this in the end, but our representatives should not concede
it without argument.

(g) The, Secretary of State for the Colonies said that it was
important that the Treaty should include a Colonial application
clause.

(h) Some Ministers doubted whether it was desirable to omit
from the Treaty, as proposed in paragraph 5(c) and (d) of C P . (51)
104, clauses referring to , Japan's moral guilt and unconditional
surrender. The balance of opinion in the Cabinet was, however, in
favour of omitting these clauses. This would assist friendly relations
with Japan in the future and would not involve the sacrifice of any
benefit which could be obtained by the other parties to the Treaty.
The C a b i n e t 
(2) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to arrange for preliminary
discussions to be held with the United States Government
regarding the content of a Japanese Peace Treaty.
(3) Agreed that, subject to modification on the points noted in
paragraph (e) to (g) above, the proposals in C.P. (51) 104
could be adopted as guidance for our representatives in
these preliminary discussions with the United States
Government.

Organisation

for European
Economic
Co-operation,

Proposed
Merger with
Council of
Europe.

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 101) regarding a proposal by the Swedish
Government that a committee should be appointed to study means
of promoting the creation of a new organisation into which the
Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (O.E.E.C.) and
the Council of Europe would be assimiliated. It was proposed in the
memorandum that the United Kingdom Government should oppose
this proposal and should seek to prevent, or delay, the appointment
of such a Committee; but that, if the proposal were strongly pressed,
they should finally aquiesce in it, provided that the terms of reference
of the Committee did not pre-judge the issue which it would be
required to consider.
In a short discussion it was suggested that it would be impolitic
for the United Kingdom Government to appear obdurate in their
opposition to the appointment of the proposed Committee. On the
other hand, strong opposition was expressed to the project of merging
O.E.E.C. in the Council of Europe.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals in paragraph 10 of C P . (51) 101.

Film of Berlin
Youth Rally.

6. The Cabinet resumed their discussion of the action to be
taken in respect of a film of the Berlin Youth Rally.

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

The Foreign Secretary said that he was sorry that so few of his
Cabinet colleagues had attended the showing of the film which had
been arranged in the House of Commons, in accordance with the
Cabinefs decision of 12th April. He himself still feared that the film
might give young people in this country an unduly favourable
impression of conditions in Eastern Germany.
Other Ministers who had seen the film thought it more likely
that the average audience in this country would not be favourably
impressed, since they would find in it too many reminders of the
Nazi regime in pre-war Germany.
The Cabinet were informed that the President of the Board of
Trade had come to the conclusion that cinematograph exhibitors in
this country would not be interested in the film, and that it would not
therefore be practicable to get one of the film companies to acquire
exclusive rights for its public exhibition in this country.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that there were no grounds
on which the Board of Trade could properly take action, whether by
withholding an import licence or otherwise, to prevent the National
Union of Students from showing this film to private audiences in this
country.

The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that the President of the Board of Trade could not
withhold the grant of an import licence in respect of this
film, or take any other action to prevent its being shown
to private audiences in this country.
(2) Agreed that the Government should not themselves take any
action with a view to promoting the exhibition of an
edited version of this film to a wider range of audiences
in this country.

Cabinet Office, S.W.I,
23rdApril, 1951.
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1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.
They agreed that, in the debate on raw materials on 1st May, the
Government spokesmen should be the President of the Board of
Trade and the Minister of Supply; and they invited the Home
Secretary to discuss with those Ministers which of the two should
speak first.
The Cabinet agreed that, during the debate on the Second Reading
of the Reserve and Auxiliary Forces (Protection of Civil Interests)
Bill on 3rd May, a Law Officer should be in attendance, as legal points
were likely to be raised.

2. The Cabinet h a d before them a memorandum by the
Minister of Health and the Secretary of State for Scotland
( C P . (51) 116), asking that special efforts should be made to secure
that the National Health Service Bill would be passed into law before
the Whitsun recess.
The Minister of Health said that it had originally been con
templated that the charges for dentures and spectacles would become
operative on 13th April, and it was on this basis that the revenue
from the charges had been estimated at £12-5 millions in the first
year. As soon as the Government had announced their intention to
impose the charges, people had hastened to order spectacles and
dentures while they still remained free. In the last few days applica
tions for dentures had doubled and the demand for spectacles had
risen by 25 per cent. The longer that the passage of the Bill was
delayed the greater would be the loss of revenue. Those who
criticised the charges had claimed that the amount actually received
would not be sufficient to justify what they had regarded as a retro
grade step. It was, therefore, most important that the further stages
of the Bill in the Commons should be expedited, and that the House
of Lords should pass the Bill before Whitsun. In the Committee Stage
of the Bill in the House of Commons there would be some difficulty
over two amendments which had been put down by back-bench
members of the Opposition. One would transfer from the National
Assistance Board to the Health Service the responsibility for deciding
whether a patient should be excused from paying a charge, and the
other would make it impossible to increase without fresh legislation
the charges specified in the Schedule to the Bill.
The Cabinet agreed that in the circumstances described every
effort must be made to pass the Bill into law before the Whitsun
recess.
As regards the amendments the following points were made: —
(a) There was no substance in the proposal that the Health
Service, rather than the National Assistance Board, should handle
claims for exemption from these charges. The officers of the National
Assistance Board were accustomed to handling this type of claim, and
had been made responsible for similar work in the administration of
the scheme for legal aid and advice. This amendment should be
resisted. It might be useful if a Minister with knowledge of the work
ing of the National Assistance Board were to intervene in the debate
at some stage to stress the suitability of the Board for this type of
work.
(b) More difficult issues were raised by the other amendment,
which would enable charges to be reduced, but not increased, by
Order-in-Council. The intention h a d been that the patient should
bear half of the cost of dentures or spectacles; and it ought to be
possible to vary the charge to the^ patient with variations in the cost
of the appliances. There was a sufficient Parliamentary safeguard in
the requirement that the provisions of any Order-in-Council should
be approved by affirmative resolution of both Houses. Nevertheless,
- 2
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there would undoubtedly be widespread sympathy among Govern
ment supporters for the view that charges should not be increased
without the authority of a further Act of Parliament. The Chancellor
of the Exchequer should therefore consider, with the Health Ministers,
Whether some concession could not be made on this point. It would
be undesirable to accept the amendment tabled by members of the
Opposition; and, if a concession were to be made, some Government
supporter who had spoken in favour of the Bill should be given an
opportunity to move an amendment in a form acceptable to the
Government.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that every effort should be made to secure that the
National Health Service Bill was passed into law before the
Whitsun recess.
(2) Agreed that the Government should resist amendments to the
Bill designed to remove cases of hardship from the
province of the National Assistance Board, and that
Government supporters should be made aware of the argu
ments against these amendments.
(3) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer, in consultation with
the Minister of Health and the Secretary of State for Scot
land, to consider whether the Bill could be so amended'
that the charges specified in the Schedule could not be
increased without fresh legislation; and agreed that, if the
Ministers concerned found themselves unable to offer con
cessions on this point which were likely to satisfy
Government supporters, the Cabinet should consider the
position again at their next meeting.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting of
Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 29th
Conclusions,
Minute 9.)

3. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 115) on the preliminary discussions which were
being held in Paris with a view to framing an agenda for a meeting
of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
The Foreign Secretary said that the representatives of the three
Western Powers had not yet agreed on the tactics which they should
follow in order to bring the discussions to a head, as contemplated
in paragraph 12 of C P . (51) 115. The United Kingdom representative
had argued in favour of offering all the less important concessions
together, so as to make it clear to world opinion that the only thing
which prevented agreement was the Soviet insistence on so wording
the armaments item of the agenda as to commit the Western Powers
to revise their policy of strengthening their defences. Among the
concessions thus envisaged would be the placing of German demili
tarisation as the first sub-item under Item 1 of the agenda; and the
United States and French representatives had both shown a strong
preference for keeping this concession in reserve. The United States
representative evidently feared that, if all these concessions were
offered at once and the Soviet representative then pressed for some
concession on the armaments question, the United Kingdom Govern
ment would urge that a further concession should be made on that
point. In order to allay this anxiety, the United Kingdom repre
sentative had now made it clear to the United States representative
that he would continue to insist that in this item of the agenda the
reference to the level of armaments must precede any reference to
the reduction of armaments, and that he would not press his Western
colleagues to agree to any further change of wording to meet the
Soviet view on this point. It was hoped that, as a result of this
assurance, the United" States and French representatives would now
be more willing to make a further effort to secure an agreed agenda
by means of the bargain outlined in paragraphs 10 and 11 of
C P . (51) 115. If this failed, we might still try to persuade the Soviet

representative to accept a written proviso (possibly in the final
communique) to the effect that the formulation of the agenda would
not commit any of the four Powers on the substance of the questions
to be discussed. Another possibility was. that the Soviet representa
tive might be persuaded to accept our view that at the Ministerial
meeting the first item (on the causes of international tension) would
be taken as a whole.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The fine points of distinction which were being made in the
Paris discussions were not fully appreciated by public opinion in this
country. As a result, there was a real risk that, if no agreement
could be reached on an agenda, public opinion would believe the
breakdown to be due merely to disagreement over forms of procedure.
The Foreign Secretary undertook to consider what further steps could
be taken to bring home to public opinion the true nature of the
differences which had emerged in the discussion of an agenda. In
particular, he would take special care to ensure that, if the discussions
broke down, the failure would not appear to be due to any intransi
gence on the part of the United Kingdom Government.
(b) It was suggested that there would be special difficulty in
explaining why we had thought it necessary to reject the Soviet
formula about disarmament. The Foreign Secretary said that, in his
view, it was reasonable to decline to enter into discussions on
disarmament without regard to the existing level of armaments. It
might well be that, in order to reach something like parity, there
would have to be a substantial reduction in the armaments of t h e
Soviet Union and her satellites and an increase in the armaments of
the Western democracies. That being so, it was surely unwise to offer
to discuss this problem on a formula which wouid allow t h e Soviet
Government to put forward proposals for a percentage reduction all
round, without reference to the relative strength of existing
armaments.
Some Ministers felt that, even on the basis of the Soviet formula,
it should be possible to discuss the existing level of armaments. It
would b e difficult to demonstrate, on t h e basis of the Soviet text alone,
that the Russians were unwilling to discuss the relative strength of
existing armaments.
(c) Our own views should not be pressed to the point of risking
open disagreement with the United States and French representatives.
It would be disastrous if these discussions had the result of sowing
dissension between the Western Powers without securing any better
understanding with the Soviet Union. It was also to be borne in
mind that, if differences arose between ourselves and the United
States, the French were more likely to side with the United States
than with u s ; and we should be careful to avoid presenting them
with opportunities to do so.
(d) Was it possible to judge whether the Soviet Government
really wished to reach some understanding a t a Ministerial meeting?
The Foreign Secretary said that, while at the outset of the discussions
there was some reason to believe that they did, this now seemed
rather less likely.
(e) Public opinion would be seriously disturbed if these
discussions broke down and all hope of a Ministerial meeting had
to be abandoned. It was suggested" that, if there had to be a break
with the Russians, it might be better that this should come after there
had been some discussion of the merits of the questions at issue, and
not at a meeting confined solely to questions of procedure. In the last
resort, therefore, it would be preferable to face" a Ministerial meeting
on the basis of a split agenda rather than abandon at once all hope
of holding a Ministerial meeting.
(/) The suggestion was also made that, if agreement could not
be reached in the present discussions, Ministers might themselves
attempt to secure agreement on an agenda. The Foreign Secretary

said that he would be most reluctant to agree that the Council of
Foreign Ministers should meet without having an agenda agreed in
advance.
The Cabinet—
Took note of the Foreign Secretary's memorandum
( C P . (51) 105) and of the points raised in the discussion.

Economic
Affairs.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 15th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)
Man-power.

Production.

Coal.

Steel.

Stocks.

Internal
Finance.

4. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer ( C P . (51) 113) covering a report on the developments in
the economic situation during the first two months of 1951.
I n a general discussion of the report the following points were
made: —
The fall in unemployment had continued, and the figures for
the development areas, in particular, showed a considerable improve
ment. There was evidence already of some transfer, of labour from
distribution and into the engineering and other defence industries.
Although there had been some short-time working in the motor car
industry and some others, there was no reason to suppose that under
employment, as a consequence of raw material shortages, was wide
spread. It was suggested that the next report in this series should
include a fuller study of the extent and distribution of under
employment.
The rate of increase in production during the first two months of
the year, compared with the corresponding period of last year, was
about 5 per cent. The forecast given in the Economic Survey of a
4 per cent, increase for the whole of 1951 might still be realised, but
industry would have to meet serious obstacles later in the year and
the 4 per cent, target set a difficult task for industry.
There had been a striking improvement in the coal situation.
The extent to which exports of coal could now be increased would
need careful consideration. On the one hand, these exports were of
great value in securing imports of raw materials which were urgently
needed: on the other hand, account must be taken of the recent
sharp increase in domestic consumption (mainly for industry) and the
need to build up adequate stocks for next winter.
The low stocks of steel-making materials were a grave threat to
production and to the whole economy. The deficiency in iron-ore
imports due to the recent shortage of shipping could not be entirely
made good during the year and there was little prospect of obtaining
sufficient quantities of scrap. Some Ministers felt that the domestic
drive to obtain more scrap might be pursued more actively, and that
further pressure might be applied to local authorities to co-operate in
making disused tramway-tracks available for scrap. It was clear
that allocation of steel supplies to industry would be unavoidable, and
a scheme was now being prepared for consideration by the Production
Committee.
The level of most of the important stocks had continued to
decline. The critical position on sulphur would be eased by the
allocation now approved by the ^United States Government
(95,000 tons for the second quarter of the year), but supplies would
still be far from adequate.
There were some disquieting indications of an inflationary
situation, and it was clear that the measures announced in the Budget
had been fully justified. There had been an increase in March in the
prices of our exports, and steps were being taken to encourage a
further increase, but import prices were rising more rapidly. Stocks
held by retailers were decreasing and, if this continued, a further
source of inflationary pressure would develop.

Exports.

Balance of
Payments.

Exports were not increasing as much as had been hoped, though
shipping difficulties might to some extent have been responsible for
this. In order to maintain the desired equilibrium in our balance of
payments, a renewed export drive was indispensable.
The increase in our gold and dollar reserves was tapering off.
We were likely to maintain a substantial surplus in trade with Western
Europe and a deficit with the dollar area and the Commonwealth.
The Cabinet—
Took note of C P . (51) 113 and of the points made in
discussion.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
26th April, 1951.
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Parliament.
Business in the
House of
Commons.

1. The Home Secretary said that the debate on raw materials,
which was to be held in the House of Commons on 1st May, was now
likely to take a rather different course, in view of the terms of the
motion tabled by the Conservative Opposition (viz., " That this House
learns with anxiety that the rearmament programme which it approved
in February was based on estimates of defence production which were
not accepted by Ministers principally concerned"). The Cabinet
agreed that, in view of this motion, the Government spokesmen in
this debate should be the Minister of Supply and the Minister of
Defence. The Lord Privy Seal should also be prepared to intervene
in the debate, if required, to explain his new responsibilities for raw
materials questions.
The Cabinet proceeded to discuss the tactics to be followed in
handling the debate. The Conservative motion would be, in form,
an amendment to the motion requesting the Speaker to leave the
Chair. The G o v e r n m e n t . w o u l d therefore find it awkward to propose
an amendment to that motion. Nor would it be easy to frame a
reasoned amendment in terms acceptable to Government supporters
generally. After discussion the Cabinet agreed that it would be
preferable to meet this Conservative challenge by inviting Government
supporters to vote in favour of the formal motion requesting the
Speaker to leave the Chair.
The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week. Parliament would be
adjourned for the Whitsun Recess on 11 th May and would reassemble
on 29th May.

National
Health Service
Bill.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 31st
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in pursuance of
the Cabinefs decision on 26th April, he h a d discussed with the Health
Ministers whether the Government should accept the proposal that
the charges specified in the Schedule to the National Health Service
Bill should not be increased without further legislation. They had
agreed to recommend to the Cabinet that an amendment to this effect,
moved by a Government supporter, should be accepted. The Cabinet
must also determine their attitude towards amendments which had
been tabled with a view to limiting the period of operation of the Bill.
Some people favoured limiting its operation to one year; others
thought it should remain in operation for three years. He and the
Health Ministers favoured a provision by which the Bill would remain
in force for two years, and could thereafter be kept in force from
year to year by affirmative resolution.
In discussion there was general support for these proposals. The
Cabinet recognised, however, that the exact form of the second amend
mient would have to be discussed with some of the Government
supporters concerned in the working of the National Health Service.
The C a b i n e t Authorised the Health Ministers to accept amendments to
the National Health Service Bill providing (i) that the charges
specified in the Schedule to the Bill could not be increased
without fresh legislation and (ii) that the initial duration of
the Bill would be limited to two years, with power of annual
renewal by affirmative resolution.

Festival

of

Britain.
(Previous
Reference:

CM. (51) 21st
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Lord Privy Seal raised two questions regarding the
Festival Gardens. The first of these related to the Parliamentary
proceedings on the Festival of Britain Bill. It had been suggested that
this Bill should be taken in the House of Commons on 10th May.
It would not, however, be possible to publish by then the report of the
accountants' enquiries into the expenditure incurred by the Festival
Gardens company. He had been advised that it would be inexpedient

to publish the first of the reports by accountants until the final report
was available; and it was unlikely that this final report could be
completed before the Whitsun,Recess.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that it would be undesirable to postpone the Festival
of Britain Bill until after the publication of the
accountants' reports on their investigations into the
expenditure of the Festival Gardens company.
The Lord Privy Seal said that his second question related to
the date of opening of the Festival Gardens. While the amusement
centre at Battersea Park would probably open on 10th May, there
was n o assurance that the Festival Gardens as a whole would be ready
for some time after that.
The workmen employed by the main
contractor had been promised a bonus payment, if the Gardens were
98 per cent, completed by 7th May. He thought it unlikely that this
state of completion would be reached by then; and, if it were not,
he suggested that he should require the company to terminate the
contract and refuse to pay the bonus, and that he should bring in
Royal Engineers to finish the preparation of the Gardens. Unless he
were free to take drastic action of this kind, he could give no date
by which the Gardens would be completed.
The general view of Ministers was that there would be serious
objection to the use of troops to complete the work on the Festival
Gardens.
The Cabinet—
(2) Agreed that it would not be desirable to employ troops to
complete the preparation of the Festival Gardens in
Battersea Park.

4. The Foreign Secretary said that, since the Cabinet had
discussed on 23rd April his proposals for negotiating a new oil agree
ment with the Persian Government, the then Prime Minister of Persia
had resigned and a new Government was being formed under the
leadership of Dr. Musaddeq, who had played a leading part in the
agitation for the nationalisation of Persia's oil resources. The Majlis
had passed a measure authorising the nationalisation of the AngloIranian Oil Company's undertaking in Persia and the appointment
of a commission to evict the C o m p a n y ; and it was expected that this
measure would that day be endorsed by the Persian Senate. This
action of the Persian Parliament, which was tantamount to a unilateral
denunciation of the existing agreement, had been taken before any
serious thought could be given to our offer to negotiate a fresh agree
ment. We must make a firm protest against such high-handed action.
The Foreign Secretary said that Mr. Anthony Eden, M.P., was
proposing to ask him that afternoon, by Private Notice Question,
whether he had any statement to make on the latest developments
in the situation. He read to the Cabinet a draft of the statement
which he was proposing to make in reply to that Question.
T h e following points were made in the Cabinefs discussion of
this draft statement: —
(a) The Foreign Secretary would be well advised to make a
somewhat shorter statement, and to avoid phrases which would give
offence to the Persian Parliament and people.
(b) It would be inadvisable to state publicly that the former
Prime Minister of Persia had resigned because he disagreed with the
resolution passed by the Majlis. Nor would it be wise to stigmatise
the new Prime Minister as an extremist.

(c) It should be made more clear that we were not opposed in
principle to Persia's nationalisation of her oil resources: we were in
fact prepared to meet the legitimate nationalist aspirations of the
Persian people and were ready to enter into negotiations for a new
oil agreement in a reasonable and accommodating spirit. We must,
however, protest against the breach of contract involved in any
unilateral repudiation of the existing agreement.
(d) It would be wise to make it clear that, for our part, we were
ready to submit to. arbitration any outstanding differences between
ourselves and the Persian Government which could not be resolved
by negotiation. Such an offer would strengthen our position in rela
tion to public opinion in the United States and elsewhere.
In the course of the Cabinefs discussion the following points
were raised about the current position in Persia: —
(e) The Minister of Fuel and Power said that these latest
developments confirmed his view, which he had put forward in the
Cabinefs discussion on 23rd April, that it would not be possible to
secure a new agreement on the basis of the proposal outlined in
paragraph 4 (i) of C P . (5.1) 114, and that we should be forced to
envisage a settlement on the lines indicated in paragraph 4 (iv) of
that memorandum. He suggested that we should lose no time in
ascertaining what view the United States Government now took of
the position, in the light of the latest developments.
(/) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Departments
directly concerned should give immediate consideration to the
problems which were likely to arise in the course of the next few
weeks. Thus, if the Persians seized the refinery at Abadan, should
the Company's employees be withdrawn or should they continue
to work the installation? What sanctions were available to the
United Kingdom Government, and would it be expedient to apply
any of them?
Under present arrangements, for example, the
Persian Government had a wide discretion to convert their sterling
balances (totalling about £25 million) into dollars: it might be desir
able that we should withdraw this concession or delay action under
it. Officials of the Departments concerned should be instructed to
submit recommendations to Ministers on these and similar points.
(g) The Cabinet should decide what military action they were
prepared to authorise for the protection of British lives and property
in Persia.
The Foreign Secretary said that, in view of the points raised in
the Cabinefs discussions, he would seek to defer his statement in the
House of Commons until the following day. Meanwhile, he would
consult further with the Prime Minister about the terms of the
statement.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to revise, in the light of their
discussion, the statement which he was proposing to
make in the House of Commons regarding the latest
developments in Persia; and to settle the final terms of
that statement in consultation with the Prime Minister.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to submit to them at an early
date his proposals for safeguarding the interests of the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company in Persia.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
30th April, 1951.
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1. The Prime Minister said that, in view of the rapidly changing
situation in Persia, he had decided to appoint a small group of
Ministers to watch the situation and to authorise action which could
not await consideration by the full Cabinet. The members of this
group would be,' beside himself, the Foreign Secretary, the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, the Minister of Defence and the Minister of Fuel
and Power.

Ministerial

Group.

T h e Cabinet—

Took note of the Prime Minister^ statement.

2. The Foreign Secretary said that on 1st May he had received
a personal message from the United States Secretary of State dealing
Reference:
with a number of points of policy relating to the situation in Korea.
C M . (51) 27th In this message Mr. Acheson had clarified his attitude towards the
Conclusions,
questions of economic sanctions against China, Chinese membership
Minute 1.)
of the United Nations, and the need for a further declaration of Allied
aims in Korea. But the most urgent of the questions raised by
Mr. Acheson was that of retaliatory bombing if a major air attack
on the United Nations forces in Korea was made from bases on
Chinese territory. Mr. Acheson suggested that, if such an air attack
was launched, the decision to strike back must be taken by the United
States Government, representing the unified command of the United
Nations forces, since there would be no time for consultation with the
other Governments concerned.
T h e Foreign Secretary said that, if it was clearly established that
a major air attack had been made on the United Nations forces from
' Chinese bases, we could not challenge the view that this must be
answered by retaliatory bombing of those bases. W e must, however,
seek to secure agreement that we should be consulted before such
retaliatory action was authorised, and he proposed to take this line
in his reply to Mr. Acheson. At the same time, we must be able to
promise to give an immediate reply when we were consulted; and
he therefore suggested that the Cabinet should accept in principle
the necessity of counter-attacking the Chinese bases if a substantial
air attack was launched on the United Nations forces, and to delegate
to the Prime Minister, in consultation with himself and the Minister
of Defence, the responsibility of deciding whether to agree to a United
States proposal that such retaliatory action should be taken.

Korea.
(Previous

It was the general view of the Cabinet that this necessity must
be accepted in principle, but that it would not be desirable to leave
it to the United States Government to decide when an occasion
justifying such retaliatory action had arisen. Since the dismissal
of General MacArthur there was less danger of a precipitate decision
founded on insufficient evidence; but, even so, the political conse
quences Were so grave that the decision should not be taken purely
on military considerations.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Although the United States Government had been pre
: occupied for some time with the danger of air attacks on Korea from
China, it was not clear that they had taken any steps to reduce
the effect of such attacks, e.g., by the dispersal or protection of military
targets or by the provision of more night-fighters.
(b) An air attack from bases in Soviet territory would raise
separate and very grave problems, and we should make it clear to
the United States Government that full consultation would be neces
sary before we could agree t o retaliatory action against those bases.
4066O-1
B2

(c) We should seek to obtain from the United States Govern
ment elucidation of the military and political consequences which
they expected to follow from an attack on Chinese bases and, in
particular, their estimate of the Soviet attitude to such an attack.
The views of the Chiefs of Staff should also be obtained on the
military aspect of these points.
(d) Although we could not suggest that the Governments of
Canada, Australia and New Zealand should be consulted before
retaliatory action was taken, the United States Government should
be asked to ensure that those Governments were as fully informed
as ourselves of the views and intentions of the United States
Government.
(e) While it was necessary to take an immediate decision of
principle on the bombing of Chinese bases, there was no reason to
yield precipitately to United States pressure on the other points,
which should await further consideration by the Cabinet.
(/) In order to limit the area of conflict, retaliatory action, if it
became unavoidable, should be directed solely against the bases in
China from which an air attack had been launched.
The Cabinet— .
(1) Agreed in principle that, if a major air attack was launched
from bases in Chinese territory against the United
Nations forces in Korea, retaliatory action should be
taken against those bases.,
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to inform the United States
Government that we should wish to be consulted before
such retaliatory action was authorised, but that in this
event our views would be communicated to them with
the minimum of delay.
(3) Authorised the Prime Minister, in consultation with the
Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence, to deal
on their behalf with any request from the United States
Government for concurrence in a proposal to authorise
retaliatory bombing of Chinese air bases.

Socialised
Industries.
Parliamentary
Control.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 65th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the H o m e
Secretary ( C P . (51) 121) regarding a request by the Opposition that
a Select Committee should be set u p to consider how the House of
Commons might be better informed of the conduct of nationalised
industries and be enabled to exercise a more effective measure of
control over them.
The Home Secretary said that, if it were decided that this request
should be conceded, the terms of reference of the Select Committee
should be restricted to the adequacy of the present arrangements for
informing Parliament of the affairs of the socialised industries and
should not cover questions of Parliamentary control.
In discussion there was general agreement that further experience
should be gained before any general investigation was made into the
organisation of the socialised industries or their relations with
Ministers and with Parliament; and that, even when the time was
ripe for such an investigation, it should not be made by a Select
Committee. It was clear that in the present political circumstances
a Select Committee, drawn from both sides of the House, was not
likely to make an objective examination of this question.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Home Secretary to reject the Opposition^
request for a Select Committee to enquire into the relations
of the socialised industries to Parliament.

Coal.
Economy
Measures,
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 15th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 118) outlining the progress made in
securing economy in the consumption of coal.
-

The Cabinet—Took note of the information contained in C P . (51) 118.

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Lord
Chancellor ( C P . (51) 119) seeking the guidance of his colleagues on
the question whether the Royal Commission on Divorce should
CM. (51) 19th include Bishops or other representatives of the Churches.
Conclusions,
In the Cabinefs discussion it was argued, on the one hand, that
Minute 6.)
a large body of public opinion would be reluctant to accept the
findings of a Royal Commission on this subject which had not
included some members who would be known to have approached
the problem from the point of view of the Christian Churches.
Although the point of view most freely expressed on this question
was that which favoured easier divorce, it would be a mistake to
infer that this was a majority view: it was more likely to be the
view of a vocal minority. It was not necessary, however, that the
point of view of the Christian Churches should be represented on the
Commission by clergy: indeed, it might be better that it should be
represented by laymen, and the Churches themselves might well prefer
this. It might be expedient to take informal soundings on this point,
either through the Archbishop of Canterbury, or through the Council
of Churches, or possibly through both.
On the other side, it was argued that the Churches held pre
conceived views on the subject of divorce and that they should there
fore put their views in evidence to the Commission rather than be
represented on it. Moreover, different views were held by different
denominations; and, if all shades of Christian opinion were to be
represented, the Commission might become unmanageably large. The
point was also made that the Royal Commission of 1912 had included
only one representative of the Churches, that the influence of the
Churches in the national life had decreased substantially since then,
and that it would be out of accord with contemporary opinion if the
Churches took a dominant part in the work of the Commission. T h e
Divorce Bill recently introduced by Mrs. Eirene White, M.P., had
commanded a substantial measure of support in the House of
Commons.
At the Prime Ministers request The Lord Chancellor informed
the Cabinet of some of the people suggested to him as possible candi
dates for appointment to the Commission. These, in the main,
represented various professions or interests which had special
experience or points of view on the problems at issue. It was agreed
that, if this was to be the basis of selection, the Lord Chancellors
list would have to be supplemented by the addition of suitable repre
sentatives of working-class views and interests. But the question was
raised whether it would not be preferable to constitute the Commis
sion rather as a jury of ordinary men and women with no specialised
or professional angle on the problem. If it could be constituted on
that basis, no question need arise of its including representatives
either of the Churches or of any other special interest.
Divorce Laws.
(Previous
Reference:

The Lord Chancellor suggested that, before deciding on what
basis the Commission should be constituted, the Cabinet should
consider its terms of reference. These must cover some of the legal
and social aspects of the problem; and he was inclined to think that,
because of the technical issues involved, it would be necessary that
the Commission should at least include some legal experts.

T h e Cabinet—
(1) Agreed to resume their discussion of the composition of the
Royal Commission on Divorce at a later meeting, at which
they would also have before them the terms of reference
proposed for the Commission.
(2) Invited the Lord Chancellor, in the meantime, to reconsider
the composition of the Commission, in the light of the
Cabinefs discussion, and to consult some of his Cabinet
colleagues regarding the choice of individuals to serve
on it.
(3) Agreed that, pending further discussion by the Cabinet, it
would be inexpedient that even informal soundings should
be taken with a view to ascertaining whether the Churches
would wish to be represented on the Commission.
Cabinet Office,
SWA,
3rd May, 1951.

THIS DOCUMENT

IS T H E PROPERTY

O F HIS BRITANNIC

Printed for the Cabinet.

MAJESTVS

GOVERNMENT

May 1 9 5 1

Copy N o ,

SECRET
CM.

45

(51)

34th Conclusions

C A B I N E T 34 (51)

CONCLUSIONS

of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at 1 0 Downing
on Monday, 1th May, 1 9 5 1 , at 1 1 a.m.

Street, S.W. 1 ,

Present:
The Right Hon. C. R. ATTLEE, M.P., Prime Minister (in the Chair).
The Right H o n . HERBERT MORRISON, The Right Hon. H . T . N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Secretary of State for Foreign
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Affairs.
The Right Hon. H U G H DALTON, M.P., The Right H o n . VISCOUNT ADDISON,
Minister of Local Government and
Lord President of the Council.
Planning.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ALEXANDER The Right H o n . VISCOUNT JOWITT,
OF HILLSBOROUGH, Chancellor of the
Lord Chancellor.
Duchy of Lancaster.
The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., The Right H o n . E. SHINWELL, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Home
Minister of Defence.
Department.
The Right H o n . T. WILLIAMS, M.P., The Right H o n . GEORGE TOMLINSON,
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
M.P., Minister of Education.
The Right Hon: JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P., The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Secretary of State for Scotland.
The Right H o n . P . C. GORDON-WALKER, The Right H o n . Sir HARTLEY SHAWCROSS, K.C., M.P., President of the
M.P., Secretary of State for CommonBoard of Trade.
wealth Relations.
The Right H o n . ALFRED ROBENS, M.P., The Right Hon. RICHARD STOKES, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
Minister of Labour and National
Service.
The following were also present:
The Right Hon. Sir FRANK SOSKICE. I The Right Hon. JOHN WHEATLEY, K . C . ,
K . C . , M.P., Attorney-General (Item 5). ! M.P., Lord Advocate (Item 5).
The Right H o n . WILLIAM WHITELEY,
Parliamentary Secretary, Treasury
(Item 1).
Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.
Mr. A. JOHNSTON.
40660-2

164

C A B I N E T 34 (51)

CONTENTS

Minute
No.
1

Subject
Parliament

...

...

i:

.

,

Page
9

National Health Service Bill.
National Insurance Bill.

2
3

Strategic Exports to China
China

4

Central Africa

10
11

...

Formosa.

...

12

Closer Association of Southern Rhodesia, Northern Rhodesia and
Nyasaland.

5

Stone of Scone

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

13

1. During the Committee Stage of the National Health Service
Bill in the House of Commons five Government supporters had voted
against the clause imposing charges for spectacles and dentures and
about thirty-five had deliberately abstained from voting in the division.
The Cabinet discussed whether similar difficulties were likely to arise
on the Report Stage of the Bill and,, in particular, whether in these
circumstances it would be expedient to proceed with an amendment of
Clause 1, tabled by the Minister of Health, which would involve
re-committing the Bill.
The Cabinet—
(1)

Invited the Home Secretary and the Chancellor of the
Exchequer to discuss with the Health Ministers, before the
Report Stage of the Bill that afternoon, whether it would
be expedient to re-commit the National Health Service Bill
for the purpose of amending Clause 1.
The Cabinet were informed that a more serious Parliamentary
situation might arise later in the week, during the Committee Stage of
the National Insurance Bill. There were strong feelings among
Government supporters, both in Parliament and in the country, on
two points arising on this Bill. First, the view was strongly held that
the increased rates of old age pension should be payable to men
between the ages of 65 and 70 and women between the ages of 60 and
65. Secondly, it was widely felt that the increased rates should be
payable from an earlier date than 1st October.
In discussion there was general agreement that much of the feel
ing o n the first point would be met if it could be made clear that the
supplementary allowances paid by the Assistance Board would be
raised by an amount corresponding to the increase in the old age
pension. This would provide relief for those old age pensioners who
were not old enough to draw the increased rate of pension but had no
other substantial source of income. Hitherto the Minister of National
Insurance had been unable to make a firm statement on this point
since, constitutionally, it was for the Assistance Board to take the
initiative in proposing this increase in their allowances. The Cabinet
agreed that the Assistance Board should be moved to consider the
matter before the Committee Stage of the Bill, so that the Minister of
National Insurance would be in a position to announce that it was
the Board's intention to submit proposals for making this increase in
their allowances. If such an announcement were made, the Govern
ment should be able to avoid making any concession on this point.
On the second point, the difficulties of the Parliamentary situation
were enhanced by the fact that the Conservative Opposition had tabled
an amendment proposing that the new rates should become payable on
1st April. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, for his part,
he was prepared to agree that the new rates should be brought into
operation somewhat earlier than 1st October; but he had been assured
by the Minister of National Insurance that, in view of the administra
tive preparations which had to be made, the earliest practicable date
was 1st September. It was the general view of the Cabinet that the
Parliamentary difficulties were not likely to be removed by a promise
to bring the new rates into operation one month earlier than the
original date proposed. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that
he would be prepared to accept the additional cost involved by bring
ing the new rates into operation on 1st August, if the administrative
preparations could be completed within that time.

-2

The C a b i n e t 
(2) Invited the Prime Minister to discuss, with the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, the H o m e Secretary and the Minister
of National Insurance, whether it would be practicable
to introduce the new rates of old age pension on
1st August, 1951.
B 2

Strategic
Exports to
China.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 57th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.) '

2. The Cabinet reviewed their policy for restricting the export of
strategic goods to China. In this connection they took into account
the new Chinese offensive in Korea, the recent letter from the United
States Secretary of State on Far Eastern policy generally (which had
been mentioned at the Cabinet's meeting on 3rd M a y — C M . (51)
33rd Conclusions, Minute 2—and was reproduced in Foreign Office
telegram to Washington N o . 2288, Saving, of 2nd May), and the recent
criticisms expressed in the House of Commons regarding the volume
of the exports, particularly of rubber, which were still passing from
British territory into China. They agreed that in present circumstances
there were grounds for adopting a more restrictive policy in this
matter.
In discussion The President of the Board of Trade referred to
the very large increase in the volume of British exports, particularly
rubber, to China in the first quarter of 1951. This was largely due to
increased consignments from Hong Kong and Singapore. The con
trols over exports from Hong Kong to China were admittedly less
effective than those applied to exports from this country; and it was
difficult to explain or to defend this large expansion in the volume
of exports from Hong Kong to China. Since 6th April, however,
further controls had been imposed with a view to restricting China's
supplies of rubber to the amount estimated to be required to meet her
normal peace-time needs.
The President said that he was to make a statement on this subject
in the House of Commons that afternoon. Could he say that the
Government were now proposing to stop altogether the export of
rubber, and to restrict more closely the export of other strategic sup
plies to China, by a combination of controls administered both here
and in Singapore and Hong Kong? Could he add that they intended
to substitute statutory control for the existing administrative
methods?
Discussion showed that the Cabinet were not prepared to
authorise an immediate announcement in those terms. Further
thought must first be given to the economic and political consequences
of such a policy. China would still be able to obtain rubber from
other sources; and, in order to make such an embargo completely
effective, we might be led into prohibiting the export of rubber to any
country in the Soviet orbit. Such a step would have grave economic
consequences for the sterling area. Moreover, an embargo of that
kind would be tantamount to the imposition of economic sanctions
on China, and it was questionable whether the United Kingdom
Government should apply such sanctions unilaterally.
The wiser
course would be to explore the possibility of collective sanctions under
United Nations auspices.
In this connection The Foreign Secretary said that he was being
strongly pressed by the United States Government to support a more
forward policy in the Collective Measures Committee of the United
Nations. He had made it clear that he was opposed to the application
of any political sanctions against China; but he believed that the time
was now ripe for the Committee to put forward to the Assembly suit
able proposals for a selective embargo on the supply of war materials
to China. The Committee was meeting that afternoon, and the United
States representative was likely to put forward a draft resolution on
those lines. He would be glad if the Cabinet would authorise him to
instruct the United Kingdom representative that he need no longer
seek to delay the submission of such a resolution to the Assembly.
He would at the same time make it clear to the United States Secre
tary of State that the United Kingdom Government would continue to
oppose any extension of this selective embargo into a general embargo,
though they would not exclude the possibility of extending the list to
further specific items of strategic importance.
The Cabinet proceeded to discuss the terms of the statement
which the President of the Board of Trade was to make in the House

of Commons that afternoon. They decided that, with the agreement
of the Secretary of State for the Colonies, this statement should be
broadened so as to cover exports from Hong Kong and Singapore as
well as from the United Kingdom. They further agreed that the state
ment should cover the Question addressed to the Prime Minister by
M r . Geoffrey Hutchinson, M.P., asking what representations had been
received from the United States Government urging further measures
to prevent the export of war-like materials from Hong Kong to China:
the Prime Minister could then answer that Question by inviting the
House to await the detailed statement to be made by the President of
the Board of Trade. In his statement the President, after giving some
of the main facts and figures regarding the export of strategic supplies
to China, would go on to say that, as the Good Offices Committee of
the United Nations had failed to make progress towards achieving a
political settlement with the Peking Government, the United King
dom Government were now considering what further measures could
be taken to restrict the supply of strategic goods to China, and that
this was being actively considered in consultation with the Colonial
Governments concerned and also in the United Nations.

s

The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the President of the Board of Trade to make, in the
House of Commons that afternoon, a statement about
strategic exports to China on the lines approved in the
course of the Cabinet's discussion.
(2) Invited the President of the Board of Trade and the Secretary
of State for the Colonies to submit to the Economic Policy
Committee detailed proposals for imposing further
restrictions on the export of strategic supplies to China.
(3) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to instruct the United
Kingdom representative at the United Nations that he
need no longer seek to delay the submission of a resolution
from the Additional Measures Committee to the Assembly
of the United Nations recommending the imposition of a
selective embargo on the supply of war materials to
China.

China.
Formosa.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 76th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

3. The Foreign Secretary drew the Cabinefs attention to a
telegram from His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington (No. 1400
of 6th May) reporting that "General MacArthur, in his evidence before
the Armed Services and Foreign Relations Committees of the United
States Senate, had alleged that the United Kingdom Government
supported the policy of ceding Formosa to " a potential Red enemy."
The Ambassador considered that this statement, if not promptly
corrected, would be interpreted by public opinion in the United States
as meaning that the United Kingdom Government were in favour of
arranging that the control of Formosa should be handed over
immediately to the Peking Government. He therefore recommended
that an immediate statement of Government policy regarding
Formosa should be made in Parliament in the terms set out in his
telegram. The Foreign Secretary said that he supported the
A m b a s s a d o r s recommendation, though he would prefer a statement
somewhat differently worded from that suggested by the Ambassador.
In discussion it was suggested that it might be inexpedient for the
United Kingdom Government to make such a statement at a time
when the Congressional hearings in Washington were still proceeding.
Their views about Formosa were already sufficiently well known, both
in this country and in the United States. By re-stating them formally
at this time they might appear to be intervening in what was
essentially a domestic dispute between the two political parties in the
United States. The preponderant view in the Cabinet was, however,
in favour of adopting the Ambassador^ suggestion that an early state
ment should be made in order to correct the misapprehensions which

were iikely to be aroused by General MacArthur's evidence before the
Senate Committees. The following suggestions were made regarding
the form of the proposed statement: 
(a) It should be brought out clearly that the United States were
one of the parties to the Cairo Declaration. This point tended to be
overlooked.
,(b) It was suggested that use might be made of the argument that
the Cairo Declaration should be considered as a whole and that the
Peking Government, having repudiated that part of it which
concerned Korea, could not properly use it to support their claim to
Formosa. Some members of the Cabinet felt, however, that this was
a debating point which was inappropriate to a statement of this kind
and might provoke controversy in the United States.
(c) The A m b a s s a d o r s draft included a sentence recognising that
it would be a matter for argument to which Chinese authority
Formosa should be ceded. This might imply a possibility that
Formosa would be handed over to Chiang Kai-shek's Government.
It would be inexpedient that any formal statement on behalf of the
United Kingdom Government should appear to envisage such a
possibility.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that an early statement should be made in Parliament
on the Government^ policy regarding Formosa, as
suggested in Washington telegram No. 1400 of 6th May.
(2) Invited the Prime Minister to settle the terms of that state
ment in consultation with the Foreign Secretary.
Central Africa.
Closer
Association of
Southern
Rhodesia,
Northern'
Rhodesia, and
Nyasaland.

;'

4. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Secretary of State for the Colonies and the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 122) submitting the report of a
conference of officials recently held in London to consider the closer
association of Southern Rhodesia, Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland,
and recommending that the report should be published with a
Government statement commending its proposals for careful
consideration by the peoples concerned.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that it
was widely known that this conference of officials had been held and
that its report had been submitted to Governments. The report
should therefore be published without delay. It was desirable that at
the same time the United Kingdom Government should issue a state
ment inviting careful consideration of the recommendations in the
report, because it was feared that many interests in the three terri
tories concerned would otherwise be inclined to reject out of hand
the federal solution Which it proposed. Publication was specially
urgent because the Prime Minister of Southern Rhodesia was anxious
to use this report as a reason for withholding his Governmenfs views
on another report on the question of Dominion status for Southern
Rhodesia. Dr. Huggins could only avoid committing "himself on that
, issue if he could say that the report of the conference was shortly to
be published and that the status of Southern Rhodesia would have to
be considered in the light of the wider considerations raised in that
report.
In discussion several Ministers expressed doubt whether, in view
of the short time which they had had to study the report, the Cabinet
could give even the general commendation for its proposals contem
plated in the draft statement set out in Annex III of C P . (51) 122.
The other interested Departments had not been consulted: in
particular, the Ministry of Defence h a d not had an opportunity to
consider the defence aspects of the recommendations made in the
report. O n merits, it was not clear that the small European popula
tion in the.three territories could effectively man the rather compli
cated machinery of government which the report envisaged; and, if
further consideration showed that the recommendations were botl

impracticable and unacceptable to the peoples concerned, the United
Kingdom Government would be in an embarrassing position if they
had seemed to give broad approval to them. Nor was it clear that
such a commendation by the United Kingdom Government would
influence the peoples concerned if they felt that the proposals ran
counter to their own best interests. On the other hand it was pointed
out that, unless Southern Rhodesia could be given the opportunity
of association with her northern neighbours, there was grave danger
that she would be drawn into closer association with the Union of
South Africa.
The C a b i n e t - '
(1) Agreed that the report of the conference on a closer associa
tion between Southern Rhodesia, Northern Rhodesia and
Nyasaland should be published in a month or six weeks'
time.
(2) Agreed to resume their discussion of C P . (51) 122 and of
the draft statement proposed in Annex III of that memo
randum, as soon as the Secretary of State for the Colonies
returned from his forthcoming visit to East Africa.
Stone of
Scone.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 29th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

5. The Cabinet considered memoranda by the Secretary of State
for Scotland ( C P . (51) 117) and by the Lord Chancellor ( C P . (51) 120)
on the question whether The King should be advised to agree to the
transfer of the Stone of Scone from Westminster Abbey to an appro
priate place in Scotland.
The Secretary of State for Scotland said that the publicity given
to the removal of the Stone from Wesminster Abbey had led to
considerable feeling in Scotland that the Stone ought to be returned
to Scotland. He suggested that it should be placed in St. M a r g a r e t s
Chapel in Edinburgh Castle. It could be made clear that a decision
to return the Stone to Scotland in no way condoned the action of
those who had removed the Stone from Westminster Abbey.
The Lord Chancellor said, with reference to paragraph 1 (b) of
his memorandum ( C P . (51) 120), that if it were decided to remove the
Stone from Westminster Abbey His Majesty would act on the advice
of his Ministers and not, as stated, in the memorandum, after
consulting Parliament. He considered, however, that a decision on
this subject should be postponed. The theft was too recent.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that it would be wiser to
postpone for at least a year the decision on the advice to be given to
The King about the location of the Stone. Any decision taken now
to agree to i t s return to Scotland would be widely regarded as a
concession to the recent act of vandalism in Westminster Abbey. The
most that could be said now would be that the Government would
be prepared to consider in due course what advice they should give
to His Majesty on this question.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed to postpone for the time being consideration of the
question whether the Stone of Scone should be returned
to Scotland.
(2) Invited the Secretary of State for Scotland to consult the
Prime Minister on the terms of any public statement to the
effect that Ministers did not propose in present circum
stances to consider what advice to give to The King on
this subject, but that they would examine the issues
involved at some future date.
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Amendment
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North America

Act.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (49) 66th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

1. The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said
that the Canadian Government were asking for immediate legislation
by the United Kingdom Parliament to enable the Canadian Parlia
ment to legislate on the subject of old age pensions. Under the
existing provisions of the British N o r t h America Act this was a
matter for the provincial legislatures in Canada; and it was now
desired that the Federal Parliament should legislate on the subject.
The Bill would occasion no controversy in the Parliament at West
minster and, if notice of presentation were given before the Recess,
it could be passed through all its stages immediately after Parliament
re-assembled.
Attention was drawn to previous occasions on which the
Canadian Government had asked for amendments of the British
N o r t h America Act to be made at very short notice. The Canadian
Government should be asked to try to give longer notice in future.
The C a b i n e t Agreed that a Bill should be introduced forthwith to amend
the British N o r t h America Act to enable the Federal
Parliament of Canada to legislate on old age pensions, and
that the necessary steps should be taken to secure its
speedy passage into law immediately after the Whitsun
Recess.

Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

2. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the week following the Whitsun Recess.
A Private Member had tabled a motion for debate on Friday,
1st June, proposing fundamental alterations in the constitution of
Northern Ireland. The Cabinet agreed that special steps should be
taken to ensure that this motion was not carried.,

Stone of
Scone.

3. In the debate on the Stone of Scone in the House of Lords
on the previous day the Paymaster-General had said that the
Government were considering where the Stone should be placed and
(Previous
that consultations with the Church of Scotland were in progress. This
Reference:
C M . (51) 34th statement, which was not in full accord with the views expressed in
the Cabinefs discussion on 7th May, might give rise to the impres
Conclusions,
sion
that an early decision was likely to be taken regarding the future
Minute 5.)
custody of the Stone. The Cabinet were therefore asked to consider
whether the Secretary of State for Scotland should make a statement
in the House of Commons on the following day to dispel any such
impression.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that no further statement
should be made on this subject at the present time. Nothing more
could be said than that the Government were not prepared to
consider the matter so soon after the recent act of vandalism. The
Church of Scotland authorities would be aware that no consultations
with them were in progress.

4. The President of the Board of Trade said that in the debate
in the House of Commons that afternoon on strategic exports to
China he proposed to announce, with the agreement of the Foreign
Office and the Colonial Office, that a complete embargo would now
(Previous
be placed on the export of rubber from Malaya to China. The recent
Reference:
C M . (51) 34th increase in the volume of exports from Hong Kong to China would
undoubtedly be the subject of unfavourable comment in the debate;
Conclusions,
and doubt might with some justification be thrown upon the extent
Minute 2.)
to which the United States Government could be said to have cbn
curred in the policy which we had followed hitherto regarding the
export of rubber to China.
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1. The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said
that the Canadian Government were asking for immediate legislation
by the United Kingdom Parliament to enable the Canadian Parlia
ment to legislate on the subject of old age pensions. Under the
existing provisions of the British N o r t h America Act this was a
matter for the provincial legislatures in C a n a d a ; and it was now
desired that the Federal Parliament should legislate on the subject.
The Bill would occasion no controversy in the Parliament at West
minster and, if notice of presentation were given before the Recess,
it could be passed through all its stages immediately after Parliament
re-assembled.
Attention was drawn to previous occasions on which the
Canadian Government had asked for amendments of the British
North America Act to be made at very short notice. The Canadian
Government should be asked to try to give longer notice in future.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that a Bill should be introduced forthwith to amend
the British North America Act to enable the Federal
Parliament of Canada to legislate on old age pensions, and
that the necessary steps should be taken to secure its
speedy passage into law immediately after the Whitsun
Recess.

Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

Stone of
Scone.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 34th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

2. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the week following the Whitsun Recess.
A Private Member had tabled a motion for debate on Friday,
1st June, proposing fundamental alterations in the constitution of
Northern Ireland. The Cabinet agreed that special steps should be
taken to ensure that this motion was not carried.,
3. In the debate on the Stone of Scone in the House of Lords
on the previous day the Paymaster-General had said that the
Government were considering where the Stone should be placed and
that consultations with the Church of Scotland were in progress. This
statement, which was not in full accord with the views expressed in
the Cabinefs discussion on 7th May, might give rise to the impres
sion that an early decision was likely to be taken regarding the future
custody of the Stone. The Cabinet were therefore asked to consider
whether the Secretary of State for Scotland should make a statement
in the House of Commons on the following day to dispel any such
impression.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that no further statement
should be made on this subject at the present time. Nothing more
could be said than that the Government were not prepared to
consider the matter so soon after the recent act of vandalism. The
Church of Scotland authorities would be aware that no consultations
with them were in progress.

4. The President of the Board of Trade said that in the debate
in the House of Commons that afternoon on strategic exports to
China h e proposed to announce, with the agreement of the Foreign
Office and the Colonial Office, that a complete embargo would now
(Previous
be placed on the export of rubber from Malaya to China. The recent
Reference:
C M . (51) 34th increase in the volume of exports from Hong Kong to China would
undoubtedly be the subject Of unfavourable comment in the debate;
Conclusions,
and doubt might with some justification be thrown upon the extent
Minute 2.)
to which the United States Government could be said to have cbn
curred in the policy which we h a d followed hitherto regarding the
export of rubber to China.
40660-3
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The Cabinet agreed that the President of the Board of Trade
should speak in the debate immediately after the Leader of the
Opposition, and that the Minister of State for Colonial Affairs should
make a short speech in reply to the debate.
Later in the meeting, The Minister of State for Colonial Affairs
said that telegrams had now been received from the High Commis
sioner for Malaya and the Governor of Singapore forecasting strong
local opposition to the proposed embargo on rubber exports to
China. It was feared that some Asiatic members of the Malayan
Executive Council in Malaya might resign as a protest, and that the
controversy over this decision would endanger the working of the
new federal constitution. The rubber producers in Malaya assumed
that rubber would continue to be sent to China from Ceylon and
Indonesia, and considered that a sacrifice was being imposed upon
them which other exporters of rubber were, not being called upon
to make.
The Cabinet agreed that, despite these representations, they must
uphold the decision to impose an embargo on the export of rubber to
China. It should be made clear to the producers in Malaya that the
United Kingdom Government would buy rubber for which forward
contracts with China had already been made, and that the Collective
Measures Committee would be asked to secure a general embargo
on the export of rubber to China from other rubber-producing
countries. The President of the Board of Trade should, however,
take care to use, in his speech that afternoon, language which sug
gested that the embargo would be imposed in consultation with the
Colonial Governments concerned.
Parliament.
Legislative
Programme for
1951-52
Session.

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Home Secre
tary ( C P . (51) 125) setting out a provisional programme of Bills for
the 1951-52 session, which had been prepared by the Committee on
Future Legislation.
The Home Secretary said that the primary purpose of the paper
was to ensure that there was an even flow of work to the Parliamen
tary CounseFs Office during the summer, and that enough Bills would
be ready to keep both Houses occupied in the opening weeks of the
new session. The provisional programme consisted of Departmental
Bills; and the political content of the King's Speech would have to be
considered at a later stage. Departments had brought forward pro
posals for some further minor Bills since the programme was framed.
The Minister of Labour said that some of the Bills included in
the programme raised points on which he would wish to hold consul
tations with the Ministers concerned.
The Minister of Local Government said that he might at a later
stage bring forward proposals, arising from the recommendations of
the Local Government Man-Power Committee, for a Bill designed to
secure some simplification of the administrative procedure of local
authorities.
The C a b i n e t Approved the
(51) 125.

Education A c t
Denominational
Schools.
^Previous
Reference:
C M . (50)28th

legislative programme

outlined

in

CP.

6. The Minister of Education said that he wished at an early
date to enter into confidential discussions with the Church authorities
about some concessions which might be made in respect of denomina
tional schools. H e understood that the Opposition were now pre
pared to support concessions of this kind. They should not impose j
any serious financial burden on the Exchequer.

The C a b i n e t Invited the Minister of Education to discuss his proposals
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer and thereafter to bring
the matter before the Cabinet.

P e r s i a

-

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 33rd
Conclusions.
Minute 1.)
Reply to the
Persian
^rime Minister,

7. The Cabinet considered a note by the Foreign Secretary
( C P . (51) 129) covering the revised draft of a reply to a message from
the Persian Prime Minister on the nationalisation of the oil industry
in Persia, together with instructions to His Majesty's Ambassador in
Teheran on an oral communication to be made when the reply was
delivered. The Foreign Secretary said that he had revised the reply in the
light of the views expressed at a meeting of Ministers on the preceding
day. He had arranged that the United States Government should be
consulted on the terms of the reply but he had not yet received their
views. The reply did not enlarge upon the serious consequences of a
Persian refusal to negotiate, or of unilateral action by the
Persian Government, but he proposed to instruct His Majesty's
Ambassador to remind Dr. Mossadeq that dispossession of the AngloIranian Oil Company (A.I.O.C.) must lead to economic chaos in
Persia and to a situation from which only the Communists could
profit.
The Prime Minister said that it should be made quite clear in our
reply to the Persian Government that the United Kingdom Govern
ment desired to reach a settlement of the problem by direct negotiation
with the Persian Government. They would represent the interests of
the A.I.O.C. in the negotiations, but they were not prepared to treat
the issue as one between the Company and the Persian Government.
In discussion it was agreed that paragraph 4 of the draft
should be omitted, since it was not essential to our case and would
be particularly unacceptable to the Persian Government, and that
for similar reasons the reference in paragraph 3 to the " double
character " of the 1933 Agreement should be replaced by a reference
to the " two main purposes " of the Agreement. It was also agreed
that paragraph 7 should be amended to make it clear that the issue
was one between the two Governments, and that the proposed Mission
would represent the United Kingdom Government, though it would
also speak for the A.I.O.C., since the interests of the Government and
the Company were identical.

Further Action.

In a general discussion of the situation in Persia the following
points were m a d e : —
(a) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Company's
withholding of royalties under the supplementary agreement had
already put the Persian Government in serious financial difficulties..
It would, however, be unwise to increase this form of pressure, since
it would create in Persia economic disorders which might precipitate
a Communist revolution.
(b) The economic effects of our losing control over the Persian
oilfields could hardly be overestimated. It might in the end be neces
sary to take military action, but our best hope of retaining possession
of the oil and control over its distribution lay in a settlement by
negotiation, and we should concentrate our efforts on reaching such
a settlement.
(c) Military intervention for the protection of British lives would
not be difficult, militarily or politically. But intervention for the pro
tection of property would involve the deployment of much larger
numbers of troops and might have serious political repercussions. If
such intervention was challenged few countries were likely to support
us. India would oppose it, and her lead would probably be followed
by the other Asiatic countries. It was essential that we should secure
the support of the United States Government for any decision to send

military forces into Persia. Some Ministers felt, however, that circum
stanoes might arise in which, for the sake of preserving our prestige in
the Middle East, we might have to risk serious opposition in the
Security Council.

(d) Our strategic position in the Middle East was dependent upon
our ability to maintain our position in Persia. If we were forced by
the Persian Government to withdraw from the oilfields the attitude
towards us of Iraq and Israel, and particularly Egypt, would be
radically changed.
(e) The Persian Government seemed at present to be willing to
negotiate, on the basis of the nationalisation law, only With the
A.I.O.C.; but, even if they maintained this attitude, the Mission sent
to Persia could be effectively a Government Mission, and His
Majesty's Ambassador at Teheran might be instructed to find out
whether a Mission led by a Junior Minister would be acceptable to
the Persian Government.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that, before a reply was
sent to the Persian Government on the lines of the draft annexed to
C P . (51) 129, the Foreign Secretary should assure himself that the
United States Government would give solid support to such an
approach. His Majesty's Ambassador in Washington should be
instructed to discuss the whole situation with the United States Secre
tary of State and to ascertain his views. The older members of the
Commonwealth should be informed of the views of the United King
dom Government. It would also be useful if the Pakistan Government
could be persuaded to bring their influence to bear on the Persian
Government to assist us in reaching a settlement by negotiation: the
Foreign Minister of Pakistan should be consulted personally, if he
was still in London.
The Cabinet-^
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for immediate con
sultation with the United States Government about the
terms of the proposed reply to the Persian Government
and about the general situation in Persia.
(2) Agreed that the reply should not be despatched to the Persian
Government until the views of the United States Govern
ment had been obtained.
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to ascertain whether the Persian
Government would be willing to enter into negotiations
with a Mission led by a Junior Minister.
(4) Ihvited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to inform the older members of the Commonwealth of the
views of the United Kingdom Government on the situa
tion in Persia.
(5) Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to invite the Government of Pakistan to bring their
influence to bear on the Persian Government in order that
a settlement by negotiation might be reached.
Korea.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 33rd
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)
Reply to
Mr. Acheson's
Message.

8. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign Secre
tary ( C P . (51) 127) covering the draft of a reply to the message from
the United States Secretary of State On Far Eastern policy.
The Foreign Secretary said that in drawing up the reply he had
taken into account the Cabinet's decision of 3rd M a y about the
retaliatory bombing of bases in China and their subsequent discussions
on strategic exports to China from British territories ( C M . (51) 34th
Conclusions, Minute 2). In discussion the Cabinet approved, in addition to certain draft
ing changes, the following amendments of substance in the draft
reply: —
(a) The reply should make it absolutely clear that we must be

consulted before a decision was taken to authorise retaliatory bomb
ing, even though the bombing was to be carried out solely by United
States forces.
(b) The reply should state that we were now informing the older
members of the Commonwealth of our decision on retaliatory
bombing.
(c) The reply should include a reference to the recent decision
to discontinue all exports of rubber to China.
The Cabinet—
Authorised the Foreign Secretary to reply to the United
States Secretary of State in the terms of the draft annexed to
C P . (51) 127 subject to the amendments approved in their
discussion.

Retail Food
Prices.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 21st
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

Germany.
Soviet
Proposal for
a Meeting of
Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 31st
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

9. The Cabinet had before them a
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister
outlining the increases in retail food prices on
in the light of developments since the Cabinet
on 19th March.

memorandum by the
of F o o d ( C P . (51) 126)
which they had agreed,
discussed this question

The C a b i n e t Took note of C P . (51) 126.

10. The Foreign Secretary said that, in the discussions in Paris
with a view to framing an agenda for a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers, the Western Powers had now reached the limit of
the concessions which they were prepared to make to the Soviet
Government. If therefore the Soviet representative continued to be
intransigent, there would be no point in continuing the conversations;
but, in order to avoid the impression that there had been a final break
down, it would be announced that the meetings of officials had been
interrupted and that further consultations regarding the possibility of
a Ministerial meeting would be pursued through diplomatic channels.

S.WA,
Cabinet Office,
10th May, 1951.
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CONCLUSIONS

of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at 1 0 Downing
on Tuesday, 22nd May, 1 9 5 1 , at 1.1 a.m.

Street

SMh 1,

Present:
T h e Right Hon. C . R. ATTLEE, M P., Prime Minister (in the Chair).

The Right Hon. H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the"Exchequer.

The Right H o n . H U G H DALTON, M.P.,
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.

The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ALEXANDER
OF HILLSBOROUGH, Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster.

The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
" L o r d Chancellor. I ?

;

The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., T h e Right H o n . E. SHTNWELL, M.P.,
Minister of Defence.
Secretary of State for the Home
Department.
The Right

Hon. T. WILLIAMS,

M.P.,

Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.

The Right H o n . GEORGE TOMLINSON,
M.P., Minister of Education.

The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for Scotland.

T h e Right Hon. P. C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.

The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAW-

T h e Right Hon. ALFRED ROBENS, M.P.
Minister of Labour and National
Service.

CROSS, K.C., M.P., President of the

Board of Trade.

:

The following were also present:
The Right Hon. ALFRED BARNES, M.P., T h e H o n . K. G.
Minister of Transport (Item 1).
Minister of State.
Field-Marshal Sir WILLIAM SLIM, Chief
of the Imperial General Staff (Items
2-4).

YOUNGER,

M.P.,

Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir JOHN
SLESSOR, Chief of the Air Staff (Items
2-4).

Admiral Sir GEORGE CREASY, Vice-Chief
of Naval Staff (Items 2 - 4 ) .

Sir ARCHIBALD ROWLANDS, Ministry of
Supply (Item 1).

Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.

Lieut-General Sir KENNETH MCLEAN.
Mr. A. JOHNSTON.
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Industrial
Disputes.
Manchester
Dock Strike.

1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the H o m e Secre
tary ( C P . (51) 124) inviting them.to decide whether steps should be
taken to secure that a ship (the Charles Lykes) containing a cargo
of raw materials, which could not be unloaded at Manchester Docks
because of an unofficial strike of dockers, was sent to some other
port in the United Kingdom where the cargo could be unloaded.
The Cabinet were informed that over 2,000 dockers at Man
chester had been on unofficial strike for four weeks because of the
discontinuance, by agreement with the Transport and General
Workers' Union, of a restrictive practice under which overtime was
worked on the unloading of a ship only if the intention to work over
time had been announced when unloading began and " disappoint
ment money " was paid on any day thereafter when overtime was
not worked. The immediate cause of the stoppage had been the
suspension of two men who had refused to work overtime on a ship
which had not been declared to be an " overtime ship." Some fault
appeared to lie with the local officers of the Transport and General
Workers' Union who had failed to make the new agreement widely
known among the rank and file of the dockers. It now seemed likely
that the strike would end in a few days' time. It had been understood
that the owners of the Charles Lykes might send the ship back to
the United States to be unloaded, and the Ministry of Transport had
therefore asked them not to move the ship until the Government had
been able to express their views regarding the disposal of the cargo.
The raw materials included in this cargo were not in immediate
demand by the industries which would use them; and the problem
was, therefore, primarily, one of avoiding the political consequences
which might follow in the United States if it appeared that cargoes
of important raw materials could not be unloaded in this country at
a time when the Government were urging that increased supplies of
such materials should be sent here from the United States.
There was general agreement that nothing should be done which
might lead to an extension of this unofficial strike to other ports
or might prolong the Manchester stoppage. The balance of advan
tage appeared to be against unloading the cargo at the military port
of Cairnryan, since the dockers in other ports might take exception
to this and the cargo was not required so urgently as to justify the
use of military labour in unloading it. There seemed to be no serious
risk that the Owners would take the ship back to the United States
without unloading the cargo. The best course would be to indicate
to the owners that they should take such steps as they considered right
to secure the unloading of the cargo, while indicating a preference
for unloading in Belfast rather than in Antwerp.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Minister of Transport to,inform the owners of
the Charles Lykes that the Government did not wish to
stipulate where its cargo should be unloaded but, while
leaving responsibility with the owners, would prefer that
it should be unloaded in Belfast rather than in Antwerp.

North Atlantic
Treaty.
Admission
of Turkey and
Greece. .

2. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 130) arid the Minister of Defence ( C P . (51) 132)
on the question whether Greece and Turkey should.be admitted to
membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N.A.T.O.).

The Minister of State said that the United States Government
now favoured the admission of Greece and Turkey to N.A.T.O. In
his m e m o r a n d u m the Foreign Secretary had recommended acceptance
of this American proposal, but'subsequently he had been impressed
by the doubts which were being expressed by all the "other signatories
to the Treaty. T h e French, in particular, feared that Russia might
regard this as a provocative act of encirclement. They also feared
that the danger of a third world war would be greatly increased if
the military provisions of the Treaty had to be brought automatically
40675-1
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into operation as a result of a threat to Greece or Turkey. An under
taking had been given to the French Chamber that any enlargement
of N.A.T.O. would be brought before them for approval, and no
French Government could commit itself on this issue before the forth
coming elections. The United States proposal would probably have
to be accepted, since that country alone was in a position to guarantee
the security of Greece or Turkey, and their admission to N.A.T.O.
might well be the only way in which the United States Government
could persuade Congress to accept this further commitment in
Europe. The Foreign Secretary hoped, however, that he would be
given some latitude in handling this question in discussions with the
United States Government. H e might indicate that the Government
accepted in principle the admission of Greece and Turkey, but felt
that the military implications of this step required further study by
the Standing G r o u p before the North Atlantic Council considered the
matter.
The Minister of Defence said that it was true that the military
implications of the inclusion of Greece and Turkey in N.A.T.O. had
not been fully studied, but it was not unusual for the United States
Government to press for the acceptance of such commitments without
full exploration of their military and political consequences. The
Turkish Government were pressing strongly for admission to
N.A.T.O., and they would be affronted if they thought that this was
being obstructed by the United Kingdom Government. Their good
will was essential for the effective defence of the Middle East. If
any guarantee to Turkey were given unilaterally by the United States,
Turkey would be drawn into the sphere of responsibility of the
Supreme Commander, Europe. If, on the other hand, she were
brought into N.A.T.O., we should be in a better position to press
for a Supreme Allied Command, Middle East, with a British Supreme
Commander, in which Turkey would play a vital part.
The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that, from the
military point of view, the balance of advantage lay on the side of
admitting Greece and Turkey to membership of N.A.T.O. This
would not have the effect of drawing Turkish military forces into the
defence of the West, since in a general war the Turkish forces would
be urgently required to meet any Soviet threat against the Middle
East. The arrangements for the defence of the Middle East were
unsatisfactory and could not be m a d e fully effective without Turkish
co-operation.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The question whether Greece and Turkey should be admitted
to N.A.T.O. raised the wider question of the world defence arrange
ments which should be adopted by those States which were resolved
to resist Soviet aggression. The existing members of N.A.T.O. were
all members of an Atlantic community which favoured a democratic
system of government; and the Treaty in its present form was
defensive in character and could not be regarded as aimed at the
encirclement of the Soviet Union. The enlargement of the Treaty to
include Greece and Turkey might lead to demands that countries like
Spain and Yugoslavia should also be included; and the impression
might be created that, instead of a defensive alliance, the Treaty was
becoming a framework for the military alignment of forces against
the Soviet Union in a third world war. On the other side it was pointed
out that the Soviet Union wpuld be much more likely to pursue with
success a policy of aggression if they had reasonable grounds for
believing that aggression in certain parts of the world would not be
followed by general war. Although not explicitly aimed at Russia,
N.A.T.O. was in fact a union of States which feared Russian policy,
and it was reasonable that they should seek to,associate with them
other like-minded States which would stand by them in the event
of: aggression. It might be that N A . T . O . would be gradually expanded
to include, for example, some of the other Commonwealth countries. I

A Middle East regional pact by itself would have no attraction for
Turkey, since it would afford her no effective increase in security:
what she wanted was a guarantee of her territorial integrity by the
United States.
(b) The United States Government had not given sufficient
thought to the problems of Middle East defence, with which the
present issue was closely linked. It might, for example, be argued that
a policy of armed neutrality on the part of Turkey would serve the
interests of the Western Powers better than Turkey's active participa
tion in any hostilities against the Soviet Union. The effect on other
Middle East countries of a N o r t h Atlantic Treaty guarantee to Turkey
would also have to be considered. It was arguable that in this event
they would be inclined to leave the defence of the Middle East to the
United States, the United Kingdom and Turkey. It was unlikely that
the United States would be prepared at this stage to give any promise
to send troops to the Middle East in war, though General Eisenhower
might make available such naval forces as he could spare. It was,
however, desirable that the United States should show a greater
willingness to facilitate the building u p of Middle East defences under
British auspices. For example, they could adopt a more helpful
attitude towards our current difficulties with Egypt, and they should
give a clearer indication of the manner in which they expected Turkish
forces to be employed in war. We should try to clear up these points
before we declared our final view on the admission of Greece and
Turkey to N.A.T.O.
The Prime Minister said that the United States Government were
anxious that we should declare our full support for the admission of
Greece and Turkey to N.A.T.O. so that we might help to sway other
members of the Organisation in favour of this course. H e considered
that at this stage we should not go further than indicate to the United
States Government that we did not disagree in principle to the admis
sion of Greece and Turkey, and were prepared to give full considera
tion to the issues involved before the matter came u p for decision at
the next meeting of the N o r t h Atlantic Council. Meanwhile, we
should ask that the Standing G r o u p should work out the military
implications of the admission of these two countries, and we should
seek from the U n i t e d States authorities a clearer statement of their
views on Middle East defence and the organisation of a Supreme
Allied Command, Middle East, and their assistance in the working out
of effective defence arrangements with Middle East countries. The
opportunity should be taken to make it clear that the admission of
Greece and Turkey to N.A.T.O. could not be regarded in this country
as paving the way for the admission of Spain. The further examina
tion of the proposed admission of Greece and Turkey, on the lines
which he had indicated, would occupy the next few weeks, and would
cover the period during which the French elections were being held.
The way should then be clear for a final decision to be taken by the
Cabinet before the next meeting of the North Atlantic Council.
The C a b i n e t Invited the Foreign Secretary to handle the question of the
admission of Greece and Turkey to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation in the manner outlined by the Prime Minister.
North Atlantic
Treaty.
Command
Organisation.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 29th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

3. The Minister of Defence said that discussions were still
proceeding with the United States military authorities on the North
Atlantic command organisation. The Americans were not prepared
to accept the proposal for a Supreme Commander, Mediterranean,
who would be a British Admiral: rather than accept this, they were
prepared to go back on the earlier decision to appoint an American
Admiral as Supreme Commander, Atlantic. They were most insistent
that the naval forces supporting the southern flank of the Supreme
Commander, Europe, should be under the command of an American
Admiral with the title Commander-in-Chief, Allied Forces, Southern

Europe. This, arrangement would balance that already adopted in
the north, where the naval forces protecting General Eisenhowers
northern flank had already been placed under the command of a
British Admiral. They had also suggested "that a new Supreme Allied
Command should be established for the Middle East, and that the
Supreme Commander in that theatre should be British. This sugges
tion was acceptable to us. These arrangements did not, however,
provide for any single control over sea communications through the
Mediterranean; and the problem of naval command in the Mediter
ranean still remained unresolved.
The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that these questions
were to be further discussed by the Standing Group on 24th May, and
the Chiefs of Staff wished.to seek the Cabinefs approval for the
instructions which they were proposing to send to their representative
on the Standing Group. They were ready to agree that the naval
forces supporting General Eisenhowers southern flank should be
placed under the command of an American Admiral, though they
wished it to be made clear that neither Greece nor Turkey should be
brought within General Eisenhower's command. They also continued
to support the appointment of an American Admiral as Supreme
Commander, Atlantic. In order to end the present deadlock, they
suggested that these two appointments, on which agreement could
now be reached, should be announced and brought into operation at
once. Further discussions could then be held on the two outstanding
questions, viz., naval command in the Mediterranean and the creation
of a new Supreme Allied Command, Middle East.
The Prime Minister said that there, would be grave political
disadvantages in announcing these two appointments before the other
command arrangements had been settled. These two appointments
were both to be held by American Admirals; and their announcement,
in advance of the other appointments, would give rise to even greater
political criticism in this country than that evoked by the premature
disclosure of Admiral Fechteler's appointment. The command struc
ture which had been outlined to the Cabinet would only be acceptable
to public opinion in this country if it could be announced as a whole
and if the organisation for a Supreme Allied Command, Middle East,
included provision bringing sea communications throughout the
Mediterranean under the control of a British naval commander.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the naval forces supporting the southern flank of
the Supreme Commander, Europe, might be placed under
the command of an American Admiral if the organisation
for a Supreme Allied Command, Middle East, included pro
. vision bringing sea communications throughout the
Mediterranean under the control of a British naval
"commander.
(2) Agreed that no further appointments under the North
Atlantic command structure should be announced until it
was possible to make a comprehensive announcement
covering the question of naval command in the Mediter
ranean as a whole.
(3) Invited the Chiefs of Staff to instruct their representative on
the Standing G r o u p in the sense of Conclusions (1) and
- (2) above.

Middle East.
Despatch of
Reinforcements.

4. The Cabinet were informed that it was proposed to strengthen
the British forces in the Middle East by the despatch of the i 6th
Independent Parachute Brigade G r o u p to Tripoli. If it became
necessary to send troOps into Persia, this unit would be required for
that purpose; and it was desirable that it should now take u p a position
from which it could move into Persia without delay.
;

The Cabinet—
Authorised the despatch of the 16th Independent Parachute
Brigade G r o u p to the Middle East; but asked the Minister
of Defence to take all practicable steps to secure that no
undue publicity was given to this move.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
22nd May, 1951.
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CONCLUSIONS
of a Meeting of the Cabinet held in Conference Room " B,"
Cabinet Office, Great George Street, S.W.1, on Monday,, 2%th May, 1 9 5 1 ,
at 11 a.m.
Present:
The Right H o n . C. R. ATTLEE, M.P., Prime Minister (in the Chair)
The Right Hon. HERBERT MORRISON,
M.P., Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs.

The Right H o n . H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.

The Right H o n . H U G H DALTON, M.P.,
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.

The Right H o n . VISCOUNT ALEXANDER
OF HILLSBOROUGH, Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster.

The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT, Lord
Chancellor.

The Right H o n . J. CHUTER E D E , M.P.,
Secretary of State for the H o m e
Department.

T h e Right Hon. E. SHINWELL,

The Right H o n . T. WILLIAMS,

M.P.,

Minister of Defence.

M.P.,

Minister of Agriculture a n d Fisheries.

The Right Hon. GEORGE TOMLINSON,
M.P., Minister of Education.

The Right H o n . JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.

The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for Scotland.,

The Right H o n . P. C. GORDON-WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.

The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAW-

The Right H o n . ALFRED ROBENS, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
Service.

CROSS, K.C., M.P., President of the

Board of Trade.

The following were also present:
The Right Hon. P. J. NOEL-BAKER, M.P., I The Right H o n . G. A. BROWN, M.P.,
Minister of Fuel and Power (Item 3).
Minister of Works (Items 1--2).
T h e Right H o n . JOHN DUGDALE, M.P.,
Minister of State for Colonial Affairs
(Item 6).

I

40675-2

B

CABINET 37 (51)

CONTENTS

Minute
No.
1

Subject
Parliament..,

...

Page

...

33

House of Lords Chamber.

2

Memorial to Field-Marshal Smuts

3.

Persia

4

Korea

...

5

Germany ...

...

33

...

...

33

...

...

.....

35

...

...

...

...

36

Soviet Proposal for a Meeting of Foreign Ministers.

6

Colonial Development Corporation

7

Japanese Peace Treaty

9

36
...

37

Parliament.
House of Lords
Chamber.

1. The Prime Minister said that it had been suggested to him
that the House of Commons might be given some opportunity of
expressing their satisfaction that the House of Lords were now able
to resume their occupation of their old Chamber in the Palace of
Westminster. H e himself thought it unnecessary that the Commons
should pass any formal resolution on this subject, and that it would
suffice if Mr. Speaker made an appropriate statement from the Chair
when Parliament reassembled on the following day.
The Cabinet endorsed the Prime Ministers view and invited him
to communicate with Mr. Speaker accordingly.

Memorial to
Field-Marshal
Smuts.

2. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Prime
Minister ( C P , (51) 142) suggesting that a statue of Field-Marshal
Smuts should be erected at Government expense on some suitable
site in Westminster.
The Prime Minister said that Field-Marshal Smuts had been an
outstanding figure among Commonwealth statesmen, and had been
a member of the Imperial War Cabinet in the first world war. H e
had held a unique position in the Commonwealth; and there was n o
real danger that, if a statue were erected in his memory in London,
other Commonwealth countries would feel that the same should be
done for some of their former Prime Ministers. The Secretary of
State for Commonwealth Relations said that he shared this view. H e
would, however, like to be able to inform the Prime Minister of South
Africa before any public announcement was made.
On points of detail the Prime Minister said that, since circulating
his memorandum, he had held further conversations with the Minister
of Works and did not wish to ask the Cabinet to decide at this stage
that the statue should be erected in Parliament Square. There were
alternative sites which should be considered. On the choice of the
sculptor, and possibly also on the choice of a site, representatives of
the other political parties should be brought into consultation.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed in principle that a statue, of Field-Marshal Smuts
should be erected at Government expense on a suitable
site in Westminster..
(2) Authorised the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations to arrange for the Prime Minister of South
Africa to be informed of this decision.
(3) Took note that the Prime Minister would take an early
opportunity of announcing this decision in the House of
Commons; and invited him to arrange for representatives
of the other political parties to be brought into consulta
tion regarding the choice of the sculptor and other details.

Persia..
(Previous.

3. The Foreign Secretary said that His Majesty's Ambassador
at Teheran had delivered on 19th May the note t o the Persian GovernReference:
ment which the Cabinet had considered on 10th May. N o reply had
C M . (5.1) 35th yet been received from t h e Persian Government.
Meanwhile,
Conclusions,
however, the group of Ministers which had been watching developMinute 7.) '
ments in the Persian situation on the C a b i n e t s behalf had approved
his proposal that an appplication be made to the International Court
for a ruling that the Persian Government were under an obligation to
submit the dispute to arbitration. The application had been lodged,
with the Court, and the Persian Government had been informed.
Before it was known that the United. Kingdom Government were
making an application to the International Court, His Majesty's
Ambassador at Teheran had held a private conversation with the
Persian Prime Minister.
In the course of this conversation
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Dr. Mussadia had indicated that any dispute between the Company
and the Persian Government should be settled by some tribunal, but
he had declined to specify what tribunal he had in mind. H e had
gone on to say that he did not wish the United Kingdom Government
to intervene in the matter, because this might lead ultimately to a
reference to the United Nations, which might prejudice Anglo-Persian
relations-.
The Anglo-Iranian Oil Company had agreed that their senior
representative in Persia should attend a meeting of the Persian Oil
Commission which was to discuss the execution of the nationalisation
law; but they had made it clear that he would not be in a position to
negotiate, and would merely listen to what w/as said and report its
substance to the Company.
The United States Government were pressing the United
Kingdom Government to declare publicly their willingness to accept
in principle the nationalisation of Persia's oil supplies. They were also
urging us to send representatives who could negotiate with the Persian
Oil Commission. They were doubtful about the expediency of our
approaching the Shah with a view to securing a change of Govern
ment in Persia: they hoped that we would do this only in the last
resort, since it would involve asking the Shah to set himself against his
Prime Minister, the Majlis and public opinion in Persia.
The Foreign Secretary said that the situation.in Teheran was
extremely fluid and it was impossible to forecast how it would develop.
H e was therefore in favour of waiting for two or three days to see
the effect in Teheran of the reference to the International Court and
the Company's offer to send their representative to meet the Persian
Oil Commission. Meanwhile, however, His Majesty's Ambassador in
Teheran might be instructed to let it be known that the Company's
representative would in fact be prepared to negotiate if any common
ground emerged from the Commission^ statements. It would also be
necessary for him to make some statement in the House of Commons
during the next day or so; and it might be advisable that he should
take that opportunity of stating publicly that the United Kingdom
Government were prepared to negotiate a settlement which, provided
it were satisfactory in other respects (a qualification to which they
attached importance), involved some form of nationalisation.
The following were the main points raised in the Cabinefs
discussion of the Foreign Secretary's statement: —
(a) Was it sufficient that the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company should
be represented, in the discussions with the Persian Oil Commission,
by their local representative? Would it not be better that the
Company should send out a more senior representative from London?
It was pointed out that, in the first instance, at any rate, the Com
pany's representative was to do n o more than listen to what was
said and report to London. This was a function which the local
representative could properly discharge. If at a later stage it turned
out that there was some possibility of conducting negotiations with
the Commission, the position could be reviewed. In that event
Ministers would wish to consider whether the negotiations should be
entrusted to one of the directors of the Company or whether, as they
had contemplated earlier, some independent person of standing
should be brought in to undertake the negotiations on the Company's
behalf.
(b) Was it desirable that, in the statement which he would be
making in the House of Commons during the next few days, the
Foreign Secretary should announce the Governmenfs readiness to
accept in principle the nationalisation of Persia's oil supplies?
The Minister of Defence thought it would be unwise at this stage
to make any such reference to the question of nationalisation. He
suggested that, in any public statement, the Government should for
the present stand on the position that they could not accept any
unilateral repudiation of the agreement between the Company and

the Persian Government and that any dispute under that agreement
should be referred to arbitration. Any admission of the principle
of nationalisation would be quickly exploited elsewhere in the Middle
East: the Egyptian Government, in particular, would be glad to
seize this pretext for actions prejudicial to British interests. Other
Ministers considered, however, that it would be difficult for the
Government to postpone stating publicly what had already been said
privately to the Prime Minister of Persia on the nationalisation ques
tion. Even if he volunteered no statement on this point, the Foreign
Secretary was bound to be asked about it in the House of Commons.
It was preferable that the Government should themselves announce
their attitude on this point rather than have it disclosed by the Persian
Prime Minister. The Cabinet therefore agreed that, in his forth
coming statement in the House of Commons, the Foreign Secretary
should refer to the question of nationalisation in the terms which he
had suggested.
(c) The Governments of India and Pakistan had shown a wel
come understanding of our attitude on this question. The Govern
ment of Pakistan had sent a message to the Persian Government
urging them to seek a settlement by negotiation. A n d the Indian
Government would probably have been willing to send a similar
message, but for the disclosure that the United Kingdom Govern
ment had asked them to do so.
(d) Would it be wise to enlist the good offices of the United
Nations in promoting a settlement? The Cabinet were informed that
this possibility had been fully considered by the Ministers who, on the
Cabinefs behalf, were watching developments in the Persian situa
tion. They were satisfied that, while an application to the Inter
national Court might be of some value, nothing would be gained by
reference to the United Nations at this stage. If it became necessary
to send troops into Persia for the protection of British lives, Ministers
would then have to consider whether the United Kingdom Govern 
ment should take the initiative in bringing the situation to the notice
of the Security Council. There were arguments both for and
against that course which Ministers would have to consider, but it
would be premature to reach a decision at the present stage.
The Cabinet—
(1) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to say, in the statement
on the Persian situation which he would be making in the
House of Commons on 29th May, that the United
Kingdom Government were prepared to negotiate with
the Persian Government a settlement which, provided it
were satisfactory in other respects (a qualification to
which they attached importance), involved some form of
nationalisation.
(2) Invited the Lord Chancellor to arrange for a similar state
ment to be made simultaneously in the House of Lords.

4. The Foreign Secretary said that the Chinese military offen
sive in Korea had now been effectively broken and this seemed to be
an opportune moment to take some fresh initiative in seeking a
political settlement. H e therefore proposed to revive the suggestion
which he had made to the United States Government, following the
Cabinet's decision on 22nd March ( C M . (51) 22nd Conclusions,
Minute 6), that the United Kingdom and United States Governments
should jointly make some fresh approach to the Peking Government
with a view to securing a political settlement of the Korean
situation.
The Cabinet took note, with approval, of the Foreign Secretary's
proposal.

5. The Foreign Secretary said that, since the Cabinet had last
reviewed
on 10th May the progress of the discussions in Paris, further
Soviet Proposal
efforts had been made to secure agreement on an agenda for a
for a Meeting
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers. These, however, had
of Foreign
met with no success; and the Western Powers now proposed to take
Ministers.
the course (in which the Cabinet had concurred on 10th May) of
(Previous
adjourning the official discussions in Paris and undertaking further
Reference:
consultations with the Soviet Government through diplomatic
C M . (51) 35th
channels. It was proposed that the three Governments should
Conclusions,
embody their proposals in identical notes which would be delivered
Minute 10.)
simultaneously through their representatives in Moscow.
Germany.

In discussion there was general agreement with the course of
action proposed. It was, however, suggested that the Foreign
Secretary should take special steps to make clear to public opinion
in this country the reasons why the Western Powers were unwilling
to agree that the North Atlantic Treaty should be placed on the
agenda for a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
The Cabinet—
(1) Took note that the official discussions in Paris regarding the
possibility of arranging for a meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers were now to be adjourned, and that
further consultations with the Soviet Government on this
subject would be undertaken through diplomatic channels.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to take special steps to make
clear to public opinion in this country the reasons for
adjourning the Paris discussions and, in particular, for
declining to agree that the Council of Foreign Ministers
should discuss the North Atlantic Treaty.

Colonial
Development
Corporation.

previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 19th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

.

6. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
State for Colonial Affairs ( C P . (51) 141) regarding forthcoming
debates in Parliament on the Annual Report of tne Colonial Develop
rrient Corporation. The present Chairman of the Corporation (Lord
Reith) was anxious that in these debates statements should be made
on behalf of the Government to the effect that his predecessor (Lord
Trefgarne) had (i) assumed direct charge of the Gambia Poultry
Scheme, and (ii) withheld from the Board adverse reports on the
scheme and over-ridden technical advice about it without informing
the Board. It was recommended in the memorandum that no such
statements should be made on t h e Government^ behalf; but that, if
necessary, it should be announced that a formal enquiry would be
instituted into the matters under dispute.
In discussion there was general agreement that it would be
undesirable for the Government t o institute a general enquiry into the
reasons for the failure of the Gambia Poultry Scheme. The Corpora
tion, in their annual report for 1950, had explained the miscalculations
which had been made when the scheme was launched, and nothing
was to be gained by holding a general enquiry into the scheme. If
any enquiry was to be held, it should be limited to the question
whether Lord Trefgarne had withheld from other members of the
Corporation information indicating that the scheme was not working
well. While this might be thought to be a matter affecting only the
internal administration of the Corporation, questions of public
accountability arose and Parliament was entitled to satisfy itself that
proper safeguards had been observed in the expenditure of public
money on the scheme. -The Opposition would probably press for
some form of enquiry, and, if no other steps were taken, Lord Reith

would wish to make a personal statement in the House of Lords in
reply to the personal statement made by Lord Trefgarne on 11th
April.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the Secretary of State for the Colonies should
appoint a person with legal experience to investigate and
report upon the matters in dispute between Lord Trefgarne
and the present members of the Colonial Development
Corporation concerning the administration of the Gambia
Poultry Scheme.
(2) Invited the Secretary of State for the Colonies to announce
the Governmenfs intention of instituting this enquiry in
the debate on the Colonial Development Corporation
in the House of Commons on 29th May.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 30th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

7. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by
Secretary ( C P . (51) 137) reporting the result of
discussions with the United States Government about
Peace Treaty, and inviting the Cabinet to approve a
proposals arising out of these discussions.

the Foreign
preliminary
a Japanese
number of

The Foreign Secretary said that the initial question for the
Cabinet to consider was whether they should seek to impose a harsh
treaty upon Japan or whether it would be wiser to seek a peace settle
ment which the Japanese would regard as reasonable. It was
important to avoid driving the Japanese into the arms of Russia, and
on this account he favoured the relatively mild proposals which had
emerged from the discussions with the United States Government.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The Governments of Australia and New Zealand were now
likely to accept the proposals in C P . (51) 137, since their fears had
been allayed by the promise of a Pacific Defence Pact. Australia
would, however, press the claim to Japanese gold as reparations.
India would favour even milder terms, and was likely to press for the
draft treaty to be shown to the Peking Government. It was desirable
that India, Pakistan and Ceylon should be given an opportunity to
express their views on the draft treaty.
(b) Proposals on the lines indicated in C P . (51) 137 would be
unpopular with some sections of public opinion in this country. They
would be specially unwelcome to ex-Service men who had fought
against the Japanese, and to some business interests which feared that
the United States would assist the entry of Japanese goods into
British overseas markets. Public opinion in those Colonies which
had suffered from Japanese occupation would also require careful
handling. F r o m these angles there was much to be said for further
delay before any peace treaty was concluded.
(c) Attention was drawn to the fact that Article 6 of the draft
treaty annexed to C P . (51) 137 would place no restrictions on
Japanese rearmament. Was it right that a defeated nation should
escape so quickly from all restrictions on the size of its armed forces?
It was doubtful whether the militarist and imperialist tendencies of
the Japanese had been cured by six years of American occupation,
and many Asiatic countries might feel uneasy about the danger of a
resurgence of Japanese military power. Moreover, Germany would
cite the Japanese precedent in support of a claim to similar freedom
when the German Peace Treaty came to be discussed. On the other
hand, it was argued that Japan should play some part in countering
the Soviet threat in the Far E a s t ; and that, if she was to do so, the
risk must be taken of allowing her some means of self-defence. The

United States Government contemplated that the level of Japanese
rearmament would be settled in defensive pacts framed outside the
formal peace treaty.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed to resume at a later meeting their discussion of the
Foreign Secretary's memorandum ( C P . (51) 137).
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to submit a supplementary
memorandum on the question of restrictions on Japanese
rearmament.
Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
2Sth May, 1951.
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1. The Home Secretary said that it was important that the
House of Commons should not carry the Private Member's Motion,
which was to be moved by Mr. George Thomas, M.P., on 1st June,
proposing fundamental alterations in the constitution of Northern
Ireland. Ministers should take special care to be in attendance for
y division on this Motion.
It was suggested in discussion that, in view of Their Majesties'
impending visit to Northern Ireland, Mr. Thomas might be persuaded
to withdraw this Motion. The Home Secretary undertook to see
whether this could be arranged.House of Lords
The Home Secretary said that, in pursuance of the Cabinefs
Chamber.
decision of 28th May, he had suggested to Mr. Speaker that, when
(Previous
Parliament reassembled, he might make an appropriate reference to
Reference:
the fact that the House of Lords were now able to resume their
C M (51)37th occupation of their old Chamber. Mr. Speaker had, however, been
Conclusions,
advised that there would be some procedural difficulty in adopting
Minute 1.) '
this suggestion and had decided not to make such a statement.
Parliament.

Government of
Ireland Act.
(Previous
Reference C M (51)35th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

a n

2. T h e Cabinet resumed their discussion of the proposals for a
Japanese Peace Treaty. In addition to the Foreign Secretary's
(Previous
m e m o r a n d u m ( C P . (51) 137), which they had considered at their
Reference:
- meeting on the previous day, they also had before them a further
CM. (51) 37th m e m o r a n d u m by the Foreign Secretary ( C P . (51) 148) on the question
Conclusions,
of restricting Japanese rearmament.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.

Minute 7.)

Security
The Foreign Secretary said that, as shown in C P . (51) 148, the
Arrangements. Cabinet had already agreed on 2nd January ( C M . (51) 1st Con
clusions, Minute 4) that safeguards against Japan's resurgence as a
military power should be sought, not by including in the Peace Treaty
provisions directly restricting Japanese rearmament, but by means
of a separate Defence Pact between the United States and Japan,
which would be concluded concurrently with the Peace Treaty. It
was contemplated that, as a result of this Defence Pact, Japan would
rely upon the Western Powers to provide her with submarines,
bombers and naval craft larger than frigates; and the restrictive
influence of this arrangement would be increased by the continued
presence of Allied forces in Japan and by the exploitation of Japan's
economic dependence on the Western Powers. This approach to the
problem of restricting Japanese rearmament had been approved by the
other Commonwealth Governments and, in the light of the Cabinefs
earlier decision, it had been made the basis of the discussions already
held with the United States Government regarding the form of the
Peace Treaty.
T h e Foreign Secretary said that, despite this, he recognised the
force of the political objections, which had been mentioned in the
Cabinefs discussion on the previous day, to the inclusion in the
Peace Treaty of a provision explicitly recognising (as did Article 6 (b)
of the draft annexed to C P . (51) 137) the sovereign right of Japan to
rearm for self-defence and to enter into collective security arrange
ments with other Powers. He was therefore ready to suggest to the
United States representative, Mr. Foster Dulles, that this paragraph
should be deleted from the draft Treaty, in view of the political
criticisms which it was likely to evoke. This would not involve
abandoning the plan, already approved by the Cabinet, of handling
the security safeguards outside the Treaty, by means of a separate
Defence Pact.
The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that it was the view
of the Chiefs of Staff that Japan should be enabled to play a part in
the task of countering Communist encroachment in the F a r East, and
that for this purpose some degree of Japanese rearmament should be

permitted. Japan should, however, accept some limitations on her
right to r e a r m : in particular, she should undertake not to build
bomber aircraft, submarines or any of the larger types of naval vessel.
The Chiefs of Staff expressed no view on the question whether these
limitations on Japanese rearmament should be secured by restrictive
clauses in the Treaty or by a separate Defence Pact.

/

Discussion showed that the preponderant view in the Cabinet
was that, despite their earlier decision of 2nd January, a further effort
should now be made to persuade the United States Government that
the Peace Treaty should include some reference to the limitations
which were to be placed upon Japanese rearmament. In support of
that view it was argued that a Treaty which contained no security
safeguards would be repugnant to large sections of public opinion,
both in the United Kingdom and in Other countries which had been
at war with Japan. The omission would be the more remarkable,
since all Peace Treaties in modern times had contained provisions
restricting the right of the vanquished nation to rearm. Limitations
included in, or authorised by, the Peace Treaty itself would have
greater authority than restrictions voluntarily accepted by Japan in a
bilateral Defence Pact with the United States. Opinion in some of
the other Commonwealth countries seemed to be veering in favour
of imposing rather more severe terms upon Japan. Thus, since the
Cabinefs discussion on the previous day, a telegram had been received
from the Prime Minister of Australia urging us to press for the
inclusion in the Treaty of adequate safeguards against the resurgence
of Japan's military power and recommending that we should at least
insist upon provisions preventing Japan from building up a powerful
navy.
On the other hand, it was pointed out that the Asiatic members
of the Commonwealth might take a different view on this point and
that, if there was to be a division of opinion within the Common
wealth, it was most undesirable that all the Asiatic members should
join in opposing the others—particularly on a question which so
closely affected Asia. The point was also made that, in the short
term, the main risk was that Japan might fall a victim to Soviet
aggression; and that, unless the Western Powers were to shoulder
the whole burden of defending all their defeated enemies, Japan must
be put in a position in which she could play her part in resisting
Communist encroachment.
The Cabinet reaffirmed their view that Japan should be
allowed a measure of rearmament subject to the limitations
discussed at their meeting on 2nd January. They considered,
however, that the Foreign Secretary, in his forthcoming discus
sions with Mr. Dulles, should make every effort to secure
agreement that these limitations on Japan's right to rearm should
. be specified in the Peace Treaty. If this effort failed, and reliance
had to be placed on a separate bilateral Defence Pact between
the United States and Japan, Mr. Dulles should at least be urged
to agree that the Peace Treaty should not include any provision
on the lines of Article 6 (b) of the draft annexed to C P . (51) 137,
recognising Japan's sovereign right to rearm.
The Cabinet next considered the outstanding questions raised in
C P . (51) 137.

Shipbuilding.

The Foreign Secretary said that in the recent talks in Washington
the United States Government had generally agreed with our view
that Japan should be induced to limit her shipbuilding capacity
voluntarily. They were now considering how this could best be done,
and he expected to hear more on this point in his forthcoming talks
with M r . Dulles.
In discussion some Ministers expressed the view that it would
be preferable to include a provision in the Treaty limiting the scale of
shipbuilding by the Japanese. Unlimited Japanese shipbuilding would
have serious effects on our own industry and, while a voluntary

limitation would go some way to meet our needs, a definite provision
in the Treaty would be more acceptable. Provisions of this kind had
been included in the Treaty with Italy, and shipbuilding in Germany
had also been restricted.
The balance of opinion in the Cabinet was, however, in favour of
following the course proposed in paragraph 5 of C P . (51) 137. It was
recognised that restrictions imposed by the Peace Treaty could not be
enforced effectively after a time, and that the Japanese were more
likely to abide by restrictions which they had accepted voluntarily.
We had been unable, owing to United States pressure, to maintain the
limitations originally imposed on German shipbuilding, and the
United States Government were not likely to agree to harsher treat
ment for the Japanese. Moreover, physical difficulties would prevent
any great expansion of the Japanese shipbuilding industry for some
years to come, and in the long run treaty restrictions, even if they were
enforceable, would lead only to intensified Japanese competition in
other directions. It would be unwise to attempt to include in the
Treaty provisions which would be ineffective and would provoke
strong Japanese resentment.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the Foreign
Secretary should ascertain, in his forthcoming discussions with
Mr. Dulles, how the United States Government proposed to
arrange for a voluntary acceptance by the Japanese of restrictions
on the use of their shipbuilding capacity, and that he should
submit a further report to the Cabinet before the details of such
an arrangement were finally settled "with the United States
Government.
Ryukyu Islands.

The Foreign Secretary said that the recommendations made
in paragraph 10 (a) of C P . (51) 137 resulted from the desire of the
United States Government to postpone a decision until they could be
sure whether their trusteeship of t h e Ryukyus and the other islands
would be to their advantage strategically. Our earlier view had been
that, in conformity with the Cairo Declaration, the Treaty should
provide for Japan's renunciation of her sovereignty over the islands,
but he was not disposed to press that view since the problem was
almost entirely one for the United States.
It was the view of the Cabinet that the Foreign Secretary
should attempt to ensure that the Treaty provided for a renuncia
tion of Japanese sovereignty over these islands. In his
forthcoming discussions with Mr. Dulles, he should press for the
inclusion in the Treaty of a provision on the lines of Article 5
of the former United Kingdom draft (paragraph 1 of Annex B
to C P . (51) 137).

Japanese Stocks
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he could not accept
of Gold.
the proposal made in paragraph 10 (b) of C P . (51) 137. Although
we might eventually have to give way on this point, he did not feel
that we had so far exerted sufficiently strong pressure on the United
States Government. Western Germany, in addition to making far
greater payments as reparations, had surrendered all her stocks of
gold. If Japan gave up her gold, the United States were likely to
claim that they alone were entitled to receive it, but this claim was
not sound on the German analogy (since occupation costs were there
to be repaid from the proceeds of future exports). We had given an
undertaking in the House of Commons that we would try to obtain
payments by Japan, and it would be undesirable to concede the prin
ciple at this stage with respect to the Japanese gold.
The Foreign Secretary said that he would gladly arrange for the
Chancellor of the Exchequer to put this point of view to Mr. Dulles.
It was agreed that, in the forthcoming discussions with the
United States Government, Ministers should continue to press
that stocks of Japanese gold should be made available as
reparations.

Japanese Assets
in Neutral
Countries.

The Cabinet agreed that, as recommended in para
graph 10 (c) of C P . (51) 137, we should not consent to the
retention by Japan of her assets in neutral countries unless she
were obliged to pay the Allies a sum of about $20 million to cover
their value.

Claims
Disputes.

The recommendations in paragraph 19 (d) of C P . (51) 137
were approved.

Congo Basin
Treaties and
Allied

Property in
Japan.

Circulation
of Joint
United

Kingdom/
United States
draft Treaty.

Timetable.

The President of the Board of Trade said that, although he
understood that these matters would be submitted subsequently to
the Cabinet for separate decision, he wished to emphasise the im
portance of the points raised regarding the Congo Basin Treaties and
Allied property in Japan. Unless the Treaty provided for the termina
tion of the most-favoured-nation rights accorded to her under the
Congo Basin Treaties, Japan would be able to flood the markets in
the Treaty area with low-priced textiles and to inflict serious damage
on our own textile industry. Article 16 of the draft Treaty provided
that the payment of compensation to Allied owners of property in
Japan would be made in accordance with Japanese legislation, but
it would be important to examine that legislation before surrendering
our rights.
The Cabinet agreed that, as recommended in paragraph 12
of C P . (51) 137, the discussions with the United States Govern
ment should proceed on the assumption that a joint United
Kingdom-United States draft of the Treaty would in due course
be circulated to the other Governments concerned. The Foreign
Secretary would, however, submit a further report to the Cabinet
before a final decision was taken to circulate a joint draft.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that
paragraph 13 (c) of C P . (51) 137 did not make it clear whether other
Commonwealth countries would take part in the discussions on the
drafting of the final text of the Treaty. In order to avoid difficulties
when the draft was referred to them for final approval, Common
wealth Governments should be brought into consultation on the text
at a sufficiently early stage.
It was agreed that Commonwealth Governments should be
consulted on this point in order that satisfactory arrangements
could be made.

Information to
Commonwealth,
French and
Netherlands
Governments.
Chinese
Participation
in the Treaty.

The Cabinet endorsed the recommendations in paragraphs
16 and 17 of C P . (51) 137 regarding the information to be given
to other Commonwealth Governments and to the Governments
of France and the Netherlands.
The Foreign Secretary said that the proposals explained in
paragraphs 19 and 20 of his paper, which involved the participation
of neither of the Chinese Governments, were based in a suggestion
made by the Canadian Government. This seemed to him a promising
one and he proposed to follow it up with the United States
Government.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that
there was reason to think that the Indian Government might propose
that the draft Treaty should be communicated to the Chinese People's
Government. He would discuss further with the Foreign Secretary
the implications of this proposal. United States approval would of
course have to be obtained before any communication was made to
the People's Government.
It was agreed that the proposals regarding the participation
of China in the Treaty should be explored as recommended in
paragraphs 19 and 20 of C P . (51) 137.

Formosa.

The Foreign Secretary said that the problem of dealing in the
Treaty with the future of Formosa was closely related to the problem
of Chinese participation. If the latter were solved on the basis which
he had suggested he proposed that the question of Formosa should be
handled on the lines indicated in paragraph 21 of his paper. If
neither Government of China participated, the Treaty could provide
for the cessation of Formosa to " China," with a suspensory provision
which reserved the position of the signatories on the interpretation
of this clause.
It was agreed that the question of Formosa should, if
possible, be handled in the manner proposed in paragraph 21
of C P . (51)137.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary, in his forthcoming conversa
tions with Mr. Dulles on the terms of a Peace Treaty for
Japan, to be guided by the views expressed in their discus
sion; and asked him to keep the Cabinet informed of the
progress of those conversations.

Industrial
Disputes.
Road Haulage
Strike.

3. The Minister of Labour said that the R o a d Haulage
Executive of the British Transport Commission had recently decided
to extend a system of maintaining patrols for the assistance and
supervision of their drivers on the road. Five such patrols had been
operated by the companies before nationalisation, and the Executive
proposed to bring a further eleven into operation. They had informed
the Transport and General Workers' Union of this decision, and
had posted explanatory notices in all their depots. * Although the
Union had raised n o objection to the scheme, the men suspected that
it would be used for the detection of minor offences and, o n this
account, an unofficial strike had started at midnight on 27th May.
The strike now affected more than a quarter of the drivers employed
by the Executive and 90 per cent, of those employed in L o n d o n and
the home counties; and this would cripple the Executive^ services
into London, since all lorries coming into London were taken over
by London drivers at the outskirts of the city. If the strike continued,
supplies of perishable goods would accumulate in the London docks;
and, if military labour were used to clear these, there was a serious
risk that the dockers would strike in sympathy.
The Minister said that, in his view, the Transport and General
Workers' Union should now take the initiative in asking the R o a d
Haulage Executive to postpone this extension of the patrol system
for a period, during which its details could be fully discussed with
representatives of the men. Subject to the Cabinefs views, he pro
posed to press the General Secretary of the Union to follow this
course.
The Cabinet endorsed the proposal made by the Minister of
Labour.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1.,
29th May, 1951.
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Parliament.

Business in the

1. The Cabinet "were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.

House of
Commons.
United Nations.

2. The Foreign Secretary said that he wished to consult his
colleagues on the situation which would arise in the Security Council
if the Soviet representative, when he assumed the Presidency of the
Council on 1st June, sought to secure the exclusion of the Chinese
(Previous
Nationalist
representative and, perhaps, the substitution of a repre
Reference:
C M . (50) 55th sentative of the Peking Government.
Our existing policy was to vote for the seating of a Peking repre
Conclusions,
sentative,
a policy in direct conflict with that of the United States
Minute 6.)
Government. The United States Secretary of State had recently
proposed a " m o r a t o r i u m " on this question, and he had now
suggested that our delegations should consult together in order to
agree on a procedure to avoid a direct vote on it. Mr. Acheson had
suggested a motion proposing that consideration of Chinese repre
sentation in the Security Council should be postponed as long as the
aggression in Korea continued, and our representative on the Council
had recommended that we should support a motion on these lines.
As a procedural motion it would have priority over any motion
submitted by M. Malik, and its adoption would leave us free to
maintain our existing policy in the future. In supporting the motion,
Sir Gladwyn Jebb could make it clear that our policy remained
unchanged, though we were willing to refrain from pressing for its
adoption while Chinese aggression continued in Korea.
Alternatively, we could vote once more for the seating of a Peking
representative, but explain that in the face of Chinese aggression we
could not continue indefinitely to support the admission of a Peking
representative to the Security Council.
The Cabinet discussed the further possibilities of proposing that
for the time being neither Chinese Government should be repre
sented on the Council, or of abstaining on a vote for the admission
of a Peking representative. They considered, however, that the first
of these courses would be constitutionally impracticable, and that the
second, in addition to exposing the conflict of policy with the United
States, would be unpopular with certain sections of public opinion
in this country.
Representation
of China.

The C a b i n e t Authorised the Foreign Secretary to instruct the United
Kingdom representative in the Security Council that he
should support a procedural motion proposing that con
sideration of the question of Chinese representation in the
Council should be postponed for the time being, but that
he should make it clear that this did not mean that the
United Kingdom Government had modified their view that
the Peking Government were entitled to represent China in
the Security Council.

Central Africa.
Closer
Association
of Southern
Rhodesia,
Northern
Rhodesia and
Nyasaland.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 34th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

3. The Cabinet resumed their consideration of the memorandum
by the Secretary of State for the Colonies and the Secretary of State
for Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 122) on the closer association
of Southern Rhodesia, Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland. They
had also before them a further memorandum by the Secretary of
State for Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 144) regarding the desire
of the Prime Minister of Southern Rhodesia that the United Kingdom
Government should commend the proposals in the report of the
conference of officials as a suitable basis for the closer association of
these territories.

The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that there would
be many economic and political advantages in the closer association
of these territories. Immigration into the Rhodesias from South
Africa was increasing, probably with unofficial encouragement from
the Union Government, and some counter-action should be taken to
check this northward expansion of the Union. It was, however,
essential that any form of closer association should provide adequate
safeguards for the African population of Northern Rhodesia and
Nyasaland. H e believed that the proposals made in the report, if
they were workable, would afford such safeguards. In the first place,
African affairs would remain the responsibility of the individual
Governments and so subject to his control. Secondly, the plan pro
vided for a Minister for African Interests who, though a member of
the Federal Cabinet, would be ultimately responsible to the United
Kingdom Government. Thirdly, the plan provided for the creation
of an African Affairs Board, with three Africans among its members.
N o plan on these lines could succeed unless the Africans could be
convinced that it would offer them effective protection. The draft
statement in Annex III of C P . (51) 122, which was to be made when
the report was published, while it made it clear that the United
Kingdom Government were not committed to the plan, would com
mend it as a constructive approach to the problem which deserved
careful consideration by all concerned. We should go no further than
this until we could gauge the effect of the proposals on African public
opinion.
The Secretary of State said that he favoured the proposal that
he and the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations should
visit the territories in the autumn and hold a conference there; but
he was not sure that it would be possible to reach final conclusions
at that conference, and he would prefer that in the final sentence of
paragraph 4 of the draft statement the conference should be described
as one at which the proposals would be further considered.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations endorsed
the views expressed by the Secretary of State for the Colonies. There
was a real danger that Southern Rhodesia might be absorbed by the
Union of South Africa, especially if her economic position became
difficult, and in his view closer association with the northern terri
tories provided the only effective safeguard against this. The estab
lishment of a Central African bloc opposed to the native policy and
republicanism of the present South African Government would be
of great value in encouraging the proper development of our African
territories. There was great danger that public opinion in Southern
Rhodesia might reject the proposals, which involved a diminution of
her present autonomy, in favour of an attempt to attain full Dominion
status; but he hoped that this danger could be averted if we were
able to give to the present Prime Minister some measure of the support
for which he had asked.
If it was agreed that the report should be published, and the
statement made as proposed, every effort must be made to ensure
that the proposals were not condemned without proper consideration,
either here or in Central Africa; and he proposed, in consultation
with the Secretary of State for the Colonies, to discuss them on
publication with representatives of all political Parties and with the
press.
The Minister of Defence said that the Chiefs of Staff considered
that from the point of view of defence there would be advantage in
promoting a closer association between these three territories.
In further discussion some Ministers expressed doubts lest the
provisions for the proposed federal association might prove too com
plicated to work smoothly in practice. It was, however, the general
view of the Cabinet that the plan was worthy of careful consideration
and that a public statement should be made in the terms proposed,

subject to the amendment suggested by the Secretary of State for the
Colonies in the reference to the purpose of the proposed conference.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the publication of the report annexed to C P . (51)
122.
(2) Approved the terms of the draft statement annexed to C P .
(51) 122, subject to an amendment making it clear that
the purpose of the conference mentioned in paragraph 4
would be to give further consideration to the proposals
in the report.

Egypt.
Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty.
(Previous

Reference:
C M . (51) 24th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

4. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 131 and 140) on the progress of the discussions in
Cairo regarding the revision of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936.
The Foreign Secretary said that he had hoped that His Majesty's
Ambassador in Cairo would have been able to keep these discussions
going for some time on the basis of the proposals approved by the
Cabinet on 5th April. The Egyptian Foreign Minister had, however,
been unwilling to give serious consideration to those proposals and
had now brought forward the counter-proposals set out in Annex II
of C P . (51) 140. These contemplated the complete withdrawal of all
British troops from Egypt within one year and offered no constructive
basis for negotiation. The Foreign Secretary therefore proposed that,
in order to keep the discussions going, His Majes.ty's Ambassador
should now be instructed to open conversations about the future of
the Sudan on the basis of the principles set out in C P . (51) 131, adding
that in the meantime we should be making a careful study of the
Egyptian proposals for the revision of the Treaty. It was understood
that the Egyptian Foreign Minister was anxious to come to London
to pursue discussions about the Treaty; but the Foreign Secretary,
while not excluding such a visit, felt that it would be preferable that
the discussions should be continued for a time in Cairo.
The Lord Privy Seal said that, from his personal knowledge of
conditions in Egypt, he was satisfied that no agreement could be
reached with the Egyptian Government unless we were prepared to
give an assurance that all combatant British troops would be removed
from the Canal Zone within a reasonable period. He believed that,
if the Egyptians could be given satisfaction on this point, they would
be ready to agree that substantial British forces might be stationed
in Egypt for the purpose of training the Egyptian army, and also that
we should maintain a military base in Egypt manned by civilians.
The proposals which His Majesty's Ambassador had put forward,
in pursuance of the Cabinefs decision of 5th April, had been regarded
by the Egyptians as an ultimatum rather than a basis for negotiation;
and he feared that no progress could be made unless we could satisfy
the Egyptians that we were prepared to make some concession
towards their point of view regarding the evacuation of combatant
troops from the Canal Zone. In these circumstances he saw no
advantage in putting forward at this stage proposals regarding the
future of the Sudan which would be equally unacceptable to the
Egyptians. This was likely to exacerbate feelings still further and
thus increase the difficulties of reaching any agreement on the Treaty.
On the other side it was argued that, if we had to break with
Egypt, it was preferable that we should do so on the question of the
Sudan, where our legal and moral case was so much stronger. More
over, our main objective was to prolong the discussions in order to
gain time; and from that point of view also there was advantage in
introducing a new subject for discussion. There was in fact little
prospect of our securing a satisfactory bilateral defence agreement
with Egypt. Our best hope of finding a solution to this problem lay
in developing some wider arrangements for the defence of the Middle

East, from which Egypt would be unable to stand aside. We might be
able to guide in that direction the increased interest which the United
States Government were now showing in the defence of the Middle
East. These developments would, however, take some little time to
mature; and in the. meantime our wisest course would be to avoid
reaching any definite conclusion of the discussions with the Egyptians.
In further discussion the following points were also m a d e : —
(a) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had now
learned that the proposals put to the Egyptian Government in
pursuance of the C a b i n e t s decision of 5th April would have involved
a net additional capital expenditure of £59 million and an additional
annual expenditure of £9 million. The Minister of Defence said that
the gross cost of the plan for redeploying our troops in the Middle
East was estimated at £97 million.
(b) H a d the Chiefs of Staff considered the possibility of securing
military bases in Israel? The Cabinet were informed that, since his
appointment as Commander-in-Chief, Middle East Land Forces,
General Robertson had undertaken a special mission to Israel and
the conversations which he had held there had been encouraging.
There was some possibility that we might be able to secure military
facilities in Israel, but we were not yet in a position to put forward
definite proposals.
(c) The United States Government, who were anxious that we
should avoid any breakdown in the negotiations on the AngloEgyptian Treaty, had suggested that the Egyptians might be mollified
by the supply of arms. The Cabinet expressed doubts about the
expediency of considering any increase in the supply of arms to Egypt;
this would certainly arouse suspicion and criticism in the House of
Commons.
The C a b i n e t Authorised the Foreign Secretary to instruct His Majesty's
Ambassador in Cairo to open discussions with the Egyptian
Government on the future of the Sudan, on the basis
indicated in C P . (51) 131.

War Crimes.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 13th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 135) proposing that the power of clemency in
respect of war criminals in Germany should be withdrawn from the
United Kingdom High Commissioner, and that in future the King
should be advised by the Foreign Secretary on these questions. It
was also proposed that similar arrangements should be adopted in
Austria, and that the United States and French Governments should
be asked to agree to some co-ordination of policy regarding the
exercise of clemency towards war criminals.
The Foreign Secretary said that the proposal that he should
advise on the exercise of the prerogative of mercy towards war
criminals in Germany and Austria was in accord with the general
view taken by the Cabinet when they discussed this matter on
12th February. H e would try to follow the practice of the H o m e
Secretary, though political considerations would clearly play a larger
part. When informing the United States and French Governments
of the change in procedure he would suggest that an Occupying Power
'vhich proposed to revise or remit a sentence in an important case
should give the other Occupying Powers an opportunity to express
their views on the timing and announcement of any decision.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : 
(a) The power of clemency at present exercised by the United
Kingdom High Commissioner was derived from a Royal Warrant
under which the power to review the sentences of war criminals had

been delegated to the Secretaries of State for Foreign Affairs and W a r
and subsequently by the former to the High Commissioner. T h e
War Office were doubtful whether His Majesty should be directly
involved in these cases. Ministers considered, however, that there
should be no difficulty in withdrawing the power of clemency and
arranging for it to be exercised by the King on the advice of the
Foreign Secretary.
(b) It would not be practicable or desirable for the Foreign
Secretary to lay down any rigid set of principles by which he would
be guided in advising on the exercise of the prerogative of mercy in
these cases. He might be under pressure from German opinion to
reduce these sentences, but it would be wrong for him to be guided
by German opinion, and it was indeed the fear that the High Com
missioner might be unduly influenced by it that had led to the proposal
to transfer the power to the Foreign Secretary. The principal war
criminals were held by the four Powers jointly, and their sentences
would not come under review by the Foreign Secretary. The great
majority of the war criminals held in British hands had hot been guilty
of political offences but of ordinary war crimes.
(c) Three reviews of the sentences imposed on war criminals had
already been held, with a view to ensuring that there were no undue
discrepancies between the sentences imposed for similar offences at
different places and by different courts. It seemed unlikely that there
was any scope for any further general reviews of these sentences.
(d) The Foreign Secretary, in any public statement, should avoid
implying that the sentences imposed on war criminals would be
brought under review periodically and that this review would entail
a great deal of work. It should be indicated that the prerogative of
mercy would be exercised only in a few exceptional cases, and that
in the ordinary way the sentences imposed on war criminals would
be allowed to run their course.
(e) It had been reported that 200 Japanese held in British hands
for war crimes, but not yet tried, were to be handed over to the
Japanese Government for trial in Japan. In view of past experience
of the trial of war criminals by defeated nations, any proposal of this
kind required careful examination.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 135, subject to further
examination, in the light of the Cabinefs discussion, of
the draft answer in paragraph 14 and of draft communica
tions annexed to the memorandum.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to investigate the report that
200 Japanese held for war crimes were to be handed over
to the Japanese Government for trial.

International
Labour
Conference,
1949.
(Previous
Reference: C M . (50) 51st
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)

6. The Cabinet considered memoranda by the Minister of
Labour ( C P . (51) 134 and 146) regarding the action to be taken by the
United Kingdom Government in respect of two Conventions and one
Recommendation adopted by the International Labour Conference
at its meeting in Geneva in 1949.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the United Kingdom Government should ratify
Convention N o . 95 on the Protection of Wages, subject to
the exclusion of non-manual and domestic workers from
the operation of Article 3-11 and 13 (2) of the Convention.
(2) Agreed that the United Kingdom Government should ratify
Recommendation N o . 85 on the Protection of Wages,
subject to the reservations set out in paragraph 8 of C P .
(51) 134.

(3) Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 146 for the preparation
of legislation which would enable the United Kingdom
Government to ratify Convention N o . 96 on Fee-Charging
Employment Agencies.
(4) Authorised the Minister of Labour to notify these conclusions
to Parliament in a White Paper in the terms of the draft
annexed to C P . (51) 134.
Cabinet Office,
S.WA,
list May, 1951.
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Parliament.
Business in the
House of
Commons.

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.

Integration of
French and
German Coal
and Steel
Industries.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 28th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Cabinet h a d before them two memoranda ( C P . (51) 147
and 152) regarding the Schuman Treaty. In the first of these the
Foreign Secretary renewed the proposal, which he had put to the
Cabinet on 16th April, that Allied controls over the German coal
and steel industries should be abandoned as soon as practicable after
the Schuman Treaty came into operation. The second was a note by
the Chancellor of the Exchequer covering a report by the Economic
Steering Committee on the reply to be given to the suggestion of the
French Prime Minister that the United Kingdom Government should
discuss the Schuman Treaty before it was ratified by the Parliaments
of the six signatory Powers.
The Cabinet first considered the question raised in C P . (51) 152.
They were informed that a report would shortly be submitted by the
officials who had been studying the implications of the Schuman
Treaty on the coal and steel industries of the United Kingdom. It
would be preferable that discussions with the French should be post
poned until Ministers had been able to consider this report. There
was no reason why those discussions should be held before the Treaty
was ratified. The Cabinet agreed that in the meantime the French
might be informed that the United Kingdom Government welcomed
the fact that agreement had now been reached on the form of the
Treaty, that they were studying its text and were most anxious to
consider how far and by what means they could be associated with
the organisation to be established under the Treaty, and that they
would be glad to discuss these questions in due course.
The Cabinet then turned to discussion of the proposal in C P .
(51) 147. The Foreign Secretary said that, since the Cabinefs dis
cussion on 16th April, the Schuman Treaty had been signed by the
six participating Governments. It had also been ascertained, in
informal discussions between officials, that the United States Govern
ment would support the French proposal that the existing Allied
controls over the German coal and steel industries should be abolished
as soon as the Schuman Treaty came into operation. It it were known
that the three Occupying Powers were all agreed on this point, the
German Parliament would be more likely to ratify the Treaty.
Politically, there were strong arguments against offering opposition
to the French wishes in this matter, particularly as such opposition
was likely to be ineffective. Economically, we had little to gain by
retaining the existing controls; in the long term the Schuman Treaty
was likely to be our most effective safeguard against any undue
expansion of German steel production.
The Minister of Supply said that he was gravely concerned about
the probable effects of this proposal upon the progress of rearmament
in the United Kingdom. H e had hoped that, in return for a promise
to support the relaxation of Allied controls, we should be able to
obtain satisfactory assurances that the Germans would supply us with
the steel scrap or semi-finished steel which we needed for the purposes
of our defence programme. We had not succeeded in securing
German scrap on this basis. But he thought that a further attempt
should now be made to reach a satisfactory agreement about the
supply of semi-finished steel from Germany. When German steel
production had been allowed to rise above the earlier limit of
11 million tons a year, it had been understood that production above
that limit would be utilised in improving the defences of Western
Europe. According to his information, however, the Germans were
using this additional production to develop their commercial markets
and were exporting steel to Latin America, Finland and even Czecho
slovakia. The French had been able to obtain assurances that
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Germany would supply them with all the coal and coke they needed.
Could we not m a k e a similar bargain with the Germans which would
assure us the supplies of semi-finished steel which were urgently
needed for our rearmament programme?
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that, so far as concerned
the German coal industry, it would probably be more difficult to
secure supplies of German coal for European countries which were
not signatories of the Schuman Treaty if the existing Allied controls
over the industry were abandoned. On the other hand, he believed
that in the long run the interests o f the British coal industry would
be best served by some form of association with the international
organisation to be established under the Schuman Treaty.
In discussion there was general support for the view that, before
we expressed our willingness to abandon the existing Allied controls,
we should make a further attempt to secure satisfactory assurances
of adequate supplies of semi-finished steel from Germany. The
Cabinet recognised that the control exercised through the Inter
national Authority for the Ruhr was no longer very effective, and also
that, if the two other Occupying Powers were anxious to terminate
that control, our bargaining position with the Germans was not very
strong. It might, however, be even weaker if we indicated our inten
tion to abandon all existing controls as soon as the Schuman Treaty
had come into operation.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the French proposal that they might discuss the
Schuman Treaty with the United Kingdom Government
before it was ratified should be answered on the lines pro
posed in paragraph 28 of the report annexed to C P .
(51) 152.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to discuss with the Minister of
Supply whether a further attempt could not be made to
assure ourselves of adequate supplies of semi-finished steel
from Germany before we agreed in principle that the
existing Allied controls over the German coal and steel
industries should be abandoned as soon as the Schuman
Treaty came into effective operation.
'

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 37th
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

3. The Foreign Secretary said that the Western Powers had
followed the course approved by the Cabinet on 28th May and had
sent to the Soviet Government identical notes proposing that the four
Foreign Ministers should meet in Washington in July on the basis
of any of the three agendas which had been drawn up by their
Deputies in Paris, expressing the view that it would be unprofitable
to continue the Deputies' discussions, and explaining why they were
unable to accept the Russian proposal that the North Atlantic Treaty
should be included in the agenda. The Soviet Government had now
delivered and published their reply to these notes. In this they
reaffirmed their desire for an early meeting of the four Foreign
Ministers, urged that the Deputies should continue their attempts to
secure agreement on an agenda for the meeting, and suggested that
the North Atlantic Treaty and the military bases of the United States
should be included in that agenda as an unagreed item. They added
that discussion of those two questions, " which constituted the chief
cause of the worsening of relations between the/Soviet Union and the
Western Powers," would relieve the tension in Europe and facilitate
the work of the meeting of the four Ministers.
The Foreign Secretary said that it seemed to him to be impossible
to accept this Soviet proposal. The Russians were clearly trying to
construct an agenda which would portray the Western Powers as
the aggressors. The North Atlantic Treaty was the consequence, not
the cause, of the international tension in Europe. If the four Ministers

were to discuss this Treaty, they must also discuss the earlier Soviet
moves (e.g., the activities of the Cdminform and the rearming of the
Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe) which had made it necessary. The
North Atlantic Treaty included, however, a number of Powers which
would not be represented at a meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers, and it could not therefore be made the subject of decisions
by that Council.
The Foreign Secretary said that he concluded from their reply
that the Soviet Government were not genuinely anxious that the
four Foreign Ministers should meet. H e was inclined to think that
the best course would be to return a reasoned answer to the Soviet
note, so as to avoid allowing it to appear that the project for a FourPower meeting had broken down by reason only of the unwillingness
of the Western Powers to discuss the North Atlantic Treaty.
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
said that the Soviet purpose in pressing for a discussion of the North
Atlantic Treaty was to undermine public support in the countries of
Western Europe for the policy of building up their defences. It was
clear to him that this Soviet proposal must be rejected. In his view,
the only question was whether it should be rejected in a direct reply
to Moscow, or in a written reply handed to M. Gromyko in Paris,
or by an oral statement at a further meeting of the Deputies in Paris.
He himself favoured making an oral reply and suspending thereafter
the meeting of the Deputies in Paris. T h e French Government, on
the other hand, would probably wish to keep the meeting of Deputies
going, and to defer a final reply until after the French elections.
In discussion it was suggested that there would be grave disad
vantage in breaking off the Deputies' discussions in Paris. If this were
done, there would be great difficulty in avoiding the impression that
the breakdown was due solely to the refusal of the Western Powers
to allow the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty to be discussed by the Council of
Foreign Ministers. Indeed, if we declined to allow this to be listed
even as an " unagreed " item on the agenda, it would be said that
we were unwilling to allow the four Foreign Ministers even to con
sider whether they should discuss it. The Soviet Government would
then exploit to the full the propaganda openings for putting the
Western Powers on the defensive in respect of the N o r t h Atlantic
Treaty. In those circumstances it would be difficult to convince public
opinion, both in this country and in Western Europe generally, that
it was the Soviet Government who were responsible for the break
down in the negotiations. The international tension, which had been
relieved by the Soviet proposal for a meeting, was likely to increase.
There were special reasons for prolonging the Deputies' discussions
until after the French elections. But there were more general reasons
for continuing those discussions; for, so long as there was some
prospect of a Four-Power meeting, public anxieties would be allayed.
The rejection of this Soviet note, and the adjournment of the Deputies'
meeting, would be taken to mean that all hope of a Ministerial meeting
had been abandoned. Would it not, therefore, be better to put for
ward counter-proposals? Might we not suggest that, if the North
Atlantic Treaty was to be added to the agenda as an " unagreed "
item, we must ask that the rearmament of Russia's satellites or the
situation in Yugoslavia should be similarly added? Alternatively, it
might be suggested that the North Atlantic Treaty might be placed
on the agenda under the general heading of " Consequences of Russian
Rearmament."
On the other side it was argued that any concession to this latest
Soviet proposal would be interpreted as a sign of weakness on the
part of the Western Powers. The Soviet note would have a damaging
effect on public opinion unless its insinuations were promptly and
effectively countered in a published reply. The suggestion that the
North Atlantic Treaty was itself the cause of the current international
tension should be publicly repudiated, and disproved, without delay.
F r o m this point of view there was much to be said for sending a
formal reply in writing. If that course were followed, it would be

easier to ensure that full publicity was given to all the counter
arguments which could be deployed. This would also provide an
opportunity for making clear to public opinion in this country, in
pursuance of the Cabinet's decision of 28th May, the reasons why
the Western Powers were unwilling to agree that the North Atlantic
Treaty should be discussed by the Council of Foreign Ministers. The
main purpose of the note would, however, be to repudiate the sugges
tion that the responsibility for the state of international tension rested
with the Western Powers and to make it clear that if it proved impos
sible to hold a meeting of the four Foreign Ministers, the responsibility
for the failure would rest with the Soviet Government.
Later in the meeting the Cabinet were informed that the French
Government were likely to propose that the Deputies' discussions in
Paris should be resumed and prolonged until after the French elections.
T h e Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to prepare, in the light of
their discussion, a draft of a reasoned reply to the Soviet
note, and asked the Prime Minister to consider whether this
draft should be brought forward for further discussion by
the Cabinet.
4. The Cabinet had before them a note by the Prime Minister
(C.P. (51) 153) reporting the results of discussions in the Lord Presi
denfs Committee on the extent of the immunities to be granted to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and to persons associated
of the
with it.
Organisation.
. It was the general view of Ministers that it would be necessary
(Previous
to grant the wider immunities on which the Foreign Secretary believed
Reference:
C M . (51) 23rd that agreement could be reached with the other member States. This
should, however, be regarded as an exceptional measure, conceded
Conclusions,
because of the importance" of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.
Minute 5.)
North Atlantic
treaty.
Immunities

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he could not accept
the proposal, made in paragraph 10 of the memorandum annexed
to C P . (51) 153, that the Government should in certain circumstances
pay compensation to wronged individuals. The emphasis should be
placed on inducing the member State concerned to waive immunity
or to pay compensation.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that the wider immunities indicated in paragraph 6
of the memorandum annexed to C P . (5.1) 153 should be
conceded in respect of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisa
tion, subject to the administrative safeguards outlined in
(i) to (iv) of paragraph 10 of that paper and to the reserva
tion made by the Chancellor of the Exchequer regarding the
payment of compensation.
Resale Price
5. On 15th February the Cabinet had invited the President of
Maintenance.
the Board of Trade to prepare a White Paper explaining the Govern
(Previous
m e n f s proposals for restricting resale price maintenance. They now
Reference:
had before them a memorandum by the President of the Board of
C M . (51) 1 4 t h Trade ( C P . (51) 149) covering the draft of such a White Paper.
Conclusions,
The President of the Board of Trade said that he did not believe
Minute 6.)

that legislation directed against individual and collective measures of
resale price maintenance would in present circumstances secure any
appreciable reduction in the cost of living. Under certain conditions
the prohibition of resale price maintenance would have enabled the
large chain stores to undercut the small shopkeepers and eventually
to put them out of business, but many consumer goods were at present
scarce and were allocated among retailers in a way which prevented

full competition from operating. H a d he been approaching the
subject afresh, without regard to decisions already taken by the
Cabinet, he would have preferred to rely on an overhaul of the
Monopolies Commission, a prohibition of collective (but not indi
vidual) resale price maintenance, and severe measures against devices
such as stock-lists and boycotts. Anti-boycott legislation could have
been directed, not only at measures taken against price cutters, but
also against the restriction of supplies and the difficulties placed in
the way of entry into trades. Anti-boycott legislation would be more
easily justified and more easily enforced than the rather complicated
measure which would be required to deal with individual and collec
tive resale price maintenance.
The Minister of Local Government
said that the draft White
Paper developed in a convincing fashion the case for prohibiting resale
price maintenance. Legislation on the lines which the Cabinet had
already approved would be of great value, although admittedly the
immediate effects of a prohibition of individual and collective price
maintenance should not be overstressed. At a time of rising prices,
a measure designed to reduce the costs of distribution would be
popular. It might be useful, as an additional measure, to introduce
anti-boycott legislation on the lines- suggested by the President of
the Board of Trade.
In further discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) While the projected legislation could not be expected, in
present circumstances, to bring about a reduction in prices, the com
petitive conditions which it would introduce would have a salutary
effect on the distributive trades. In commending the G o v e r n m e n t s
policy emphasis should be placed on its bracing effect on the distribu
tive trades rather than on expectations of any spectacular reduction
in prices.
(b\ There would be strong opposition to the G o v e r n m e n t s pro
posals from manufacturers, shopkeepers and certain sections of the
trade unions; and it would be argued that the problem could be
handled more effectively by reducing distributors' margins.
In
existing conditions of full employment, the G o v e r n m e n t s proposals
would be supported by the trade union movement. They would also
have the support of the co-operative societies. A n d in a time of
mounting prices the public at large would welcome measures which
promised some alleviation of the rising cost of living.
(c) There was general agreement that the White Paper should
be drafted in terms of " resale price maintenance " and should not
employ terms designed to cast opprobrium on the practice, though
such terms might be useful on political platforms. There was also
general agreement that the White Paper should be in the conventional
form and should not endeavour to deal with the subject in a popular
way. The balance in the draft White Paper between economic argu
ments and objections to a private system of law was accepted.
(d) The Attorney-General
drew attention to the fact that, under
paragraphs 34 and 40 of the draft White Paper, practices designed
to enforce resale price maintenance would become criminal offences.
Since failure to comply with an Order under the Monopolies and
Restrictive Practices (Enquiry and Control) Act, 1948, led to civil
proceedings, the Government would be asked why criminal pro
ceedings were now proposed. It would be more difficult to collect
the necessary evidence for criminal, as distinct from civil, proceedings.
He suggested that, pending further consideration of the enforcement
provisions, the draft White Paper should not say more than that the
Government proposed to make these various practices illegal. The
Lord Advocate agreed that further consideration should be given to
the question of enforcement. He realised, however, that criminal
proceedings were a greater deterrent than civil action. If it was
decided to invoke the criminal law, he thought it should not be
impossible to collect the necessary evidence in appropriate cases.

(e) There was general agreement that it was not necessary to
be more explicit in the White Paper about the Governmenfs attitude
towards price fixing among retailers and discrimination. When legis
lation was being drafted, however, means of penalising discrimination
should be examined, and the question of taking wider anti-boycott
measures on the lines outlined by the President of the Board of Trade
should be explored.
(/) Doubt was expressed whether the White Paper should stress
the Governmenfs willingness to consider special claims for exemp
tion. In particular, some Ministers considered that the public should
be expected to deal with price cutting, which led to a lowering of the
standard of services promised after the sale of certain goods, for
instance, in the maintenance of motor cars or wireless sets.
(g) The possibility that the Government might consider means of
restraining extremes of price cutting should not be emphasised.
Ministers had hitherto taken the view that the economic disadvantages
of the " loss leader " had been over-stressed in the report of the Lloyd
Jacob Committee, and the whole matter would require to be examined
further when legislation came to be drafted.
(h) A Private M e m b e f s Motion about monopoly practices was
to be discussed in the House of Commons on 15th June. The Presi
dent of the Board of Trade, in the course of the debate, would give
the broad outlines of the Governmenfs policy regarding resale price
maintenance as it would be set out in the White Paper, would refer
to the intention to strengthen the Monopolies Commission and would
indicate the possible value of anti-boycott legislation. While reaffirm
ing the Governmenfs intention to introduce legislation to deal with
resale price maintenance, he would not commit the Government to
introduce this legislation in the following session. It would not be
practicable to publish the White Paper in advance of the debate.
The Cabinet—
(1) Subject to amendments designed to meet the points agreed in
discussion, approved the draft White Paper on resale price
maintenance annexed to C P . (5.1) 149, and authorised the
President of the Board of Trade to arrange for its
publication.
(2) Agreed that, on the occasion of a Private Member 's Motion
on 15th June, the President of the Board of Trade should
indicate the Governmenfs policy on the lines indicated in
paragraph (h) above.
(3) Invited the President of the Board of Trade, in consultation
with the Law Officers, to consider whether infringements
of the proposed law about resale price maintenance should
be the subject of criminal or civil proceedings, the manner
in which discrimination should be handled, and the scope
of any general anti-boycott measures which might be
proposed.
Equal Pay.
Discussion at
International
Labour Con
ference, 1951.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (50) 35th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of Labour ( C P . (51) 150) on the policy which the United Kingdom
delegation should adopt regarding equal pay proposals which were
to be discussed at the International Labour Conference later in the
month.
The Minister of Labour said that, if the Cabinet approved the
proposals summarised in paragraph 15 of his memorandum, it would
not prejudice the question when equal pay should be introduced into
the Civil Service, which was raised in the memorandum circulated by
the Chancellor of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 151).
-

The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 150.
Cabinet

Office,
S.WA,
5 th June, 1951.
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Room,

Present:
The Right Hon. C. R. ATTLEE, M.P., Prime Minister (in the Chair).
The Right H o n . HERBERT MORRISON, The Right Hon. H. T. N . GAITSKELL,
M.P., Secretary of State for Foreign
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Affairs.
The Right H o n . H U G H DALTON, M.P., The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT, Lord
Chancellor.
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.
The Right H o n . J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., The Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M.P.,
Minister of Defence.
Secretary of State for the H o m e
Department.
The Right H o n . T. WILLIAMS, M.P., The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right H o n . HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P., The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON WALKER,
Secretary of State for Scotland.
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.
The Right H o n . Sir HARTLEY SHAW- The Right Hon. ALFRED ROBENS, M.P.,
CROSS, K . C . , M.P., President of the
Minister of Labour and National
Board of Trade.
Service.
The Right Hon. RICHARD STOKES, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
The following was also present:
The

Hon.

K.

G.

YOUNGER,

M.P.,

Minister of State.
Secretariat:
Sir NORMAN BROOK.
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Japanese
Rearmament.

1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 155) reporting the progress of the discussions with
Mr. Foster Dulles on the provisions of the draft Peace Treaty for
Japan.
The Foreign Secretary said that the Minister of State was
handling the detailed discussions, but Mr. Dulles had also seen the
Prime Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer and himself. On
the whole he felt that Mr. Dulles was adopting a reasonable attitude,
and it was greatly to be hoped that agreement could be reached on
all the outstanding points before he left London at the end of the
week. We must keep in mind the possibility that, if we could not
reach agreement with them, the United States Government might go
forward without us. This would have most damaging effects on our
future relations with Japan and on our prestige in the Far East.
The Cabinet proceeded to consider the outstanding points raised
in the Foreign Secretary's paper.
The United States Government were unwilling to agree to the
inclusion in the Treaty of provisions limiting the Japanese right to
rearm. Mr. Dulles had, however, given full particulars (described in
Annex A to the paper) of the safeguards which the United States
proposed to provide through their bilateral security pact with Japan
and otherwise. He had also given a full explanation of the difficulties
which stood in the way of omitting from the treaty the recognition
(in Article 6 (b)) of Japan's right of self-defence and her right to enter
into collective security arrangements; but he had proposed that,
subject to the agreement of his Government, this article should be
slightly amended to meet our view, in the way shown in Annex C to
the paper.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that, if the United States
Government were to make a statement on the lines proposed in
paragraph 4 (c) of the memorandum, we should acquiesce in the
omission from the treaty of provisions limiting Japan's rearmament.
The Cabinet—

,

(1) Endorsed the recommendations on Japanese rearmament
made in paragraph 4 of C P . (51) 155.
Chinese
Participation.

Mr. Dulles had made three alternative proposals, given in
paragraph 6 (a), (b) and (c) of the memorandum, to meet the diffi
culties over Chinese participation in the Treaty.
The
Foreign
Secretary said that he had felt bound to reject the proposal that both
Chinese Governments should be invited to sign the Treaty, and the
proposal that the Treaty should take the form of a series of bilateral
pacts. He thought, however, that Mr. Dulles's third proposal might
be accepted in the last resort if we were unable to persuade the United
States Government to accept our own proposal. It did not provide
for signature by either Chinese Government, nor did it include a
clause enabling the Chinese to accede to the treaty later. Instead, it
provided for an agreed announcement that neither Chinese Govern
ment had participated in the treaty, and it would leave Japan free to
solve the problem of her relations with China in whatever manner
she preferred as soon as she had resumed her full sovereignty.
There was general agreement that neither of Mr. Dulles's first
two proposals would be acceptable. As. regards the third, it was
pointed out that if Japan were left nominally free to make her own
arrangements with China, she would be more likely, while under
United States tutelage, to enter into relations with the Chinese
Nationalist Government. We should in that event have reached a
position in which, by agreeing to the Treaty, we should have facilitated
Japan's recognition of the Nationalist Government of China and in
effect yielded to the United States demand that that Government
should participate in the Treaty. In reply, it was pointed out that
any treaty subsequently concluded by Japan with either Chinese
Government would be entirely separate from the multilateral Peace
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Treaty, and that in any event Japan would be free, once she had
regained her sovereignty, to conclude treaties as she wished.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that a compromise on the
lines described in paragraph 6 (c) of the paper would be unsatisfactory,
and that further pressure should be brought to bear on the United
States Government to accept our own proposal. We must ensure
that the question of Chinese participation in the Treaty was kept
effectively in abeyance for the time being; and it should be possible,
in order to achieve this, to insert in the Treaty a provision limiting
Japan's right to conclude with China,any treaty in the nature of a
peace settlement until some more general agreement about Chinese
participation had been secured among the signatories of the multi
lateral treaty.
The Cabinet 
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in further discussions with
Mr. Dulles, to press for a solution of the problem of
Chinese participation in the Treaty on the lines of the
proposals in paragraphs 18 toi20 of C P . (51) 137.
Formosa.

The Foreign Secretary said that Mr. Dulles had been unwilling
to accept our proposal that the Treaty should provide for the cession
of Formosa to " China," with a suspensory provision reserving the
position of the signatories on the interpretation of the clause.
Mr. Dulles wished to provide simply for Japan's renunciation of her
sovereignty over the island. This was not entirely satisfactory, but it
would involve no sacrifice, of principle, and, if we were able to obtain
United States agreement to our proposal on Chinese participation in
the Treaty, and an agreed announcement was made about both
matters, our objective would have -been substantially achieved, in that
the disposal of Formosa would have been left open for settlement at
a later date, when more general agreement should be obtainable.
In discussion attention was drawn to the provision of the Cairo
Declaration that Formosa should be restored to China. This received
no recognition in the formula now put forward by the United States.
Moreover, the Indian Government had stated that they would be
unable to sign a Treaty which did not provide for the cession of
Formosa to China. It was the general view of the Cabinet, however,
that if the United States proved willing to accept our proposal for
Chinese participation, we should meet them over Formosa, provided
that a joint announcement made it clear that a decision on the
ultimate disposal of the island would be postponed until more general
agreement could be obtained.
The Cabinet—
(3) Agreed that the United States proposals on the disposal of
Formosa should be approved, provided that United States
agreement was obtained to our proposals about the
participation of China in the Treaty.

Kurile Islands
and South
Sakhalin.

The Minister of State said that the United States Administration
now saw difficulty in the proposal that the Kuriles and South Sakhalin
should be ceded to Russia, since another clause of the Treaty provided
that a State which did not sign the Treaty could not receive any
benefits under it. The effect might be to leave the territories under
Japanese sovereignty. They were occupied by Russia, and Russia
considered that she already had a full title to them. It was, therefore,
proposed that the Treaty should not go further than to provide that
Japan renounced her sovereignty over these territories.
The C a b i n e t 
(4) Agreed that the draft Treaty should provide that Japan
renounced her sovereignty over the "Kuriles and South
Sakhalin.

Ryukyu Islands.

The Cabinet had agreed on 19th May that an effort should be
made to ensure that the Treaty provided for a renunciation of
Japanese sovereignty over the Ryukyu Islands.
The Minister of State said that the islands were at present
occupied by the United States, who intended to maintain military
forces in them. The United States Government considered, however,
that it would be difficult to secure a United Nations trusteeship over
them, and in any event did not wish to be committed to permanent
responsibility for them. They therefore desired to leave the islands
under Japanese sovereignty and to make separate arrangements with
Japan for continued American military occupation.
The Cabinet were informed that the Government of India would
oppose any suggestion that there should be a United Nations trustee
ship and would, therefore, support the United States proposal, though
they could not be expected to view with favour continued American
military occupation.
The C a b i n e t 
(5) Agreed that no objection need be taken to t h e maintenance
of Japanese sovereignty over the Ryukyu Islands.

Shipbuilding
capacity.

The question whether the United Kingdom Government should
press for the inclusion in the Treaty of a provision limiting Japanese
shipbuilding, or should rely on understandings on this point outside
the Treaty, should remain open until further information was
available about the discussions on this subject which were now in
progress in Tokyo.
The Cabinet—
(6) Agreed to defer a decision about the manner in which
Japanese shipbuilding would be controlled until further
information was received about the course of the current
discussions in Tokyo.

Japanese Stocks
of Gold.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had discussed with
Mr. Dulles the disposal of the Japanese gold reserve which was now
in American hands. Mr. Dulles took the view that the United States
Senate would not be prepared to agree to the gold being divided
among the Allies at a time when the United States were continuing to
give financial assistance to Japan. In any event, in Mr. Dulles's view,
the gold would be required for Japanese commercial operations and
to prevent a deterioration in Japanese living conditions which might
lead to a growth in Communism. He (the Chancellor of the
Exchequer) had drawn attention to the inconsistency between the
policy thus proposed for Japan and that followed in respect of
Germany. He had explained that it would be difficult to secure
acceptance in this country of a treaty which was in other respects
generous to Japan if gold, which might have been applied to alleviate
the effects of damage done by Japan, were returned to that country.
If the gold were divided between the Allied Powers, this country
would not receive a large share. Rather than see it returned to Japan,
the United Kingdom Government should urge the United States
Government to continue to hold it, possibly as a temporary measure,
pending a future settlement. This was not, however, a point on which
the Government should break with the United States Government,
particularly if they were prepared to meet the United Kingdom point
of view about Chinese participation in the Treaty.
In discussion it was suggested that, so long as the Treaty
contained some general recognition of Japanese liability to give
reparation for the injury she had done and Japanese assets in other
countries were applied to alleviate distress, then the return of the gold
to Japan might have to be accepted.

The C a b i n e t 
(7) Decided that the United States Government should continue
to be pressed to agree that Japan should not be allowed to
retain her gold reserves; but agreed that in the last resort
this point should be conceded if other concessions were
made to the United Kingdom point of view.
Japanese rights
in Congo
Basin.

The President of the Board of Trade said that, under a Treaty
of 1885 and the Peace Treaties of 1919, Japan had a privileged
position in regard to trade in the Congo Basin. This would be
restored to her if a Peace Treaty were concluded in the form favoured
by the United States Government. Japan could then flood the Congo
Basin with cheap textiles to the serious detriment of the Lancashire
cotton industry. He accordingly proposed that Japan should not be
allowed to recover her rights under the 1919 Treaty and should not
even have the most-favoured-nation rights which she had enjoyed,
with other nations, under the earlier Treaty.
The Cabinet were informed that the Canadian and Australian
Governments were likely to urge that Japan should not enjoy most
favoured-nation treatment after the conclusion of the Peace Treaty,
and they were therefore likely to support a stand against the restora
tion of Japanese rights in the Congo Basin.
The Cabinet—
(8) Agreed that in further discussions with Mr. Dulles the
objections to the restoration of Japanese rights in the
Congo Basin should be strongly pressed.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 40th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

2. T h e Cabinet had before them two drafts of a reply to the
latest note from the Soviet Government regarding the proposed
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers. The first of these, which
was embodied in Foreign Office telegram to Paris No. 85 of 6th June,
was an outline of a draft reply prepared under the Foreign Secretary's
instructions in London. The second, which was embodied in Paris
telegram N o . 143 of 6th June, was a draft prepared in Paris by the
Deputies to the Foreign Ministers of the three Western Powers.
It.was the general view of the Cabinet that the draft prepared by
the Deputies in Paris was too legalistic in tone, and on that account
was unlikely to produce the impact which the Cabinet wished to make
on public opinion in this country. Ministers agreed that the effect
which they were anxious to produce was more likely to be obtained
by a reply on the lines of the draft embodied in Foreign Office
telegram N o . 85 of 6th June.
In discussion of this draft the following points were m a d e : —
(a) In the fifth paragraph of the draft reference was made to the
underlying causes of the present state of international tension. It
would be preferable that the reply should indicate more clearly what
these were. It should be plainly stated that the present international
difficulties were due to the unco-operative attitude of the Soviet
Government, which had prevented the United Nations from becoming
an effective instrument for the preservation of world peaec. This
point might perhaps be made in the second paragraph of the draft,
where it could be stated as the justification for the conclusion of the
N o r t h Atlantic Treaty.
(b) The second paragraph of the draft might also be strengthened
by enlarging upon the purposes and objectives of the North Atlantic
Treaty.
(c) In the fourth paragraph of the draft it might be stated that
the Soviet Government had at no time suggested that the measures

which they had promoted in Eastern Europe would be " admissible
subjects for the a g e n d a " of a meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers. And, at the end of that paragraph, a sentence might be
added to the effect that, if the question of the North Atlantic Treaty
were placed on the agenda, His Majesty's Government would also
wish to add to it the Soviet action and policies mentioned earlier in
the paragraph.
(d) The Foreign Secretary said that, if the three Western Powers
could agree upon the substance of the reply to be returned to the
Soviet note, it might be preferable that they should each send
simultaneous, but not identical replies. This would leave each
Government free to frame the arguments in the manner most likely
to appeal to public opinion in their own country. The Cabinet were
inclined to favour this course; and the Foreign Secretary said that he
would see whether it would be acceptable to the French and United
States Governments.
The C a b i n e t Subject to further consideration of the amendments
suggested in paragraphs (a) to (c) above, agreed that the
reply to the Soviet note should follow the general lines of
the draft embodied in Foreign Office telegram to Paris
No. 85 of 6th June; and invited the Foreign Secretary to
make further attempts to secure the agreement of the United
States and French Governments to the despatch of a reply
on those lines.
Cabinet

Office, S.W. 1,
1th June, 1951.
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T h e Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M.P.,

Minister of Defence.

The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
T h e Right Hon. P. C. GORDON WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations.
The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAW- T h e Right Hon. ALFRED ROBENS, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
CROSS, K . C . , M.P., President of the
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The Right Hon. RICHARD STOKES, M.P.,
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M.P.,

Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P.,
Secretary of State for Scotland.
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Japanese
Peace Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 41st
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)
Chinese
Participation.

1. T h e Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 158) reporting the further progress of his dis
cussions with Mr. Dulles on the provisions of the draft Peace Treaty
for Japan.
The Foreign Secretary said that, despite the strong pressure which
he and the Prime Minister had brought to bear on him, Mr. Dulles
was quite unwilling to agree that the problem of China's participation
in the Treaty should be solved along the lines preferred by the Cabinet
in their discussion on 7th June. F o r Mr. Dulles it was a point of
principle that, if by the Treaty Japan was to regain full sovereignty,
she should not be placed in a position in which her relations with
China would thereafter be governed by a majority of the Treaty
Powers. But—and this perhaps was more important—he was also
satisfied that a provision on the lines preferred by the Cabinet would
be so unpopular with the Republican Party in the United States that
a Treaty containing it would have no chance of ratification by the
Senate. A most difficult and embarrassing situation would arise if
the Treaty went forward on this basis and ratification by the United
States Senate were withheld at the final stage.
The Foreign Secretary again emphasised the grave risks involved
in failure to secure Anglo-American agreement on the basis of the
Japanese Peace Treaty. He recommended that in all the circum
stances the United Kingdom Government should now agree to go
forward with the Treaty on the basis that no Chinese Government
would be invited to sign it, that there would be no accession clause,
and that Japan would be left with the responsibility of solving the
problem of her future relations with China once she had regained
her full sovereignty and independence on the entry into force of the
Treaty. The details of this proposal were set out in paragraph 13 of
C P . (51) 158.
The Foreign Secretary added that, if he were authorised to reach
agreement with Mr. Dulles on this basis, he had no doubt that the
United States Government would support our claim for the with
drawal of Japanese trading rights in the Congo Basin. This last
point was of even more immediate practical and political importance
to u s ; and he was glad to say that, as a result of his conversations
with the President of the Board of Trade, Mr. Dulles now seemed
ready to meet our views on it if agreement could be reached on the
other question.
In discussion some Ministers again expressed their concern at
the proposal that Japan should be left free, as soon as the Peace Treaty
was concluded, to decide which Chinese Government she would
recognise. The United States were to maintain military forces in
Japan for some time to come, and in many respects Japan would be
in the position of an American satellite. It therefore seemed quite
likely that she would be induced to recognise the Nationalist Govern
ment of China. United Kingdom Ministers would find it difficult
to defend a peace settlement which allowed this to happen. On the
other hand, it was argued that it was much better that Japan should
remain under American tutelage than that she should pass under
Soviet influence. Moreover, she would be very largely dependent
on other countries for supplies of raw materials; and this condition
of economic dependence would put several of the signatory Powers
in a position to influence her political affiliations. Finally, it need
not be assumed that she would necessarily recognise the Nationalist
Government of China. It would be in her interests to cultivate
friendly relations with the Government in control of the, Chinese
mainland. And it was conceivable that she might eventually recognise
one Government as having authority over Formosa and another as
being in control of the mainland.
As regards Formosa, various suggestions were made for the
amendment of paragraph 4 of the draft announcement annexed to
C P . (51) 158. Ministers considered that the first sentence of this
paragraph should be omitted. They also thought it would be inex
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pedient to suggest that the final settlement of this question would be
influenced by the views and interests of the people of Formosa itself.
So long as the island was under the control of Chiang Kai-shek, the
inhabitants would not be in a position to give free expression to their
views. Doubts were also expressed about the wisdom of. committing
- ourselves to the view that the future of Formosa should be settled
by the United Nations. On the other hand, it might be unwise to
suggest that this question would be settled at a later stage by the
Powers which were signatories to the Japanese Peace Treaty, since
it was not yet known which Powers would sign that Treaty. In all
the circumstances it might be preferable to say merely that the future
of the island had still to be discussed " in the light of the Charter of
the United Nations." It was the general view of the Cabinet that
this paragraph of the draft might be recast on the following lines:
" Article 2 of the Treaty provides for Japan to renounce her
sovereignty over Formosa. The Treaty does not try to prejudge the
future of the island, which is still to be discussed in the light of the
Charter of the United Nations."
Japanese Stocks
The Cabinet next considered whether, in view of the concession
of Gold.
which was to be made on the problem of China's participation in the
Treaty, a further attempt should be made to persuade Mr. Dulles
to agree that Japan should not be allowed to retain her gold reserves.
Ministers were informed that, if we refrained from pressing this point
further, we might be able to secure some other financial concessions.
On the other hand, it was pointed out that our reasons for pressing
our point about the Japanese gold were political rather than financial.
It would be difficult to justify to public opinion a policy of concluding
a generous peace settlement with J a p a n ; and the task would be made
even more difficult if it was proposed that these gold reserves should
be left in Japanese hands. It would be preferable that the United
States should take the gold and hold it in trust for the time being.
It was the view of the Cabinet that a further effort should be made
to persuade Mr. Dulles to accept our views regarding the Japanese
gold reserves; but that this should not in the last resort be made
a condition of our agreement to the publication of a joint AngloAmerican draft of the Treaty.
Shipbuilding
The- question was also raised whether, in return for the conCapacity,
cession to be made on the problem of China's participation, we should
press for the inclusion in the Treaty of a provision limiting Japanese
shipbuilding. The Cabinet agreed, however, that this question should
be left on the basis discussed at their meeting on 7th June, viz., that
final decisions about the manner of controlling Japanese shipbuilding
would be deferred until further information was received about the
course of the current discussions on this subject in Tokyo.
The Cabinet—
(1) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to agree that the problem
of China's participation in the Japanese Peace Treaty
should be handled on the basis described in paragraph 13
of C P . (51) 158, subject (i) to his making a further effort
to persuade Mr. Dulles that Japan should not be allowed
to retain her gold reserves, and (ii) to his securing a firm
promise of United States support for the withdrawal of
Japanese trading rights in the Congo Basin.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for paragraph 4 of
the draft announcement appended to C P . (51) 158 to be
amended on the lines indicated in the discussion; and
authorised him to seek the agreement of the United States
Government that an announcement in the terms of the
draft as thus amended should be made when the Treaty
was signed.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 41st
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Foreign Secretary said that it had not been found
possible to reach agreement with the United States and French
Governments on the terms of any written reply to the latest note from
the Soviet Government regarding the proposed meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers. In these circumstances the three Governments
had agreed that the best course would be to resume the discussions
between the Deputies of the four Foreign Ministers in Paris. These
talks had now been resumed.

Disappearance
of Foreign
Office Officials,

3. The Cabinet were informed of the reply which the Foreign
Secretary was proposing to give to questions which were being asked
in the House of Commons that afternoon about the disappearance
of two Foreign Office officials.
It was suggested in discussion that it might become necessary
to hold a formal enquiry into the circumstances in which these two
officers had left the country. Such an enquiry might provide an oppor
tunity for restating the principles which should govern the standards
of personal conduct of officers in the Foreign Service.

Supplementary
Pensions for
Miners.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 3rd
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

4. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 154) raising the question whether the
Government should maintain their objection to the inclusion of all
surface workers in the scheme of supplementary pensions which the
National Coal Board were negotiating with the National Union of
Mineworkers.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that, when the Cabinet
had agreed on 8th January that the supplementary pensions scheme
should be restricted to underground workers, he had m a d e it clear
that this restriction of the scheme would present serious practical
difficulties. About 24 per cent, of those employed in the industry
worked on the surface, and about half of them h a d previously worked
underground and would therefore be included in any scheme for
underground workers. The question at issue was, therefore, whether
the remaining 12 per cent, could, in practice, be excluded from the
scheme. The Executive of the National Union of Mineworkers had
explained at the Delegate Conference at York in January that the
scheme which the Board had in mind was confined to underground
workers, but in the subsequent discussions throughout the country
the general body of miners had shown themselves unwilling.to accept
this restriction of the scope of the scheme. It was now clear that,
unless the scheme covered surface workers as well as underground
workers, there was little prospect of securing agreement with the
Union. He proposed to ask the National Coal Board to resist a
further request by the Union relating to ill-health and widows'pensions
under the new scheme. H e thought he ought, however, to accept the
proposal that the scheme should be compulsory and that there should
be no question of individual miners being able to exclude themselves
from it. H e had arranged to meet the Executive of the National
Union of Mineworkers on the following day, but he would simply
listen to what they had to say and would indicate that the negotiations
should be conducted with the National Coal Board.

The Cabinet took note of the Foreign Secretary's statement.

The Minister of National Insurance said that it was because of
the urgent need to recruit underground miners that the Cabinet had

agreed to sanction a scheme of supplementary pensions for under
ground workers, at a time when it was felt that a general enquiry
should be made into the scope and nature of supplementary pensions
schemes. T h e Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the Minister
of Labour and herself were shortly to meet representatives of the
General Council of the Trade Union Congress, in order to persuade
them to agree to an enquiry into supplementary pensions schemes.
That enquiry would be gravely prejudiced if, in the meantime, the
miners' scheme had been enlarged to include all surface workers, The
workers in other nationalised industries would claim, with some
justice, that if surface mineworkers were given a supplementary
pension scheme they, too, should have one, and concessions to the
workers in nationalised industries would in turn lead to pressure for
similar schemes throughout industry.
in subsequent discussion it was pointed out that one of the main
objects of establishing a supplementary pensions scheme for under
ground miners had been to encourage recruitment for underground
working. This advantage would be lost if the scheme covered all
manual workers in the coal-mining industry. Moreover, difficult
problems of demarcation would arise if the scheme were extended to
cover surface workers, since these included workers on railway sidings,
coke ovens and other ancillary operations. It was, however, the
general view of Ministers that it would not be practicable to resist
the extension of the scheme to surface workers, since all the indica
tions were that the miners were not prepared to accept a distinction
in treatment between underground workers and surface workers. The
cost of extending the scheme to the remaining surface workers would
work out at about Id. per ton of coal. It would, however, be
reasonable to insist that surface workers who were brought within the
scheme should give an undertaking to work underground if they were
called upon to do so and were physically fit.
There was general agreement that ill-health and widows' pensions
under the new scheme could not be paid in addition to pensions
already payable under the National Insurance (Industrial Injuries)
Act, and the Colliery Workers' Supplementary Injuries Scheme. The
new.scheme should, however, be mandatory on all workers coming
within its scope.
It was also agreed that the Minister of Fuel and Power should
not be accompanied by other Ministers when he received the Execu
tive of the National Union of Mineworkers on the following day. He
should merely listen, promise consideration of what the Executive
had to say, and indicate that the Union should continue to negotiate
with the National Coal Board about the terms of the scheme.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that objection should not be taken to the extension
of the supplementary pensions scheme for miners to cover
all surface workers, subject to examination of the sugges
tion that surface workers who came within the scheme
should undertake to serve underground if called upon to
do so and if physically fit.
(2) Agreed that the scheme should be mandatory upon all
workers coming within its scope, and that the further
concessions sought by the National Union of Mineworkers
in regard to ill-health and widows' pensions should be
resisted.
[3) Took note that the Minister of Fuel and Power, when he
met the Executive of the National Union of Mineworkers
on the following day, would promise consideration of the
representations which they made, but would indicate that
further negotiations must be conducted with the National
Coal Board.

International
Wheat
Agreement.
Accession of
Japan.
(Frevious
Reference:
C M . (49) 18th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary and the Minister of F o o d ( C P . (51) 156) recommending that
the Government should agree to support a Japanese application for
unconditional accession to the International Wheat Agreement.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, while the balance
of payments with dollar countries was likely to present difficulties,
there were strong reasons for supporting the Japanese application for
unconditional accession. H e hoped, however, that the Ministry of
F o o d would make every effort to secure a satisfactory arrangement
for the Australian Wheat Board to assure our supplies of wheat from
Australia over the next two years, and that full advantage would be
taken of the Government's change of policy in any discussions about
Japanese rice requirements and in the negotiations for the new sterling
payments agreement with Japan.
The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 156.
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CONCLUSIONS

of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at 1 0 Downing
on Thursday, 14th June, 1 9 5 1 , at 1 1 a.m.

Street, S.W. 1,
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The Right Hon. H U G H DALTON, M.P., The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
Lord Chancellor.
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The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., The Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M.P.
Minister of Defence.
Secretary of State for the Home
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The Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS, M.P., The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right Hon. HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P., The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
Secretary of State for Scotland.
wealth Relations.
The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAW- The Right Hon. ALFRED ROBENS, M.P.,
Minister of Labour and National
CROSS, K . C . , M.P., President of the
Service.
Board of Trade.
The Right Hon. RICHARD STOKES, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
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Mr.J. B.

l. The Prime Minister said that the Cabinet would have learned
With regret of the sudden death of Mr. J. B. Chifley. A message of
sympathy had been sent on their behalf to the Australian Govern
ment. It would be contrary to practice that any formal reference to
M r . Chifiey's death should be made in either House of Parliament.
But he felt that it would be in accord with his colleagues' wishes that
an expression of their regret should be recorded in the minutes of the
Cabinefs proceedings.

Chifley.

2. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
Business in the House of Commons in the following week.
House of
The Cabinet considered the strength of the support which was
Commons.
likely to be forthcoming for a new clause, which was to be moved by
the Conservative Opposition on the Committee Stage of the Finance
Bill, proposing reduced rates of entertainment tax for speedway
racing-tracks. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, in resisting
this clause, he would make a sympathetic reference to the financial
difficulties of these undertakings, and would promise that there would
be a comprehensive review of the whole structure of the entertainment
tax before the next Budget. The Cabinet agreed that on this basis it
should be possible to secure the rejection of the new clause; and
the Chief Whip undertook to impress on Government supporters the
importance of voting against this Opposition proposal.
Parliament.

3. The Minister of State said that, on the basis of the conclusions
reached by the Cabinet on 11th June, further discussions had been
held with Mr. Dulles about the draft Peace Treaty for Japan.
Mr. Dulles had now agreed that provision should be m a d e in
C M . (51) 42nd the Treaty for Japan's renunciation of her rights under the Congo
Conclusions.
Basin treaties. In addition, all the minor outstanding points of
Minute 1.)
difference were now either settled or on the way to settlement, and
we had reserved our position on Japanese shipbuilding until the results
of the United States discussions in Tokyo were known.
Japanese Stocks
The problem of the disposal of the Japanese gold was thus the
of Gold.
only issue still in dispute. Further efforts had been made, first to
induce Mr. Dulles to accept our proposal that the gold should b e
handed over to the Allies, and, secondly, when it became clear that
he could not accept this, to obtain his agreement to a compromise
by which the United States would first acquire the gold and then
return it to the Japanese. A n arrangement on those lines would have
been more acceptable to public opinion in this country than a proposal
to leave the gold in Japanese hands. Mr. Dulles had, h o w e v e r , b e e n
equally unable to accept this proposal. The United States Govern
ment considered that the Japanese must have this gold in o r d e r to
restart their economy. . If they were left without it, the United States
Government would find it necessary to provide them with funds for
t h e purpose; and this would involve difficulties . with Congress.
Mr. Dulles had, however, offered to prepare a statement fully
explaining the United States position on this point; and it would be
helpful if this could be used by the United Kingdom Government in
presenting to the public their reasons for accepting the United States
view.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference:

The Foreign Secretary recalled that at their previous meeting the
Cabinet had agreed that this should not be made a breaking point in
the discussions, and he felt that in all the circumstances we should now
be justified in conceding t h e point and informing Mr. Dulles that we
could accept the present draft of the Treaty.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that this was primarily a
political, and not a financial, issue, and he would not oppose the
Foreign Secretary^ conclusion that we should now accept the United
States view of it in order t o secure agreement to a joint draft of the
Treaty.
40768-4
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The Cabinet endorsed this view. In publicly presenting our case
for the draft we could make it clear that we had sacrificed our view
on the disposal of the gold for the sake of the greater benefit to be
secured from full Anglo-American agreement on the terms of the
Treaty.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the United Kingdom Government could join
with the United States Government in publishing, as a
basis for discussion with other Powers at war with Japan,
a draft Peace Treaty in the terms which had been agreed
in the discussions with Mr. Dulles.
Draft
Communique,

The Cabinet next considered a draft communique
discussions which was circulated at the meeting.

on the

In discussion it was suggested that objection might be taken on
constitutional grounds to the statement in the communique that the
Foreign Secretary's agreement to the draft Treaty was subject to
approval by the United Kingdom Government.
It might be
preferable to say that a provisional agreement had been reached which
was subject to final approval. The references to the Soviet Govern
ment should also be amended to make it clear that they had already
been consulted by the United States Government on a provisional
draft, and to give greater emphasis to our desire that they should
participate in the Treaty. It was also suggested that United Kingdom
officials should not be mentioned by name in the communique.
The C a b i n e t (2) Approved the draft communique, subject to further consideration of the points made in the discussion.
Publication of
Draft Treaty.

JVze Foreign Secretary said that it was the intention of the United
States Government to publish a joint draft of the Treaty, together with
an explanatory memorandum, within the next two or three weeks.
T h e Cabinet would have an opportunity to consider both the joint
draft and the memorandum before they were published.

The Foreign Secretary said that in view of the elections on
the French Government were anxious that some positive
proposal should be made to the Soviet Government before the end of
the week in order to show that a real effort was being made by the
Western Powers to break the deadlock which had been reached by the
Deputies in Paris. The French had therefore suggested that the three
Reference:
Powers should address to the Soviet Government a note suggesting
C M . (51) 42nd that a meeting of the four Foreign Ministers should be held on the
Conclusions,
basis of the partial agreement already reached in Paris. T h e note
Minute 2.)
would add that this partial agreement should suffice to enable the
Foreign Ministers to agree rapidly on the final agenda for their
meeting and to get to work on the main discussions. A draft of the
proposed note was given in Paris telegram No. 152 of 12th June.
The Foreign Secretary said that he appreciated the anxiety of the
French Government about the forthcoming elections and felt that a
proposal on these lines deserved our support. The preliminary United
States reaction to the proposal had not, however, been favourable,
and it might prove impossible to obtain their agreement. The draft
note proposed by the French did not suggest that the Foreign
Ministers should meet without an agenda: it proposed that, in so far
as agreement on the agenda had not been reached by the Deputies,
the first task of the Foreign Ministers would be to complete the
agenda. He had made it clear that the United Kingdom Government

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting,
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous

4.

nth June
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were still firm in their resolve that the North Atlantic Treaty should
not be included on the agenda. This did not mean that the Russians
could be prevented from developing their views on the Treaty in the
course of the discussion of other items on the agenda, but it would
imply that the Council of Foreign Ministers would not be competent
to take decisions about the Treaty.
In discussion of the French proposal the following suggestions
were m a d e : —
(a) A final breakdown of the Deputies' discussions, followed by
a decision to abandon the project for a meeting of Foreign Ministers,
would not be acceptable to public opinion in the West. Was there any
sufficient reason why the Deputies' failure to agree on a complete
agenda should prevent the holding of a meeting of the Foreign
Ministers? It was important to avoid a complete breakdown, and
there was much to commend the suggestion (made in Foreign Office
telegram to Paris No. 88 of 12th June) that a meeting of Foreign
Ministers should be postponed until October.
(b) To agree that the Foreign Ministers should meet without an
agenda would be to surrender to the original Russian demand and
would be a reversal of the policy which we had followed hitherto.
Not only would the Russians be able to say that we were agreeing,
after many months' unprofitable delay, to their original view that the
meeting should be based on the Prague Communique, but we should
be unable to prevent substantive discussion of the North Atlantic
Treaty.
(c) It might be made clear, if an agreed note was sent to the
Soviet Government on the lines of the French proposal, that the
meeting should be held on the basis of one or other of the three agenda
which the Deputies had discussed, and that in addition other items
should be added where all four Governments agreed to their inclusion.
Summing u p the discussion, the Prime Minister said that there
was agreement that any note sent to the Soviet Government must
make it clear that, in so far as agreement on the agenda had not been
completed when the Foreign Ministers met, their first task must be to
complete it. T h e note should also stress the partial success already
reached by the Deputies in settling the agenda, and should make the
point that throughout their discussions in Paris the Western Deputies
had pursued the aim of reaching agreement on the whole of the agenda
for a meeting of Ministers. Subject to these amendments we should
support a proposal o n the lines of that now put forward by the
French Government, and should endeavour to persuade the United
States Government to agree to it.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to pursue discussions with the
United States and French Governments on the lines
indicated by the Prime Minister.

Equal Pay.
Public Services.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 40th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 151) raising the question whether any con
cession should be made to the demand for equal pay in the public
services and, if so, what form the concession should take.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Government were
committed to the principle of equal pay for men and women employed
in the public services. Postponement of its introduction had hitherto
been defended on the ground of severe wage restraint, and it was
therefore difficult for the Government to continue t o do nothing
towards implementing the principle now that wage restraint in its more
severe form was no longer in force. T h e Civil Service National

211

Whitley Council had proposed the gradual introduction of equal pay,
and officials had worked out a scheme under which it would be
brought into full force in eighteen years at a cost in the first year of
no more than £330,000. This scheme was open to the objection that
it would lead the trade unions to put forward equal pay claims in
industry and might impose a substantial load on costs of production.
H e had therefore considered whether it would be possible, instead, to
make some gesture which would show that the Government had not
abandoned their support for equal pay, but would avoid damaging
reactions in industry. One such gesture would be to reduce the maxi
m u m differentiation in the pay of men and women from 20 per cent,
to 17i per cent. A less logical, but more practical, alternative would
be to grant one additional annual increment to all women who had
already reached the maximum of their salary scales. The Minister of
Labour considered that these two proposals would not be of any
real value, and he proposed that all women should forthwith receive
one increment on their present scales, subject to their not exceeding
the men's rate. This would cost £5 million a year and, in view of the
other claims costing comparable amounts which had had to be
rejected on general financial grounds, he did not feel that this proposal
could be accepted. In his view the only practical alternatives were
to refuse to do anything in respect of equal pay in present circum
stances, or to make the gesture of granting one additional annual
increment to all women in the Civil Service who had already reached
the maximum of their salary scales. The first course could not be
publicly justified by reference to the repercussions -on industry of
granting equal pay in the public services. The second course would
benefit the most deserving category, namely, women with the longest
service, while showing that the Government were anxious to do
something in favour of equal pay as opportunity afforded.
The Minister of Labour said that, if any concession was to be
made, it should not be derisory, but, on the other hand, it should not
be such as to involve serious repercussions in industry. The proposal
to give to all women in the public service one increment on their
present salary scales would cost a substantial amount, but it would
have the effect that equal pay would be given to most women up to
the middle twenties, and in the lower grades of the Civil Service most
of them got married by that age. The grant of an additional increment
would, therefore, remove all sense of grievance from the great
majority of women in the Civil Service.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that, while equal pay
remained a long-term objective, there were serious objections to ail
the proposals put forward for making some immediate concession.
The grant of an additional annual increment to all women who had
already reached the maximum of their salary scales was unlikely to
reduce the agitation for equal pay. The grant of one increment on
all existing scales would bring most benefit to those who least needed
it, viz., the younger women i n the lower grades who were most likely
to get married. The claim for equal pay was most strongly pressed
on behalf of the older women who were making a career of the Civil
Service. Quite apart from questions of cost, the effect of any general
introduction of equal pay would be to create a sense of grievance
among married men and their wives, which would lead to a sustained
demand for increased family allowances. In present circumstances
the balance of advantage seemed, therefore, to lie in resisting any
concession, while at the same time making clear the serious economic
repercussions of equal pay and the need for a thorough investigation
of the means Of handling these problems in the long term.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that it was not practicable in present circumstances
to take any immediate steps to introduce equal pay in the
public services.

(2) Agreed that the Chancellor of the Exchequer, in announcing
this decision, should be free to indicate the general
difficulties attendant on the introduction of equal pay and
the . need for a thorough examination of all its
repercussions, including the effect on the scale of family
allowances.

International
Labour
Conference,
1950.
Vocational
Training of
Adults.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 39th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

Cabinet

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister
of Labour ( C P . (51) 133) proposing acceptance of a Recommenda
tion (No. 88) concerning the vocational training of adults, including
disabled persons, which was adopted by the International Labour
Conference at their Thirty-Third Session in June 1950.
The Cabinet—
(1) Approved the acceptance of the Recommendation concerning
the vocational training of adults.
(2) Authorised the Minister of Labour to present to Parliament
a White Paper in the terms set out in Annex II of
C P . (51) 133.

Office, S.W. 1,
Uth June, 1951.
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CONCLUSIONS

of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at 10 Downing
on Monday, ISth June, 1951, at 12 noon

Street,

S.W.I,

Present:
The Right H o n . C. R. ATTLEE, M.P., Prime Minister (in the Chair).
The Right H o n . HERBERT MORRISON, The Right Hon. H . T. N . GAITSKELL,
M . P . , Secretary of State for Foreign
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Affairs.
The Right H o n . H U G H DALTON, M.P., The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
Minister of Local Government and
Lord Chancellor.
Planning.
The Right H o n . J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., T h e Right Hon. E. SHINWELL, M.P.,
Minister of Defence.
Secretary of State for the H o m e
Department.
The Right H o n . T. WILLIAMS, M.P., The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
The Right H o n . HECTOR M C N E I L , M.P., The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
Secretary of State for Scotland.
wealth Relations.
The Right Hon. Sir HARTLEY SHAWCROSS, K.C.,
M.P., President of the
Board of Trade.
The following were also present:
The Right Hon. P. J . NOEL-BAKER, M.P., T h e Right Hon. G. R. STRAUSS, M.P.,
Minister of Supply (Item 2).
Minister of Fuel and Power (Item 2).
The Right H o n . Sir FRANK SOSKICE, The Right Hon. LORD HENDERSON,
Parliamentary
Under-Secretary of
K.C.,
M.P.,
Attorney-General
State for Foreign Affairs (Item 2).
(Item 1).
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Leasehold
Reform.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 83rd
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

1. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Lord Chan
cellor ( C P . (51) 163) on the attitude which the Government should
adopt towards Lords' amendments to the Leasehold Property
(Temporary Provisions) Bill.
^
The Lord Chancellor said that it was desirable that the Bill
should receive the Royal Assent in time for its provisions to come into
operation at the beginning of the new quarter on 24th June. Various
non-controversial provisions in Part II of the Bill should operate on
tenancies of shops which would otherwise terminate at the end of the
present quarter. Since the Commons would -consider the Lords'
amendments on 20th June and the Lords would discuss the
Commons' rejoinders on 21st June, there was little time for an inter
change of messages between the two Houses, if the Bill was to receive
the Royal Assent by 21st or 22nd J u n e ; and this gave a special
importance to the Government^ attitude towards the more contro
versial amendments introduced by the House of Lords. One of these
amendments would, in certain circumstances, involve the forfeiture
of an extended tenancy where the tenant had allowed the property to
fall into serious disrepair. In the House of Commons the Govern
ment had been prepared to allow the landlord various remedies after
the conclusion of an extended tenancy, but had opposed any for
feiture of the tenancy for failure to observe repairing covenants
because this would seriously weaken the protection enjoyed by the
tenant. There was, therefore, no alternative but to oppose the Lords'
amendment on this subject. Another Lords' amendment was
designed to deprive of protection a lessee who was really an investor
but had managed to get into residence just before the end of the lease.
It might be possible to devise a compromise which required a quali
fying period of two months' residence by the lessee or his family
between the date of the introduction of the Bill and the expiry of the
lease, but this would do little to meet the real point of the Lords'
amendment, though they might be prepared to accept it.
The Attorney-General
said that he did not think that the Govern
ment should offer any compromise on either of the amendments to
which the Lord Chancellor had referred. T h e possibility that an
investor might manage to secure protection under the Bill by taking
up residence just before the end of the lease had been mentioned in
the House of Commons, but the view had been taken that any pro
vision designed to cut out this rare type of case would cause hardship
in a variety of cases where protection should be afforded.
There was general agreement that the Lord's amendments, to
which the Lord Chancellor had referred, should be resisted in the
House of Commons. It seemed doubtful whether the House of Lords
would wish to put in jeopardy the immediate application of Part II
of the Bill relating to shop tenancies; but, if some days had to be
spent in convincing the House of Lords that the Government did
not propose to give way, then an endeavour would have to be made
to introduce amendments which would give Part II of the Bill some
retrospective effect.
The
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Cabinet—
Agreed that the Government should resist the Lords'
amendments to the Leasehold Property (Temporary Pro
visions) Bill, referred to in C P . (51) 163.

Integration
of French and
German Goal
and Steel
Industries.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 40th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 164) proposing that the Governments signing the
Schuman Plan Treaty should be informed that the United Kingdom
Government were agreeable that the existing controls over German
heavy industry should be abolished When the appropriate machinery
Under the Schuman Plan Treaty came into Operation, on condition
that the needs Of the British defence industry for scrap a n d semifinished steel products were adequately met.
The Parliamentary tinder-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
said that British defence needs could be met by a joint declaration by
the Governments concerned that the Allied controls over German
industry would be abolished at the appropriate time, subject t o
adequate fulfilment by the Germans Of the guarantee of " equitable
apportionment," given by the Federal Chancellor in February 1951.
Alternatively, when joining with the other Governments concerned in
making a joint declaration about the abolition of the existing Allied
controls, the United Kingdom Government might make a unilateral
declaration that they would only agree to the abolition of controls if
their defence needs were being adequately met under the equitable
apportionment guarantee.
It was the general view of Ministers that a joint declaration by all
the Governments concerned was preferable to a unilateral declara
tion, provided that the joint declaration made if clear that, not only
should the German Government give assurances, but there should be
reasonable grounds for believing that they would carry out those
assurances in a satisfactory manner. In view of past experience, it
was essential that the Minister of Supply should be satisfied as to the
methods to be adopted for fulfilling the guarantee about supplies of
scrap and semi-finished steel products and the dates by which these
supplies would be forthcoming.
The Cabinet—
Approved the recommendation in paragraph 4 of C P . (51)
164, and the joint declaration in paragraph 5 (i), subject to
the redrafting Of the joint declaration to make it clear that
the abolition of the existing controls over German heavy
industry was conditional on a satisfactory performance
"of German assurances relating to supplies of scrap and semi
finished steel products for defence needs,

French
Elections.

3. The Foreign Secretary gave the. Cabinet the' latest mformation about the progress of the French eletions. The results of the
voting were nOw known for 500 out of the 629 seats. If the remaining
results followed the same pattern, the central Parties would have a n
increased influence in the new Chamber. The Communists h a d
polled fewer votes, and won fewer seats than on the last occasion.
About 80 per cent.' of the electorate had gone to the polls.

4. The Foreign Secretary said that agreement had been reached
between the three Western Powers upon the terms of a note to the
Soviet Government which was broadly in accord with the views
expressed in the Cabinefs discussion on 14th June. The note h a d
been delivered at the end of the preceding week, and its terms h a d
been made public before the voting took place in the French elections.
Reference:
The French Government were gratified that this had been done, and
C M . (51) 43rd - were grateful to the United Kingdom Government for their help in
Conclusions,
securing United States agreement to this course.
Minute 4,)
The Foreign Secretary said that he had been considering how
Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous

any Soviet response to this note should be handled. The Soviet Gov
ernment might be willing that the four Foreign Ministers should meet
on the basis suggested in the note. In that event he would favour a
meeting in October: it would be difficult now to adhere to the date
at the end of July which had originally been suggested. If, on the
other hand, the Soviet Government declined to meet on the basis
suggested, he proposed that his Deputy in Paris should state that in
these circumstances the Deputies could make no further progress for
the time being, that further consultations between -the four Govern
ments would have to be carried on through diplomatic channels, but
that the Deputies could if necessary resume their discussions at a
later stage for the purpose of completing the arrangements for a
meeting. If, however, the Soviet Government put forward some
counter-proposal of their own, the United Kingdom Deputy should
promise to refer this to his Government for consideration.
In discussion several Ministers stressed the importance of avoid
ing the impression that the project for a Meeting of Foreign Ministers
had been abandoned because their Deputies had failed to reach
agreement in their discussions in Paris. Many people believed that
failure to arrange for a meeting of the four Foreign Ministers would
bring the danger of war appreciably nearer; and it was arguable that
the hope of reaching some settlement with the Russians should not be
finally abandoned until the Foreign Ministers had themselves made an
attempt to reach such a settlement. The Deputies might well be
reluctant to prolong their discussions; but there were many people
who felt that, so long as talks continued, there was less risk of an open
rupture of relations between East and West.
On the other hand, it was argued that, however serious the con
sequences of a failure by the Deputies to agree upon an agenda for a
meeting of Ministers, the position might be even more serious if the
Foreign Ministers had themselves met and failed to reach any agree
ment. If the Soviet Government rejected the latest proposal of the
Western Powers, the United Kingdom representative in Paris might
make an immediate response on the lines suggested by the Foreign
Secretary; but this would have to be followed by a statement in the
House of Commons, in which the Foreign Secretary could make it
clear that he had not closed his mind to the possibility of a meeting
of Foreign Ministers. The more likely development was, however,
that the Soviet Government would return an argumentative reply to
which a reasoned answer would have to be given; and in that event
the Cabinet would have an opportunity of considering the terms of
the proposed answer.
The Cabinet—
Approved the instructions which the Foreign Secretary was
proposing to give to his Deputy in Paris regarding the imme
diate response which he should make to any Soviet reply to
the latest note from the three Western Powers.

5. The Foreign Secretary said that, in the final discussions with
M r . Dulles regarding the draft announcement on China's participation
in the Japanese Peace Treaty, it had not proved possible to secure
agreement to the formula about Formosa which the Cabinet had
approved at their meeting on 1.1th June, viz., that the future of the
island had still to be discussed " in the light of the Charter of the
United Nations." Mr. Dulles had been unwilling to accept the
addition of those concluding words. It was therefore proposed that
each Government should be free to make its own statement in
explanation of the joint announcement. The United Kingdom Gov
ernment would state that, in their view, the future of Formosa
should be discussed in the light of the Charter of the United

Nations. The United States Government, for their part, wished to
have the opportunity of explaining that Japan would be free, once
she had regained her sovereignty, to conclude bilateral treaties with
other Powers.
In discussion some anxiety was expressed at the proposal that
each Government should be free to add these interpretations of the
joint announcement. These were likely to give the impression that
the differences between the two Governments were more serious than
they actually were. If, by our statement, we gave the impression that
the United States Government were unwilling that the United Nations
should discuss the future of Formosa, people in this country might
conclude that the Americans were determined to perpetuate Nation
alist Government rule in Formosa. It was also undesirable that
undue emphasis should be laid on Japan's future freedom to conclude
bilateral treaties with other Powers.
It was the view of the Cabinet that in all the circumstances it
would be preferable that we should accept a joint announcement on
Formosa stating merely that " the future of the island had still
to be discussed," and should renounce any right to add that in our
view this question should be determined in the light of the Charter of
the United Nations. The United States Government should be asked,
in return, to Tefrain from making any pronouncement about Japan's
freedom to conclude bilateral treaties with other Powers.
The Cabinet—Invited the Foreign Secretary to suggest to the United States
Government that the question of China's participation in the
Japanese Peace Treaty should be left on the basis of the
joint announcement already agreed, without unilateral
explanations by either the United States Government or
the United Kingdom Government.

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
18th June, 1951.
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CONCLUSIONS
of a Meeting of the Cabinet held in Conference Room " B,"
Cabinet Office, Great George Street, S.W. 1, on Thursday, list June, 1951,
at 11 a.m.
Present:
The Right Hon. Herbert Morrison, M.P., Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
(in the Chair).
The Right Hon. H. T. N . GAITSKELL. The Right Hon. H U G H DALTON, M.P.,
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer.
Minister of Local Government and
Planning.
The Right Hon. VISCOUNT ALEXANDER The Right Hon. VISCOUNT JOWITT,
OF HILLSBOROUGH, Chancellor of the
Lord Chancellor.
Duchy of Lancaster.
The Right Hon. J. CHUTER E D E , M.P., The Right Hon. T. WILLIAMS, M.P.,
Secretary of State for the Home
Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries.
Department.
The Right Hon. JAMES GRIFFITHS, M.P., The Right Hon. P. C. GORDON WALKER,
M.P., Secretary of State for Common
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
wealth Relations.
The Right Hon. RICHARD STOKES, M.P.,
Lord Privy Seal.
The following were also present:
The Right Hon. P. J. NOEL-BAKER, M.P., The Right Hon. K . G . YOUNGER, M.P.,
Minister of Fuel and Power (Items
Minister of State (Item 9).
1-4).
The Right Hon. Sir FRANK SOSKICE, The Right Hon. WILLIAM WHITELEY,
K.C., M.P., Attorney-General (Items
M.P.,
Parliamentary
Secretary,
5-6).
Treasury, (Items 1-4).
Mr. A. G . BOTTOMLEY, M.P., Secretary

for Overseas Trade (Item 10).
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Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

1 . The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week.

Bechuanaland
Protectorate.

2. The Cabinet were informed that members of the Conservative
and Liberal Parties had now tabled a motion inviting the House of
Commons to deplore the decision to continue the banishment of
Tshekedi K h a m a from the Bamangwato territory without hearing or
enquiring into the grounds for such banishment, and calling upon
the Government to rescind the order of banishment and to allow
Tshekedi to dwell freely within the territory of his tribe. The motion
would have the official support of both the Opposition Parties, and
it was likely that a number of Government supporters would be
reluctant to vote against it. T h e Government would therefore be
confronted with a difficult Parliamentary situation when the motion
was debated.

Tshekedi
Khama.
(Previous
Reference:

C M . (51) 27th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that,
if Tshekedi were allowed to return to the Bamangwato Reserve, it
would be difficult to maintain the exclusion of Seretse. The Govern
ment would thus be forced into a complete reversal of the policy
which they had hitherto followed in this matter. This would seriously
impair their relations with the Union of South Africa, and would
cause the Union Government to press their claim to assume responsi
bility for the High Commission territories. This last argument, though
it could not be used publicly, might have some effect on those Gfovern
ment supporters who had been favourably impressed with Tshekedi's
statement of his case.
The Cabinet agreed that special steps should be taken to explain
to Government supporters the importance of ensuring the rejection
of this motion. The order of business in the House of Commons
should be rearranged so as to enable a meeting of the Parliamentary
Labour Party to be held before the motion was debated. The argu
ments in support of the Governmenfs policy should also be explained
privately to some of the Government supporters w h o would be most
reluctant to vote against the motion. Two Ministers should speak
on behalf of the Government in the debate: either the Prime Minister
or the Secretary of State for the Colonies might join the Secretary
of State for Commonwealth Relations in putting the Governmenfs
case before the House.
The Cabinet—
( 1 ) Invited the Home Secretary to arrange for a meeting of the
Parliamentary Labour Party to be held before this motion
was debated in the House of Commons.
(2) Asked the Home Secretary, the Secretary of State for Com
monwealth Relations and the Chief Whip to arrange that
the arguments in favour of the Governmenfs policy were
fully explained, before the debate, to those Government
supporters who would be most reluctant to vote against
the motion.
(3) Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to consult the Prime Minister regarding the choice of the
second Government spokesman in the debate.

3. The Lord Privy Seal said that in the forthcoming debate on
the Festival of Britain Bill he was likely to be asked whether it was
intended that the Festival Gardens should continue in operation after
the end of the Festival. The Gardens had proved popular and were
now showing, an average profit of about £20;000 a week. If they were
to; continue in operation after the Festival ended in September, some
statement to that effect should be made before Parliament rose at the
end of July.
40835
2

Festival of
Britain.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 32nd
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

B
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The Foreign Secretary said that he hoped that the London County
Council would be willing to promote legislation enabling them to
operate the Festival Gardens on a permanent basis. I n . t h a t event
some arrangement should be made for the Treasury to recover the
balance of their original expenditure on the Gardens which had not
been recouped before the Festival ended.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Lord Privy Seal to ascertain informally whether
the London County Council were prepared to take over
the operation of the Festival Gardens after the end of
the Festival, and whether the Battersea Borough Council
were agreeable that they should do so; and, if the two
Councils were in favour of this course, authorised him to
state in the forthcoming debate in the House of Commons
that the Government viewed with sympathy the suggestion
that the Gardens should continue in operation after the
end of the Festival.
(2) Agreed that the Lord Privy Seal should move the Second
Reading of the Festival of Britain Bill and, with the leave
of the House, should also reply to the debate.

Persia.
(Previous
Refereace:
C M . (51) 37th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

4. The Foreign Secretary informed the Cabinet of the latest
developments in the Persian situation. In view of the intransigent
attitude of the Persian Government the negotiations between them
and the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company had been broken off, and the
Company's delegation had been instructed to return to this country.
The Company had been advised that for the present they should not
take the initiative in stopping their operations in Persia; but, if
no tankers left Abadan, the storage tanks on the island would become
filled within about a fortnight and the Company's European staff
could then be withdrawn gradually from the oil-fields and concen
trated in Abadan. Further aircraft were now being made available,
in order that the evacuation of the Company's employees from
Abadan might be carried out more quickly, if it became necessary.
The Company had been instructed that they should make no payment
to the Persian Government for oil delivered to their tankers attd that
they should withdraw their tankers from Abandan as soon as it
became clear that such a demand was to be made. All practicable
steps would be taken to prevent the Company's customers from buying
oil from the Persian Government. The Treasury were taking steps
to-prevent the Persian Government from converting any of their
sterling holdings into dollars. There had been a hostile demonstra
tion that morning at the Company's offices in T e h r a n ; it was
reported that crowds of Persians had broken into the offices, but that
no personal violence had been used against employees of the
Company.
In discussion the following points were raised: —
(a) The necessary military preparations had been made for the
evacuation of British nationals from Abadan. This was a relatively
small operation. A much larger operation would, however, be
required if the refinery at Abadan was to be held against active
military opposition by the Persians; and it would be some little time
before the forces necessary for this larger operation could be
assembled. Moreover, there would be serious political risks in
authorising military intervention for the purpose of protecting British
property in Persia. T h e United States Government had indicated that
they would not be prepared to support such action, and it was unlikely
to command general support among other Commonwealth Govern
ments. If we took this course and the Persian Government brought
the situation before the Security Council, we should find it difficult
to defend our action and were likely to have few supporters.

(b) It was suggested that by a show of force we might avert the
need for positive military intervention. Would it not be wise to bring
u p some stronger naval forces into the neighbourhood of A b a d a n ?
(c) Was it not desirable that further steps should now be taken
to concentrate the European employees of the Company at A b a d a n ?
The Cabinet were informed that instructions had already been given
for the evacuation of the families of these employees. The withdrawal
of the employees themselves could not be further accelerated without
serious risk of causing fires or explosions in the oil-fields; and the
group of Ministers which had been keeping the situation under review
on the Cabinefs behalf had not thought it expedient that this risk
should be taken at the present time.
(d) H a d not the time come to stop exports, e.g., of steel rails, to
Persia? The Cabinet were informed that this point had been under
consideration by the Ministers concerned. Such action was likely
to stiffen public opinion in Persia against any compromise on the
oil question; and it seemed likely that it was the state of public opinion
that was now the main factor in preventing the Persian Government
from accepting any compromise. This action should, however, be
taken as soon as it was clear that there was no longer any hope of 
reaching a compromise on the main issue. Thus, the moment when
the tankers h*d to be moved from Abadan would probably be an
appropriate time at which to stop exports from this country to Persia.
It was suggested that, in the meantime, shipment of these exports
might be delayed; and The Chancellor of the Exchequer undertook
to consider this suggestion.
The Cabinet—
Took note of the Foreign Secretary's statement and of the
points raised in the discussion.

Emergency Acts.
5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Home
(Previous
Secretary ( C P . (51) 170) reporting that a Divisional Court of the
Reference:
King's Bench Division might decide in the following week that the
C M . (50) 44th National Registration Act, 1939, was no longer in force, and drawing
Conclusions,
attention to the need which would then arise for retrospective legisMinute 3.)
lation validating action taken under a number of emergency statutes.

The Cabinet agreed that the necessary Bill should be prepared
without delay, so that it would be available for immediate intro
duction if the decision of the Court were adverse.
The Cabinet—
Took note of C P . (51) 170.

Subversive
Activities.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (50) 76th
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)

6. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the AttorneyGeneral ( C P . (51) 167) suggesting that, if he decided not to prosecute
Mrs. Monica Felton for treason in connection with her visit to North
Korea, he should state, in reply to questions on the subject, that
the Government were considering what changes should be made in
the law regarding various types of subversive activity.
The Attorney-General
said that there had been a series of
incidents (of which Mrs. Felton's visit to North Korea was unlikely
to be the last) in which British subjects had consorted with authorities
against whom hostilities were being conducted in Korea. Public
indignation would grow if it were felt that no action was being taken
to check such conduct. H e therefore wished to be authorised to say
that the Government were considering what changes should be made
in the existing law. Consideration might be given to a provision
which would m a k e it an offence for a British subject to go to countries,

)

such as North Korea, against which hostilities were being conducted
by United Kingdom forces, and the clause against subversive publica
tions which had been drafted in connection with the Overseas
Operations (Security of Forces) Bill should be examined again.
In discussion it was suggested that there might be a good case
for a statutory Power to question and detain suspected persons, on
the lines of the war-time Defence Regulation 18 D.
There was general agreement that the question of strengthening
the law to deal with subversive activities should be examined afresh,
probably by a Cabinet Committee. If the Attorney-General promised
consideration of the law on the subject, on the lines suggested in
paragraph 6 of C P . (51) 167, the Government would be more or less
committed to introducing legislation, although experience suggested
that the prospects of passing legislation of this kind depended very
much on the temper of Parliamentary and public opinion at the time.
It was therefore desirable that the point should be mentioned to the
Prime Minister, so that he might either approve the proposed state
ment or arrange to have the matter discussed further by the Cabinet.
-

The Cabinet—
Subject to the Prime Ministers agreement, approved the
proposal in paragraph 6 of C P . (51) 167 that the AttorneyGeneral should state, in answer to questions in the House
of Commons, that the Government were considering whether
changes should be made in the existing law regarding sub
versive activities.

Raw Materials.
(Previous

Reference:
C M . (51) 14th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

7. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had circulated
to the Economic Policy Committee a memorandum (E.P.C. (51) 61)
on the measures necessary to deal with the high cost of raw materials
imported into this country. It was, however, a matter of urgency
that he should have authority to ask the United States Government
to enter into negotiations about the stabilisation of the prices of raw
materials at levels which in the longer term would permit an equi
librium of supply and demand.
The C a b i n e t Agreed that the United States Government should be asked
to enter into negotiations about the stabilisation of the prices
of raw materials.

8. T h e Cabinet considered the text (reproduced in Paris telegram
N o . 166 of 20th Jmie) of the Soviet reply to the latest note from the
three Western Powers. In this the Soviet Government insisted that
there should be n o meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers unless
the North Atlantic Treaty and American military bases formed one
of the items on the agenda; they offered to discuss at such a meeting
Reference:
their Treaties of mutual assistance with China, their satellites in
C M . (51) 44th Eastern Europe, France and the United Kingdom; and they urged
Conclusions,
that the Foreign Ministers' Deputies should continue their discussions
Minute 4.)
in Paris with a view to reaching agreement o n an agenda including
(as a disagreed item) the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty and the American
military bases.
The Foreign Secretary said that it was proposed that the reply
to this note should be made in an oral statement at a meeting of the
Deputies in Paris, in a form which h a d been agreed in advance between
the three Western Powers and was suitable for subsequent publication.
He read to the Cabinet a draft of this proposed statement.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
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In discussion of this draft the following points were m a d e : —
(a) It was important that a further attempt should be made to
make clear to the public the basis of the distinction which we were
seeking to draw between discussing the North Atlantic Treaty at a
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers and allowing it to appear
as a separate item on the agenda for such a meeting. Essentially, our
position was that this subject could be brought up for discussion, but
not for decision, by the Council of Foreign Ministers. It seemed
desirable that, in replying to this latest Soviet note, we should make
it clear that we had always recognised that the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty
might be discussed under the first item on the agenda, but that we
were not prepared to agree that the Treaty should be placed formally
on the agenda in a manner implying that it was a subject on which
the Council of Foreign Ministers were competent to take decisions.
(b) It was - significant that the Soviet Government had not
suggested that their Treaties of mutual assistance should be placed
on the agenda. They had stated merely that, if the other Powers
wished to have these Treaties discussed, they would raise no objection.
Yet they were still insisting that the N o r t h Atlantic Treaty should
form a separate item on the agenda, and should not merely come up
for discussion at the meeting. Attention might perhaps be drawn to
this in our reply in support of the point noted in paragraph (a) above.
(c) Some Ministers again emphasised the importance of ensuring
that, if the project for a meeting of Foreign Ministers had to be
abandoned, the responsibility for the breakdown should be clearly
seen to rest with the Soviet Government. F r o m this point of view it
was arguable that the project should not be finally abandoned until
the four Foreign Ministers had themselves tried to reach agreement
on an agenda.
The Foreign Secretary said that the last note from the Western
Powers had made it sufficiently clear that the Foreign Ministers of
the three Western Powers were sincerely anxious that a meeting of
the Council of Foreign Ministers should be held. Moreover, it was
not proposed that the Deputies' discussions should be finally termi
nated, but only that they should be adjourned while a further attempt
was made to secure agreement through diplomatic channels. If the
discussions in Paris were adjourned, he had it in mind that, subject
to the Prime Ministers concurrence, he should make a broadcast
statement, in which he would take the opportunity of making it plain
where the responsibility for any breakdown would lie.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consider how the points
noted in paragraphs (a) and (b) above could best be incor
porated in the reply which was to be returned to the Soviet
note embodied in Paris telegram N o . 166 of 20th June.
(2) Agreed that, subject to conclusion (1) above, the reply to
this Soviet note might follow the lines of the draft which
the Foreign Secretary had read to the Cabinet, and took
note that this reply would be made in an oral statement
at a meeting of the Deputies in Paris.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.
(Previous
^Reference *
C M (51)44th
Conclusions
Minute 5 ) '

9 . The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
. Secretary ( C P . (51) 166) seeking approval for a revised draft of the
Japanese Peace Treaty.

The Fbreign Secretary said that the revised draft gave effect to
decisions which the Cabinet had reached in recent discussions
about the provisions of the Treaty. H e had discussed with the
Minister of Transport the steps to be taken to prevent any revival
of the unfair practices previously used by the Japanese against British
. shipping. Talks were taking place in Tokyo on this issue, and it might
t n e
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be necessary to insert a provision in the Treaty that the Japanese
should not engage in discrimination in the carriage of their goods
by sea.
The Cabinet—
Approved the revised draft of the Japanese Peace Treaty
set out in Annex B to C P . (51) 166.

Yugoslavia.

Economic
Assistance.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 24th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

10. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Foreign Secretary ( C P . (51) 160) seeking approval for recommendations made by officials of the United Kingdom, United States and
French Governments about economic relations with Yugoslavia, and
asking for authority to seek Parliamentary sanction for a United
Kingdom contribution of £10 million in the current financial year to
a joint programme of assistance to Yugoslavia.
1

The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals in paragraph 12 of C P . (51) 160.

Cabinet

Office,
SWA,
21st June, 1951.
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Persia.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 45th
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

1. The Foreign Secretary said that there had been a new
development in the situation in Persia, which might have a very serious
effect on the position of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (A.I.O.C.).
A Bill had been presented to the Majlis providing that persons charged
with interfering with the running of the national oil industry should
be triable by a military court and should in certain circumstances be
liable to the death penalty. The Bill related primarily to acts of
sabotage, but the Company's manager at.Abadan. had been threatened
with it in respect of his refusal to accept the form of receipt prescribed
by the National Iranian Oil Company (N.I.O.C.) for oil delivered to
the A.I.O.C's tankers. His Majesty's Consul-General at Khorram
shahr, on instructions from His Majesty's Ambassador in Tehran, had
now authorised the Manager to sign the form of receipt, if necessary,
on condition that the charge of sabotage was withdrawn; and His
Majesty's Consul-General had at the same time been instructed to
lodge a strong protest against this threat with the N.I.O.C's represen
tative at Abadan.
The position of the A.I.O.C's tankers at Abadan was not clear.
It was believed that the master of one tanker had got his ship away
without signing any form of receipt, and that three or four had sailed
after signing a receipt headed " National Iranian Oil C o m p a n y "
recording simply the details of the oil loaded on the tanker. The
A.I.O.C. had now instructed their general manager that no form of
receipt should be given which acknowledged the receipt of oil from
the N.I.O.C. unless a proviso was added stating that the N.I.O.C's
title to the oil was not admitted. It was, however, unlikely that the
Persian Government would accept the inclusion of such a proviso.
The group of Ministers dealing with Persia would be meeting
later in the day and would be discussing in detail the next steps to be
taken in respect both of the new Bill against sabotage and of the
tanker position, but the Cabinet might wish to express their general
views on these issues.

The Sabotage
Bill.

In discussion of the new Bill it was agreed that the Persian
Government must not be left in doubt of the serious view which His
Majesty's Government would take of its application to British
members of the staff of the A.I.O.C. A strong protest should at
once be addressed to the Persian Government stating that we should
hold them responsible for the consequences to British subjects of any
action taken against them under the Bill. We should at the same time
make it clear that the staff of the Company were under instructions to
maintain the installations at the oilfields and the refinery as long as
they were able to carry out their duties without interference.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to give clear warning to the
Persian Government that His Majesty's Government
would take a serious view of the application to British
subjects of this Bill against sabotage of Persia's oil supplies.

Position of
Tankers at
Abadan.

'-\ -
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The Cabinet then considered the position of the tankers at
Abadan.
It was recalled that at a meeting of Ministers on 20th June it had
been agreed that we should withdraw the tankers as soon as it became
clear that Persian action would prevent oil from being shipped from
Abadan. Some Ministers felt that, in view of the risk that the
Persians might seize the tankers, the moment had now come to with
draw those at Abadan and to discontinue the present arrangement by
which other tankers were moved in as those which had loaded left
the port. It was also suggested that the Persians should now be
warned that our naval vessels would intervene to protect the tankers
if they were molested by the Persians on passage down the river. On
the other hand, it was pointed out that the present position at Abadan
was obscure. Complete withdrawal of the tankers would lead inevit
ably to the cutting off of supplies of crude oil from the oilfields to the
refineries and would prejudice the prospect of reaching a solution of
B 2

the dispute before the A.I.O.C's staff withdrew. Also if the Company
were bound to shut down in Persia it would be advantageous to obtain
all the oil we could before this happened. To stop loading would
precipitate a complete breakdown, with a serious danger of rioting
and loss of British lives.
The Cabinet—
(2) Agreed that a decision to withdraw the Anglo-Iranian Oil
Company's tankers from Abadan should be deferred until
further information was available about the current situa
tion there.
Evacuation
of A.I.O.C.
Staff.

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that full preparations
had been made for the operation (" M I D G E T ") for the evacuation of
the British staff of the A.I.O.C. from Abadan. It was not possible to
guarantee the safety of the staff dispersed at the oilfields, who would
have to make their way to Abadan for evacuation.. The thirty-six
hours needed to put this operation into effect could be shortened,
perhaps by as much as twelve hours, if the forces were assembled in
advance, and could be shortened still more if they were flown to
Shaiba in Iraq. The Iraqi Government had reluctantly agreed that
Shaiba could be used for this purpose, provided that the operation
was limited to the protection of British lives.
The Cabinet—
(3) Authorised the Minister of Defence to arrange for the imme
diate assembly in Egypt of the forces required for
Operation " M I D G E T . "
(4) Invited the Foreign Secretary to inform the United States
Government of the decision noted in Conclusion (3) above
and of the reasons which had led to it.
(5) Agreed to defer for the time being a decision to move these
forces into Shaiba.
In further discussion the following points were also m a d e : —
(a) The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations said that
the Indian Government had now urged the Persian Government to
make every effort to reach a settlement of the dispute by negotiation.
This was an encouraging development, in view of the unhelpful
attitude which the Indian Prime Minister had earlier adopted.
(b) The Minister of Labour said that, while he was in Geneva,
he had discussed the situation with a Persian trades union represen
tative. The latter had told him that the Persian workers were
opposed to nationalisation, were pro-British, a n d were bitterly
opposed to communism. They had great faith in the Shah, and sus
pected the motives of the present Persian Government. His infor
mant had also expressed the view that we ought to adopt a stronger
line in dealing with Dr. Mussadiq.
Summing up the discussion, the Prime Minister said that the
position was changing so rapidly that the Cabinet would not wish to
take further decisions at the moment. He suggested that the Cabinet
should authorise him, if time did not permit of reference to his other
colleagues, to decide, in consultation with the Foreign Secretary and
the Minister of Defence, when the moment had come to give executive
orders for the evacuation of the British employees of the A.I.O.C.
from Abadan.
The Cabinet—
(6) Agreed that, if time did not permit of reference to the
Cabinet, the Prime Minister should decide, in consul
tation with the Foreign Secretary and the Minister of
Defence, when the moment had come to authorise the
operation (" M I D G E T " ) for the evacuation of British
employees of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company from
Abadan.

2. The Foreign Secretary said t h a t in a broadcast on 23rd June
M. Malik, the Soviet representative at the United Nations, had said
that the fighting in Korea could be brought to an end if the parties
Reference:
CM. (51) 37th e r e willing to enter on the path of a peaceful settlement, and he had
suggested that as a first step discussions should be started between
Conclusions,
the belligerents for a cease-fire and an armistice providing for the
Minute 4.)
mutual withdrawal of forces from the 38th Parallel. Although it had
been embodied in a speech containing a good deal of abuse of the
Western Powers, this statement might indicate a change of policy on
the part of the Soviet Government. There had been earlier rumours
that they might now be willing to see the fighting in Korea brought to
an end, in view of the increasing demands which the Chinese Corn
munists were making for munitions and equipment. The Foreign
Secretary said that the first step must be to test the sincerity of the
Soviet suggestion; and he had proposed in Washington that the
United States and United Kingdom representatives at the United
Nations should at once establish contact with M. Malik for this
purpose. Meanwhile he would be expected to make an immediate
statement in the House of Commons, and he read to the Cabinet a
draft of the statement which he was proposing to make in reply to a
Private Notice Question that afternoon. The substance of that state
ment was that, while there were no grounds for unqualified optimism,
we should lose no opportunity of following up the suggestion thrown
out in M . Malik's broadcast.
Korea.
(Previous

W

In discussion it was agreed that it should be made clear in the
statement that M. Malik's suggestion was not substantially different
from proposals which had been under consideration for some time by
the Good Offices Committee of the United Nations. The statement
should, in effect, welcome what we hoped might be an indication that
the Soviet Government were now willing to support proposals for a
truce in Korea which the Western Powers had been advocating for
some time past.
$
The Cabinet—
Approved, subject to amendment on the point noted above,
the statement which the Foreign Secretary proposed to make
in the House of Commons that afternoon about the Soviet
suggestion for discussion of a cease-fire and armistice in
Korea.

Supplementary
Pensions for
Miners.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 42nd
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

3. The Cabinet considered memoranda by the Minister of Fuel
and Power ( C P . (51) 171) and the Minister of National Insurance
( C P . (51) 176) on the question whether the proposed supplementary
pensions scheme for miners should be made compulsory by means of
an order under section 27 of the National Insurance Act, 1946.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that the National Coal
Board and the National Union of Mineworkers were both urging that
the supplementary pensions scheme should be made compulsory by
means of an order under the National Insurance Act, since they feared
that, if the miners were left to decide whether they should join the
scheme, the younger men would be liable to postpone joining it. The
alternatives appeared to be an order under the Act of 1946 or special
legislation.
The Minister of National Insurance said that the policy hitherto
adopted had been to treat the miners' scheme as exceptional, to main
tain the objection in present circumstances to any extension of
supplementary pensions schemes in other nationalised industries and
to try to overcome the objection of the Trades Union Congress to an
enquiry into supplementary pensions schemes generally. That policy
could not be maintained if the Government sought by affirmative
resolution to get the support of both Houses to all the details of the

miners' scheme, which now covered surface-workers as well as under
ground-workers. H o w could similar schemes be then refused to
manual workers in other nationalised industries? The right course
was to give existing miners an option whether to enter the scheme and
to make membership of the scheme a condition of service for future
entrants to the industry. Arrangements along these lines had worked
satisfactorily in other industries. The Government Actuary had
indicated that there was no actuarial difficulty in making the scheme
voluntary for existing employees but compulsory for future entrants.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) While stress had previously been laid on the value of a
supplementary pensions scheme in preventing wastage from the
mining industry, Ministers had also understood that the scheme
would be popular among miners and would stimulate recruiting. It
was on the basis of the popularity of the scheme that the Cabinet had
felt obliged to agree (on 11th June, 1951) that it should cover all
surface-workers as well as underground-workers, notwithstanding
the serious objections to the extension of the scheme to surface
workers. The approach which h a d now been made by the National
Union of Mineworkers suggested that the scheme would not be well
received by its members. If, in fact, the Union had misinformed the
Government in the past and there was widespread refusal to partici
pate, it would be necessary to consider whether the whole project
should be dropped. The Minister of National Insurance, equally
with the National Coal Board, would find difficulty in enforcing con
tribution to a scheme which large numbers of miners did not want.
(b) Section 27 of the National Insurance Act, 1946, had been
primarily intended for supplementary schemes which had to be dove
tailed into a national scheme and were to be administered by the
Ministry of National Insurance. It would be an abuse of the
statutory provision to use it for the sole purpose of imposing this new
scheme on existing and future miners. After approval by Parliament
the scheme would remain inflexible on all matters of principle unless
a fresh order were made. The unions representing the workers in
other nationalised industries would press for similar orders to be made
in respect of their industries, and the debate on the order would give
rise to claims on behalf of war pensioners.
it) There was no sufficient reason why the Minister of Fuel and
Power should not approve the miners' supplementary pensions
scheme under section 37 of the Coal Industry Nationalisation Act,
1946, and leave its implementation to the National Coal Board and
the National Union of Mineworkers. They had both asked for this
scheme on the ground that it was desired by the miners; and the
National Union of Mineworkers was sufficiently influential to secure
its acceptance by the great majority of existing miners, while the
National Coal Board could make membership of the scheme a con
dition of service for future entrants. This would ensure that
membership of the scheme remained, as was proper, a matter of con
tract between the Board and the individual miner. If the provisions
of the National Insurance Act were invoked to coerce miners into
acceptance of the scheme, the miners were likely to ask at a later date
that "they should be given an increase in wages to compensate them
for their enforced contributions.
The Cabinet—
Agreed that the miners' supplementary pensions scheme
should not be made compulsory by means of an order under'
section 27 of the National Insurance Act, 1946. and should,
subject to the approval of the Minister of Fuel and Power
under section 37 of the Coal Industry Nationalisation Act,
1946, be introduced by the National Coal Board as a matter
of contract with the individual miner.

Bechuanaland
Protectorate.
Tshekedi
Khairia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 45th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

4. The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Secretary
of State for Commonwealth Relations ( C P . (51) 173 and 177) on the
line which the Government should take in the debate in the House of
Commons on the Opposition motion deploring the banishment of
Tshekedi K h a m a from the Bamangwato territory.
The Prime Minister, said that he had seen the notes of the speech
which the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations was pro
posing to make in this debate and he was satisfied that a strong case
could be made in support of the G o v e r n m e n t s policy in this matter.
If the Government now reversed that policy, under pressure in the
House of Commons, their authority would be gravely weakened both
in this country and in Africa.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies said that he was gravely
concerned about the effect upon African opinion of a vote on this
issue in which the Governmenfs policy would be endorsed by, at best,
a very small majority. He had therefore been considering means
of avoiding a division on this motion. H e suggested that, following
the precedent established when Sarawak was about to be ceded to the
Crown, the Government might offer to send two back-bench
Members Of the House of Commons to the Bamangwato Reserve so
that they could judge for themselves, and on their return report to the
House, what was the state of local feeling on this question.
In discussion it was pointed out that the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations had himself paid a recent visit to Bechu
analand for this very purpose, and the Governmenfs policy was
based on the judgment which he had formed. It was hardly appro
priate that the Government should now invite two back-bench
Members to consider and report to the House whether the Secretary
of State had correctly interpreted the state of feeling among the
Bamangwato.
The Cabinet were, however, informed that there was likely to be
considerable difficulty in persuading Government supporters to vote
against the motion unless some concession could be made to the
strong feelings on this question which were held in some sections of
the Labour Party. The Secretary of State for
Commonwealth
Relations said that the basis of the Governmenfs policy in respect of
Tshekedi was that the Bamangwato Tribe were themselves strongly
opposed to his return to the Reserve. The Government could there
fore say, without inconsistency, that they were willing to base them
selves in this matter upon local law and custom and to put the
question once more to a Kgotla of the Tribe whether Tshekedfs
banishment should be continued. The Government might then
arrange for back-bench Members of the House of Commons to be
present at the Kgotla as observers, so that they might satisfy them
selves that the issue h a d been put fairly to the Tribe and that the
proceedings had been properly conducted.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that it would be expedient
to offer such a concession in the debate in the House of Commons on
the following day. It might be advisable to send three observers to
the K g o t l a - o n e from each of the main political Parties.
The Prime Minister proposed that he himself should speak in the
debate on this motion. He would also attend the meeting of the
Parliamentary Labour Party, at which the Governmenfs policy was
to be explained in advance of the debate in the House of Commons.
And he would join with the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations in seeing privately some of the Government supporters who
were most reluctant to vote against this motion.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed that the Prime Minister and the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations should speak on the Govern

merit's behalf in the debate on this motion in the House
of Commons on the following day.
(2) Authorised the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations to state in the debate that the Government were
prepared to arrange that the question of Tshekedi
Khama's continued banishment should once again be
referred to a Kgotla of the Bamangwato Tribe, and that
back-bench Members of the House of Commons should
be present as observers at this Kgotla.

Divorce Laws.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 33rd
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Lord
Chancellor ( C P . (51) 162) setting out the proposed terms of reference
for the Royal Commission on Marriage and Divorce, which he had
agreed with the H o m e Secretary, the Secretary of State for Scotland
and the English and Scottish L a w Officers.
In discussion it was suggested that too wide an interpretation
might be placed on the passage in the terms of reference which
charged the Commission with the task of considering steps which
might promote a healthy and happy married life and might safeguard
the interests of children. This could take the Commission into fields
outside the law and its administration. The object had been to make
it clear to the Commission that they were to keep in mind the need
to maintain married life and were not simply to consider whether to
make divorce easier. This object could, however, be secured if that
part of the terms of reference which required them to consider
whether any changes should be made in the law or its administration
were qualified by the words: " having in mind the need to promote
and maintain healthy and happy married life and to safeguard the
interests and well-being of children."
In further discussion reference was made to the desirability of
ensuring that working-class opinion was adequately represented on
the Commission. The Cabinet were informed that the Lord
Chancellor h a d discussed the membership of the Commission with the
other Ministers concerned and had submitted a list of names to the
Prime Minister.
The C a b i n e t Approved, subject to the amendment noted above, the draft
terms of reference of the Royal Commission on Marriage
and Divorce annexed to C P . (51) 162.

Germany.
Soviet Proposal
for a Meeting
of Foreign
Ministers.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 45th
Conclusions,

Minute 8.)

6. The Foreign Secretary said that, as contemplated in the
Cabinefs discussion on 21st June, an oral reply had been m a d e in
Paris on behalf of the three Western Powers to the latest note from
the Soviet Government, and the Foreign Ministers' Deputies had now
suspended their attempt to reach agreement on an agenda for a
meeting of Foreign Ministers. He proposed to make a statement
n this subject in the House of Commons that afternoon. H e had
consulted the Prime Minister about the terms of this statement.

0

The C a b i n e t - ,

Took note of the position.
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Parliament.
Business in
the House of
Commons.

1. T h e Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in the
House of Commons in the following week.

Business in the
House of Lords,

The Cabinet agreed that it would be necessary to oppose the suggestion in a motion tabled by Lord Cherwell that a special non
departmental organisation should be established in this country for
the development of atomic energy.

Korea.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 46th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

2. The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Ambas
sador in Moscow had seen M. Gromyko and had asked for an
elucidation of .M. Malik's cease-fire proposal for Korea. M.
Gromyko had made a response which seemed to be promising. He
( t h Foreign Secretary) was endeavouring to ascertain whether the
Chinese and N o r t h Korean Governments had been consulted. He
was arranging for the Chiefs of Staff to examine the conditions which
should be attached to any cease-fire so that the United Kingdom
Government could make constructive suggestions at a later stage.
The balance of advantage probably lay in exploring M. Malik's pro
posal otherwise than through United Nations channels, since at this
stage the matter should not be reduced to writing or discussed in
public. H e would see what could be done to prevent Mr. Syngman
Pvhee from making unhelpful statements. The strong defensive line
which the United Nations forces in Korea had been constructing cut
across the 38th Parallel in some places. It would be necessary to
ensure that this line remained in South Korea.
e

In discussion it was suggested that the Foreign Secretary should
consider how the services of the Indian Government might best be
utilised in the present situation.
The C a b i n e t Took note of the Foreign Secretary's statement.

Persia.
3. The Foreign Secretary said that the United States GovernProposed United ment had now proposed that, subject to the views of the United
States Approach Kingdom Government, they should make an approach to the Persian
to Persian
Government on the oil dispute through their Ambassador in Tehran.
Government.
This approach would emphasise the grave anxiety of the United States
(Previous
Government about the deadlock which h a d been reached and the

Reference:
C M . (51) 46th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

40886

h a r m to the Western nations and to the Persians themselves which
would result from a stoppage in the flow of oil from Persia. The
United States Government still hoped that a way would be found to
continue the production and export of oil, and would suggest that,
without prejudice to the rights of either party, a moratorium in the
dispute should be declared for a period of sixty days. During this
period production and export would be continued. British tech
nicians would remain at their posts, the industry would be maintained
under expert direction and special interim financial arrangements
would be made.
In his opinion this proposal was on the whole a promising one.
If his colleagues agreed that in principle we should not oppose an
approach by the United States on these lines, he would consider the
details further and would endeavour to obtain certain modifications
in it. T h e suggestion that British technicians should remain and that
the industry should be carried on under expert control needed clarifi
cation: in fact, both the direction and the technical operations must
remain under the control of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. It
would also be essential to include in the moratorium the application
of the proposed law against satbotage, and it must be made clear that
B 2

the United States Ambassador in Tehran would not be empowered
to negotiate in the dispute on behalf of His Majesty's Government or
the Company.
In discussion, fear was expressed lest the United States approach
might be presented to the Persian Government in a way which sug
gested that the ultimate objective was an orderly transition to Persian
operation and control. There was also the risk that agreement to a
United States approach on these lines might prejudice our case in
the International Court, who were beginning the hearing of the
interim application on the following day. Very great care would be
required in the handling of the approach, which must not be such as
to lead the Persian Government to believe that the United States were
mediating between the parties to the dispute, with the object of
reaching a compromise between two opposing views. The United
Kingdom Government had gone as far as was practicable in its recent
proposals. .What the United States were now proposing was essen
tially what the Company had previously offered, namely, interim
financial assistance pending a negotiated settlement, and it was
because this reasonable offer had been rejected out of hand that the
Persians were now bringing upon themselves the economic effects
which automatically resulted from the rejection of our offer. More
over, the so-called moratorium could only work if the Persians, in
addition to abandoning their anti-sabotage law, rescinded their
demand for receipts for oil loaded at Abadan, which had led to the
withdrawal of the tankers, and ceased interfering with the working of
the Company's oilfields and refineries. Unless the United States
approach took adequate account of these considerations it might
merely strengthen the Persian Government in their intransigence.
Against this it was pointed out that we had consistently sought
United States assistance in dealing with this difficult situation; and
now that the United States Government had begun to appreciate their
direct concern in the dispute it would be unwise to reject their
initiative. We should need their help if the position deteriorated,
and their intervention at this stage would greatly increase the prospect
of our obtaining this help later on. If, as was not unlikely in their
present mood, the Persian Government refused to consider the pro
posal made to them, the attitude of the United States Government
towards the justice of our case would certainly become less indefinite.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the United States
initiative should not be discouraged. In further discussion with the
United States Ambassador, the Foreign Secretary should, how
ever, endeavour to ensure that the United States proposals
were modified so as to make it clear to the Persian Govern
ment that during the moratorium period the oil industry could
only be carried on by the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, and that a
Persian reversal of the obstructive measures they had taken would be
a pre-requisite of any interim arrangement for continuing the flow of
oil. These measures included the application to the Anglo-Iranian
Oil Company staff of the proposed law against sabotage, the demand
for an unacceptable form of receipt for oil delivered to tankers and
interference with the running of the oilfields and refineries.
T h e Cabinet—
Invited the Foreign Secretary to reply to the United States
Government on the lines agreed upon in the Cabinefs
discussion.
Economic
Affairs.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 31st
Conclusions,
Minute 4.)

4. T h e Cabinet had before them a note by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer ( C P . (51) 174) covering a report on the economic situation
during March and April 1951.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the Economic Policy
Committee were now considering papers which he had circulated on
the present economic situation and on measures for meeting the new

difficulties with which we were faced. H e might wish later to bring
these questions before the Cabinet, but at present he suggested that
discussion might be confined to points arising on the present paper,
which he had circulated in the regular series of statistical reports.
In a general discussion of the report, the following points were
made: —
T h e fall in unemployment had continued, and on 21st May it had
been at the lowest level reached since September 1945. There was
also much less under-employment and short-time working than had
been feared at one time, and the number of workers on short-time had
fallen recently, though there were a few cases in certain industries in
which shortages of raw materials had produced under-employment.
The level of unemployment in Scotland was higher than in England
and Wales, but was less than 2 per cent.
Since Saturday working had been discontinued at the end of
May, the output of coal had been lower than in the corresponding
period last year, but this was due in part to the closing of Easington
colliery and to avoidable disputes. Efforts were being made to
reduce the latter. The steady increase in consumption was the most
difficult element in the situation. Consideration was being given to
measures to increase man-power in the mines and to the possible need
to import further coal.
Steel output was limited by supplies of iron ore and scrap, and
special arrangements had been made to accelerate shipments of ore,
which had improved recently. Total production of steel this year
might be nearer 16 million than 15Jr million tons, but it was unlikely
to exceed the former figure.
Textile output had been fairly good: the production of cotton
yarn had increased slightly and exports were satisfactory. The out
put of rayon had increased in April and May owing to improved
supplies of sulphuric acid.
Building had been delayed by bad weather, and the estimated
5 per cent, increase in production was not likely to be reached.
Strategic stockpiles were not included in the figures given in
paragraph 17 of the report, but the levels were very low. Stocks of
food and feeding-stuffs gave particular cause for anxiety.
The rise in import prices, retail prices and wages continued, and
the situation, while not alarming, was disquieting. Prices had now
outrun wages and a further round of wage increases could hardly be
avoided. Domestic consumption continued to expand, and personal
savings were being drawn upon increasingly.
Our external balance of payments would be much less favourable
than had been hoped some months ago, for the reasons given in
paragraph 39 of the report. At best there would be no more than a
very small surplus in the gold and dollar account of the whole sterling
area, and there was a danger of dollar payments to countries outside
the sterling area which accumulated a surplus of sterling. We might
be roughly in balance in the European Payments U n i o n : the
German position in the Union had considerably improved, and she
might repay shortly the special credit she had received earlier in the
year.
The C a b i n e t Took note of C P . (51) 174.

s s a

e

S
5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Secretary of
with State for Commonwealth Relations ( C P , (51) 178) indicating the lines
on which he proposed to discuss with the Acting High Commissioner
for Australia the proposal not to renew the Assisted Passage Agree
ment with Australia.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that
the existing Agreement had expired on 30th March, 1951, but that, in

accordance with the views which the Cabinet had expressed on 18th
December, 1950, it had been extended for six months, so as to give
time for discussions with the Australian Government. Having
regard to the burden of defence, the case for ending the Exchequer
contribution to passages to Australia was now stronger than before.
Financial assistance was not given for emigration to other Common
wealth countries, and the arrangement was, therefore, anomalous.
The Canadian High Commissioner had recently indicated that his
Government wished to discuss the question of encouraging emigra
tion from the United Kingdom to Canada.
The general view of the Cabinet was that, while it was desirable
to encourage the emigration of suitable persons from this country to
Australia, reliance should be placed on other means than assisted
passages, though admittedly these other means would not give so
close a control over emigration.
The Cabinet—
Approved the manner in which the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations proposed to explain the refusal
to extend the Assisted Passage Agreement to the Acting
High Commissioner for Australia, as summarised in para
graph 5 of C P . (51) 178.

Equal Pay.
Discussion at
International
Labour
Conference,
1951.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 40th
Conclusions,
Minute 6.)

6. T h e Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the
Minister of Labour ( C P . (51) 181) on the attitude which the United
Kingdom Government delegate should adopt at various stages in the
discussion of the draft Convention on Equal Pay at the International
Labour Conference.
The Minister of Labour said that the course of events at the
Conference had shown that it would almost certainly be impossible
to prevent the draft Convention from coming before the Plenary
Session for final vote. The main question for consideration was,
therefore, whether the Government delegate should vote against the
draft Convention, or, as he recommended, should abstain.
The general view of the Cabinet was that a vote given against the
draft Convention at the final stage would be open to the miscon
struction that the United Kingdom Government were opposed to the
principle of equal pay. While abstaining, the United Kingdom
Government delegate should make it clear that the Government^
policy was as stated by the Chancellor of the Exchequer in the House
of Commons on 20th June, 1951.
The Cabinet— :
Agreed that in the final vote on the draft Convention o n
Equal Pay, in the Plenary Session of the International
Labour Conference, the United Kingdom Government
delegate should abstain from voting.

Japanese Peace
Treaty.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 45th
Conclusions,
Minute 9.)

7. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 175) seeking approval for the draft of the covering
memorandum to be used in communicating the draft Japanese Peace
Treaty to the Governments of the Powers principally concerned, and
outlining the procedure which it was proposed to adopt.
The Foreign Secretary said that he had confirmed with the State
Department that the reference to " the Far Eastern Commission
Powers " was not intended to include Nationalist China.
The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 175.

United Nations.

Panel of Field
Observers.

8. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 159) referring to a decision of the F o u r t h Session
of the General Assembly of the United Nations to set up a panel of
field observers and proposing that the Government should agree to
contribute United Kingdom observers to the panel, provided that
certain conditions were fulfilled.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that there were certain
points about the remuneration of observers which the Treasury
would wish to discuss further with the Service Departments.
Attention was drawn to the desirability of insisting o n the con
dition set out in paragraph 6 (c) of the memorandum that the Govern
ment could not guarantee that any particular observer would be free
when the SecretaryGeneral asked for him. This condition might
be important in any dispute concerning a Commonwealth country.
The Cabinet—
Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 159, subject to the
settlement of outstanding financial questions between the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Service Ministers.

Cabinet Office,
SWA,
2Sth June, 1951.
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Persia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 47th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

The Foreign Secretary said that there had been further develop
ments in the Persian situation over the week-end. The representatives
of the Persian Government at Abadan were continuing and increasing
their interference with the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company; the Persian
Government had refused to allow anyone to land from the cruiser
Mauritius, which was remaining off the island; and the United States
Ambassador in Tehran was making a further effort to persuade the
Persian Government to modify their intransigent attitude over the
form of receipt demanded for oil loaded on tankers.
Mr. Drake, the Company's General Manager in Persia, had come
to London and, if the Cabinet so desired, could give them his impres
sions of the situation in Persia. The Cabinet agreed that it would be
useful to have Mr. Drake's impressions, and the Prime Minister invited
Mr. Drake to join the meeting.

Views of
Mr. Drake.

In a general statement on the position, and in reply to questions
addressed to him by Ministers, Mr. Drake made the following
points: —

,

(a) He was convinced that it would be mistaken to follow a policy
of gradually withdrawing the Company's British staff from the oilfields
into Abadan. This would inevitably lower the morale of the staff,
which had been very high, and would lead to final surrender of the
Company's position in Persia. T h e British staff had been greatly
encouraged by the Foreign Secretary's message, and by what he had
said in the House of Commons, and they would be willing to remain at
their posts for some time, if they could be assured that in an emergency
they would receive protection. In his opinion, they would not be in
great danger for the time being: the Company's Persian staff were
loyal and friendly, and the Persian Government were anxious to
protect the British staff. There was, of course, some risk of an unfor
tunate incident; but, if their work in the oilfields was closed down by
stages and the Persian employees realised that this gradual withdrawal
was jeopardising their livelihood, those of the British staff who were
not withdrawn in the early stages would be in much greater danger.
(b) The wisest course, in his view, would be to abandon the policy
of gradual withdrawal from the oilfields and to retain all the British
staff there for the time being. In order to encourage the staff to
remain, he hoped that the United Kingdom Government would allow
him to inform the British staff that they were in favour of this course.
H e would like to add that the Government would afford all possible
protection to the staff as long as they remained in the oilfields.
(c) It should be possible in this way to restore the morale of the
staff at the oilfields, which had been weakened by the policy of gradual
evacuation. He could emphasise the Persian Government's deter
mination to protect them while they remained at their posts, but his
statement would be greatly strengthened if he could add that the
United Kingdom Government were taking steps to ensure their safety
if a general evacuation from the oilfields later became necessary,
perhaps after three or four weeks.
(d) He did not think it likely that there would be disturbances at
the oilfields after production had stopped (as a result of discontinuing
the flow of crude oil to the refinery at Abadan) provided that the
British staff remained and paid the employees' wages: only a small
proportion of the Persian staff at the oilfields were engaged in the
actual production of oil.
(e) The prospect of reaching a compromise on the provision of
receipts for loading oil on tankers h a d been lessened by the Persian
G o v e r n m e n t s decision that from 1st July onwards payment for oil
loaded must b e made in cash.
(/) The Foreign Secretary referred to the view of the Acting
Consul at Ahwaz (contained in Khorramshahr telegram to Tehran
N o . 199) that the morale of the British staff at the oilfields was far from
high, and that if they left they would refuse to return. Mr Drake said
that he believed that morale was high and that, if he were able to

make a statement on the lines he had suggested, it could be main
tained. H e agreed with the Acting Consul about the probable results
of gradual evacuation. When the Persian Government realised that
the British staff were leaving, they might well place obstacles in the
way of their departure.
(g) If it was decided to retain the British staff at the oilfields
for another three or four weeks, in order to play for time, they could
then leave en masse if the situation had not improved in the mean
time. If the United Kingdom Government were able to support
them by military action, the Company might then continue operations
in Abadan.
(h) If military action to protect the oilfields was impracticable,
the staff might be concentrated in two or three places in the oilfield
area if this made their protection possible. In reply, the Chiefs of
Staff expressed the view that protection could not be effectively pro
vided in this way.
(i) Mr. Drake said that he was unable to forecast how the
situation might develop during the three or four weeks' respite that
could be obtained by retaining the staff at the oilfields. World
opinion might become stronger in our support and the International
Court might have given an interim decision in our favour. In his
view, we should lose nothing by holding on, and we might avoid an
otherwise inevitable surrender of our whole position in Persia, and
subsequently throughout the Middle East.
(/') The strength of Communist influence on the Company's
Persian employees must not be under-rated, and the Tudeh Party
would not fail to take advantage of the discontent which would result
from the policy of gradual evacuation from the oilfields.
(k) The Company had plans for evacuating the oilfields' staff
through the port of Bandar Mahsur. Would military support be
available for assisting this operation? In reply, the Chiefs -of Staff
said that this possibility would be examined.
The Prime Minister said that the Cabinet were indebted t o
Mr. Drake for putting before them his views on the situation.
Mr. Drake said that he had not been able to consult the Directors of
the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (A.I.O.C.) and that what he had said
represented his personal opinion.
Mr. Drake then left the meeting.
Evacuation of
British Staff
from the
Oilfields.

In discussing the views expressed by Mr. Drake it was agreed that
the point for immediate decision was whether to continue the policy
of withdrawing the Company's British staff from the oilfields into
Abadan as operations at the oilfields were discontinued. It was
recognised that, although protection at Abadan had been planned
under Operation " Midget," we could give them no protection in the
oilfields; but they might, as Mr. Drake had suggested, be exposed
through gradual evacuation to greater dangers than through remain
ing at the oilfields for the time being and subsequently withdrawing,
if this proved necessary, either to Abadan or through Bandar Mahsur.
The Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that, on balance, and in
view of the undoubted advantages of retaining the staff at the oilfields,
the best course would be to reverse the decision on gradual evacua
tion. The Persian Government had relatively large military forces
in the area, and it was quite possible that they would be able to
protect the Company's staff. Even if it was decided to proceed with
a military operation on a larger scale than " Midget," we should not
be able to protect the staff at the oilfields effectively.
In further discussion, the following points were m a d e : —
(/) There were now signs of some weakening in the attitude of
the Persian Government, and a decision to leave the staff at the
oilfields might again increase their unwillingness to make necessary
concessions. Moreover, the National Iranian Oil Company had

informed the British staff that they would not be permitted to leave
for a month, and our decision might appear to have been made in
response to this threat.
(m) If the interim judgment of the International Court, which
might be delivered during the present week, was in our favour, it
would probably provide for non-interference with the Company's
operations, and the retention of the British staff at the oilfields would
be in line with this policy.
in) In his message to the Persian Prime Minister the Foreign
Secretary had said that the British staff in the oilfields would be with
drawn into Abadan " as and when their presence in the fields is n o
longer required." Their remaining for the time being in the oilfields
would not necessarily be inconsistent with this statement, since it was
for the Company to judge how long their staff were needed in the
oilfields.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the policy of gradually
withdrawing the British staff from the oilfields should be discontinued
for the time being: the Company should be free to decide whether
staff already withdrawn should return to the fields. If the Company
decided to make a statement through Mr. Drake to their British staff
they could say that His Majesty's Government approved the decision
to hold on for the time being, and would continue to do all they
could to protect British lives, but no statement should be made on
behalf of His Majesty's Government on this change of policy.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to advise the Anglo-Iranian Oil
Company to discontinue the policy of gradual evacuation
of the Company's British staff from the oilfields.
(2) Invited the Chiefs of Staff to consider what protection could
be afforded for the evacuation of British staff from the
oilfields through Bandar Mahsur.
The Cabinet considered a memorandum ( C P . (51) 172) which
had been prepared by the Chiefs of Staff, by the direction of Ministers,
to show what would be involved if it were decided to mount a large
scale military operation in connection with the current dispute with
Persia. The memorandum had been prepared on the assumption
that a decision might be taken to seize Abadan Island and to hold it
for an indefinite period.
The First Sea Lord said that the memorandum showed the nature
of the action which would have to be taken immediately if a sizeable
force had to be despatched to Persia within a period of six weeks. If
preparatory action were authorised forthwith, the leading elements
of the force could reach Abadan about 19th August. If the force
were likely to be needed by that date, the preparatory action would
have to be put in hand at once. Much of the planning work had been
done, and most of the remaining preparations would involve overt
action, such as the commissioning of a number of amphibious warfare
craft and the passage of legislation authorising the selective retention
of national servicemen. The call-up of Z reservists would come later.
A number of other difficulties had still to be resolved, including the
choice of an assembly area for the ships, having regard to the political
difficulties which might arise, e.g., under the provisions of the Suez
Canal Convention.
In discussion it was pointed out that, while preparations h a d
been made for a minor military operation for the purpose of
evacuating British employees of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company
from Abadan, the Cabinet had not so far contemplated that any
larger operation would be mounted unless there were active Persian
opposition to a rescue operation or a serious risk that the whole of
Persia would fall into Communist hands. . In particular, the Cabinet
had not hitherto contemplated the possibility that Abadan Island
might be held indefinitely, by military force, against the present

Persian Government or some other non-Communist Government of
Persia. The view was expressed that such an operation might have
to be contemplated if all other hope of an acceptable outcome had
been abandoned and if it were felt that the ejection of the AngloIranian Oil Company and its British staff from Persia, possibly in
circumstances gravely prejudicial to British prestige, would undermine
British interests throughout the Middle East and in the world at large.
If Abadan Island were held, the refinery could be used to refine oil
from Kuwait; and possession of the refinery might place the United
Kingdom Government in a position to negotiate a settlement with,
a Persian Government which found itself in possession of the oil
wells without any means of refining and transporting the oil. Such
an operation would, however, involve very grave political risks; for
it might well be difficult to enlist support for it from other Common
wealth Governments or from the United States Government; and,
if it were challenged in the United Nations, we might find ourselves
in serious difficulties. Moreover, steps such as the embodiment of
Class Z reservists would be regarded in this country as implying
preparations for a major war.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that it would be inexpe
dient to undertake at this stage any overt preparations for such an
operation which were likely to attract publicity. The International
Court of Justice was expected, in the course of the present week, to
give its decision on the United Kingdom application for a standstill
order pending a hearing of the main issues; and it would be unwise,
in advance of this decision, to take any steps which might suggest to
the Court that the United Kingdom Government had it in mind to
take the law into its own hands.
The C a b i n e t Authorised the Minister of Defence to arrange for the
Departments concerned to continue the preparatory plan
ning for the military operation outlined in C P . (51) 172 on
the understanding that no preparatory action likely to
become publicly known would be taken until after the
International Court had given its interim decision and the
Cabinet had had a further opportunity to consider the
political implications of such an operation.
Cabinet Office,
SWA,
2nd July, 1951.
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Parliament.

Business in

C M . 49 (51)

1. The Cabinet were informed of the business to be taken in
the House of Commons in the following week,

the House of
Commons.
The 280"
Automatic
Rifle.

2. The Opposition were anxious that the House of Commons
should have an opportunity to debate the decision to adopt a new
type of rifle of -280-in. calibre as the standard small arms weapon
of the British Army. It had been proposed that this debate should
be held on 11th July.
The Cabinet were informed that, in pursuance of an agreement
between the United Kingdom, the United States and Canada on the
principle of standardisation of weapons, joint trials had been carried
out in the United States in 1950 to choose a new type of automatic
rifle. The joint report on these trials had recommended the adoption
of an automatic rifle of British design of -280-in. calibre; but,
although United States experts had subscribed to this report, the
United States Department of Defence had not accepted the recom
mendation. There was no doubt that this was a better weapon than
the existing British or American rifle, and the Defence Committee
had decided on 19th March that it should be adopted as the standard
small arms weapon of the British Army and put into production. This
decision had been made known to the United States and Canadian
Governments and to the delegates at the recent meeting of Common
wealth Defence Ministers, for whom a demonstration of the rifle had
been arranged. Since then, however, representations had been
received from the Canadian Minister of Defence and from General
Eisenhower, both of whom had urged that further consultations
should be held with the United States and Canadian Governments
before orders were given for large-scale production of the new
weapon. The Minister of Defence said that, on reflection, he was
disposed to think that there would be advantage in holding further
consultations, possibly between the Defence Ministers of the three
countries, in the hope that the United States and Canada might even
now be persuaded to adopt this new type of rifle.
The Prime Minister said that, if further consultations were to be
held, it would be preferable that this should be announced before the
matter was debated in the House of Commons. If the Opposition
were informed that such an announcement was to be made, they
might withdraw their request for a debate.
T h e Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Minister of Defence to arrange for the United
States Government to be asked to join in further consulta
tions with the Governments of the United Kingdom and
Canada regarding the standard small arms weapon to be
used by the Armed Forces of the three countries; and
authorised him to announce that these further consulta
tions were to be suggested.
(2) Invited the Chief Whip to inform the Opposition that such
a statement was to be made, so that they might consider
whether in those circumstances they still wished this ques
tion to be debated in the House of Commons on
.11th July.

Parliament
Delegated
Legislation.
(Previous
Reference :
C M . (51) 22nd
Conclusions,
Minute 10.)

3. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Home
Secretary ( C P . (51) 168) regarding a proposal by the Opposition that
a Select Committee should be appointed to review the procedure for
supervising delegated legislation.
The Home Secretary said that the Opposition had abandoned the
tactics which they had followed before Easter in raising frequent
debates on prayers for the annulment of statutory instruments, and
the supervision of delegated legislation was not giving rise to any
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current difficulties in the House of Commons. A case could be made
out for an enquiry by a Select Committee into the working of the
Statutory Instruments Act, 1946, but he was not sure that in present
circumstances the Opposition were likely to press strongly for this.
There would in any event be no advantage in appointing a Select
Committee before the end of the present session.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The appointment of a Select Committee would postpone the
need for decisions about any major alteration in the present proce
dure for controlling delegated legislation, but the Select Committee
might make proposals—for example, that Parliament should have
power to amend statutory instruments—which would cause the
Government great embarrassment at a later stage.
(b) Since the object would be to enquire into the means by which
Parliament supervised the exercise of powers of delegated legislation,
rather than the principles on which legislative powers should be dele
gated to Ministers, enquiry by a Select Committee would be more
appropriate than enquiry by a Departmental Committee.
(c) The House of Lords might ask for a Joint Select Committee,
but the balance of advantage seemed to lie in seeking to confine any
enquiry at this stage to the procedure of the House of Commons,
and accordingly any Select Committee should be appointed solely
by that House.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that further considera
tion of this subject should, if possible, be deferred until the autumn.
The Cabinet—
Invited the Home Secretary to inform the Leader of- the
Opposition that the Government would prefer to postpone
until the following session further consideration of the
question whether a Select Committee should be appointed
to enquire into the procedure for dealing with delegated
legislation.

Broadcasting.
Report of
Broadcasting
Committee.

Regional
Devolution.

4. The Cabinet had before them the following memoranda on
the report of the Broadcasting Committee, 1949 (Cmd. 8116):—C P . (51) 183: by the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations and the Postmaster-General, covering the draft
of a White Paper setting out the views of the Government
on the report of the Broadcasting Committee;
C P . (51) 187: by the Home Secretary, drawing attention to the
difficulties which were likely to follow from rejection of
the proposal made by the Broadcasting Committee that
Broadcasting Commissions should be set u p in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland.
C P . (51) 185: by the Chancellor of the Exchequer proposing
that for the next three years the British Broadcasting
Corporation (B.B.C.) should receive 80 per cent, of the net
licence revenue, instead of 100 per cent., as proposed in
C P . (51) "183.
The Home Secretary said that Welsh opinion would not be
content with the proposals for regional devolution which were put
forward in the draft White Paper annexed to C P . (51) 183. All the
Welsh organisations which gave evidence before the Broadcasting
Committee had pressed for an independent Broadcasting Corporation
for Wales; though he thought, after discussions with the Council for
Wales, that moderate opinion in Wales might accept a scheme on the
lines of the proposal of the Broadcasting Committee. The objections
against going as far as the Broadcasting Committee had suggested
appeared to be purely administrative in character and did not take

sufficient account of the political pressure which would be exerted for
wider power being given to a Welsh organisation which controlled
some or all of the broadcasting in Wales.
The Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations said that he
did not think that a practicable scheme could be put forward which
would satisfy Welsh opinion. The proposal by the Broadcasting
Committee that there should be Commissions in Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland, each including a B.B.C. Governor, which controlled
the Home Service programme in these regions, was inconsistent with
the general thesis advanced by the Committee that the B.B.C.
Governors should collectively be in charge of the Corporation and
that individual Governors should not give personal decisions. If
Commissions were set u p for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland,
there would be difficulties in effecting interchanges of staffs and in
determining what could be decided by these Commissions and what
must be reserved for the Governors. On the powers of the three
Commissions, the Committee had been vague, ambiguous and contra
dictory. The proposals in the draft White Paper represented a
considerable concession to regional devolution. Since the Broad
casting Councils which were to be set up in Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland would be drawn wholly or largely from local
authority representatives, they would not exhibit extreme nationalist
tendencies and would be better able to interpret moderate opinion
in the countries concerned. Since the Councils would have to act in
conjunction with the B.B.C. Controller for the region, this would
leave open a channel through which major issues could be brought
before the B.B.C. Governors for final decision.
The Postmaster-General
said that he had had many discussions
with Welsh Members of Parliament and in particular with the Welsh
Labour Group. The proposal in the White Paper that the Broad
casting Councils for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland should be
drawn from local authorities would be more acceptable to Welsh
opinion than the Committee's proposal for a small Commission in
each country appointed by the Government. If the Council consisted
of elected representatives, it could not be argued against them that
they were Government nominees, chosen in London. Elected repre
sentatives were more likely to give a cross section of public opinion
in Wales, whereas it was frequently argued against the present
B.B.C. administration in Wales that it was recruited from Welsh
speaking Welshmen who might hold rather extreme Nationalist views.
As regards the powers of the Broadcasting Councils, his under
standing was that each Council would be empowered to settle its
Home Service programme, and that it should exercise advisory func
tions in regard to the Light and Third Programmes and on technical,
enginering and financial matters. The fact that the Councils would
be advisory over part of the field made it all the more necessary to
emphasise that they would enjoy complete autonomy in regard to the
Home Service programme. In practice, the money likely to be at the
disposal of any Council made it certain that they would have to
accept a good deal of the H o m e Service material sent out from
London or from one of the English regions; but the Council would
have the right to decide on the nature of the regional material to be
broadcast and the times at which that material should be broadcast.
In further discussion attention was drawn to the risk that Broad
casting Councils set u p to satisfy national aspirations in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland might adopt policies which went further
in the direction of giving a national flavour to Home Service pro
grammes than was desired by the general body of people living in
these areas. The Broadcasting Committee did not seem to have
given the subject close consideration. Difficulties might arise in
regard to the financing of Home Service programmes in Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland; and there were some matters, notably
political broadcasts, in which any deviation from a policy agreed for

the United Kingdom by the main political Parties would cause serious
difficulties. There was a risk that concessions to Nationalist feelings
would be accepted grudgingly and become the basis from which
further and more extreme claims would be advanced.
The general view of the Cabinet was that, in view of the extent
to which the Broadcasting Committee had been prepared to devolve
responsibility on Commissions in Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland, it would be difficult for the Government to restrict any con
cessions as narrowly as was proposed in the draft White Paper. There
would clearly have to be restrictions, by way of a system of block
grants or of approval of estimates, by which a financial limit would
be placed on the work which could be undertaken by one of the
proposed Broadcasting Councils, and subjects such as political broad
casts would probably have to be reserved for consideration in respect
of the United Kingdom as a whole. If these matters were safeguarded
n o adequate grounds could be advanced against the grant of substan
tial autonomy to the Broadcasting Councils in respect of their Home
Service programmes. The Broadcasting Committee of 1935 had
reported in favour of substantial decentralisation and its recommen
dations had not been fully carried out. At a time when there appeared
to be a growth of national feeling in Scotland and Wales which could
not readily be met in the field of Government, it was expedient to go
as far as practicable in giving a measure of autonomy in cultural
matters. The draft White Paper should accordingly be amended to
state more positively the powers of the proposed Broadcasting
Councils over Home Service programmes. The suggestion that these
powers must be exercised in conjunction with the Controller should
be deleted.
T h e Cabinet then discussed the constitution and powers of the
Advisory Councils for the English regions. The present machinery
appeared to work reasonably well and the Broadcasting Committee
had not suggested any fundamental alterations. It might be argued
that some parts of England had pronounced regional characteristics
which should be recognised by some change in the constitution of the
Advisory Councils—for example, by providing that these Councils
should be appointed by the Government. The balance of advantage
appeared, however, to lie in leaving the appointment of members of
the Councils with the B.B.C., in accordance with the existing arrange
ments.
The Cabinet—
(1) Agreed that the Broadcasting Councils for Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland should be set u p in. the manner
proposed in C P . (51) 183, but that, subject to safeguards
in regard to certain matters, including finance and political
broadcasts, the complete autonomy of these Councils in
respect of the policy and contents of their H o m e Service
programme should be stated more categorically than was
proposed in the draft White Paper attached to C P . (51)
183.
(2) Agreed that the members of the English Advisory Councils
should continue to be appointed, as at present, by the
B.B.C.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the statistics set out in
C P . (51) 185 showed the manner in which the income available to the
B.B.C. for financing its Home and Television Services had risen in
recent years, until it now stood at four times the pre-war figure. The
B.B.C. had only recently been given 100 per cent, of the net licence
revenue, and he was opposed to the suggestion that this arrangement
should continue, since it was likely to lead to some extravagances in
Current expenditure and to pressure for a greater share in the national
investment programme. It would be difficult for the Opposition to
oppose a reduction in the percentage of the net licence revenue
received by the B.B.C., since in the course of the recent Budget debate

Captain Water house, M.P., speaking on behalf of the Opposition, had
suggested as an economy measure that the B.B.C. grant should be
reduced. After discussion, the Chancellor said that as a compromise
he would be prepared to agree that for the next two or three years
the B.B.C. should receive 85 per cent, (instead of 80 per cent., as pro
posed in his memorandum) of the net licence revenue, and he would
accept the proposals in the report of the Broadcasting Committee
regarding the borrowing powers of the Corporation.
The Postmaster-General
said that the extent of the resources
available to the Corporation in relation to their commitments should
not be exaggerated. The present estimates were based on 1949 figures
and costs had gone up considerably since that date. He was, however,
prepared to accept the compromise of 85 per cent, proposed by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer.
The Cabinet—
(3) Agreed that in the next few years the B.B.C. should receive
85 per cent, of the net licence revenue and that the draft
White Paper should be amended accordingly.
Labour
Relations.

The Ministry of Labour said that discussions were in progress
between the B.B.C. and the (General Council of the Trades Union
Congress about trade union recognition. H e thought that a further
paragraph should be introduced after paragraph 48 of the draft White
Paper, to the effect that the Government appreciated the importance
which the trade union movement attached to trade union recognition
and that consultations on the subject were still proceeding.
The Cabinet—
(4) Agreed that a paragraph should be added to the draft White
Paper on the lines proposed by the Minister of Labour.
In further discussion the following points were also m a d e : —
(a) Nothing should be said which would prevent sympathetic
consideration of any suggestions which might be made in the course
of the forthcoming Parliamentary debates for improving the adminis
trative organisation of the Corporation. F o r example, suggestions
were made from time to time that the present concentration of
authority in the Director-General should be reduced and that the
heads of some of the sections should have direct access to the
Governors.
(b) In view of the decisions which had been taken about the
salaries of part-time members of the Boards of nationalised industries,
it would be undesirable to accept the proposal of the Beveridge Com
mittee that the salaries of B.B.C. Governors should be increased.
. (c) It was contemplated that the Commons debate on the report
of the Broadcasting Committee should take place on 18th July. The
Governmenfs White Paper should be available at least a week before
the debate.
"

The C a b i n e t 
(5) Approved the proposals in C P . (51) 183, subject to
Conclusions (1) to (4) above.
(6) Invited the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
and the Postmaster-General to amend the draft White
Paper annexed to C P . (51) 183, in the light of the
Cabinet's discussion, and to arrange for its publication at
an early date.

Spain.

;

(Previous
Reference:
C M . (50) 73rd
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)
Closer
association
with Spain.

5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) .184) on the effect upon our policy towards Spain
of the more sympathetic attitude that had recently been adopted by
the United States.
The Foreign Secretary said that in discussions in March
General Franco had proposed to the United States Ambassador in
Madrid a direct agreement between Spain, Portugal and the United
States to facilitate the acquisition of military bases, and the develop
ment of Spain's military potential, by the United States. The United
States Government were now awaiting our reactions to this proposal.
F r o m the military angle alone there would be advantages in securing
closer relations with Spain, for the reasons given by the Chiefs of
Staff in the report annexed to his paper. Politically, however, there
were strong objections to our associating ourselves in any way with
these proposals, and he had come to the conclusion that we must do
ail we could to induce the United States to abandon this policy, or at
least urge them to develop it slowly and make it clear that we were
not prepared to associate ourselves with it. It would probably be
possible to persuade the French Government to take the same line.
Spanish association with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation,
whether as a full member or indirectly through a bilateral agreement
with the United States would seriously prejudice the reputation of
that Organisation.
The Minister of Defence said that he agreed with the Foreign
Secretary, both on the purely military advantages, and on the over
riding political disadvantages, of closer association with Spain.
Moreover, a decision to provide the Spanish forces with military
equipment would mean that the equipment was not available for the
more urgent needs of other Western European countries. As a matter
of tactics, however, it might be preferable to invite the United States
Government to put their proposals forward for consideration by the
North Atlantic Council.
The First Lord of the Admiralty said that he was himself in
favour of associating Spain more closely with Western European
defence. The military arguments were very strong, and the political
objections could be over-estimated. In war we should need Spanish
support, and this would be more effective if preparations had been
co-ordinated in advance.
It was the general view of the Cabinet, however, that no time
should be lost in making it clear to the United States Government
that we were strongly opposed to closer association with Spain, and
in making every effort to induce them to abandon this policy. If we
urged them merely to develop it slowly, they would tend to believe
that our opposition would gradually lessen and they might be
encouraged thereby to proceed with further discussions.
The Cabinet—
(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to inform the United States
Government of our strong opposition to the closer
association of Spain in -the defence of Western Europe
and to urge them to abandon their policy of promoting the
association of Spain with the Western democracies.
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to request the French Govern
ment to make similar representations to the United States.
(3) Authorised the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations to inform other Commonwealth Governments
of our attitude towards this question.

Visits by
H.M. Ships
to Spanish
Ports.

The Cabinet then considered a memorandum by the First Lord
of the Admiralty ( C P . (51) 188) suggesting that in view of the revoca
tion of the United Nations resolution inviting Member. States to
withdraw their diplomatic representatives from Madrid the Govern
ment should now remove the restriction which prevented His

Majesty's ships from paying courtesy visits to Spanish ports in the
course of their periodical cruises.
In favour of this proposal it was argued that United States and
Dutch naval vessels had paid courtesy visits to Spanish ports since the
revocation of the United Nations resolution. Visits by His Majesty's
ships might have some useful effect on public opinion in Spain: if we
were given an opportunity to send His Majesty's ships on courtesy
visits to ports in the Soviet Union, we should not be slow to take
advantage of it. The Royal Navy would find it convenient, for
training purposes, to have this occasional, use of Spanish ports and
anchorages; and it might also be valuable in any future war that
officers and men of the Royal Navy should have had practical experi
ence in these waters. Such visits could be regarded as a normal
incident in Fleet movements. A start could be made by one or two
small visits which should not attract much publicity; but it was hoped
that later on more and larger ships might visit these ports.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that, despite these argu
ments, there were overriding political objections to allowing any of
His Majesty's ships to pay courtesy visits to Spanish ports. Among
large sections of public opinion in this country such visits would be
regarded as an unwarrantable compliment to the existing political
regime in Spain.
The Cabinet—
(4) Decided to maintain for the time being the restriction pre
venting His Majesty's ships from paying courtesy visits to
Spanish ports.

Defence.
Civil
Service
Man-Power.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 8th
Conclusions,
Minute 2.)

6. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer ( C P . (51) 182) on the results of the Prime Minister^
request ( C P . (51) 36) that Ministers in charge of Departments should
consider to what extent they could discontinue or retard the peace
time activities of their Departments in order that staff might be made
available for defence work.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that the response to this
request had been most unsatisfactory. Further efforts must clearly
be made to ensure a substantial transfer of existing staff to defence
work. The Departments concerned had already initiated a joint
review to ensure that the technical and professional staff engaged on
works services were employed to the best advantage. He recom
mended that a similar review of scientific staff should now be initiated.
In his paper he had suggested that this should be undertaken by
Sir Henry Tizard; but he wished now to propose that the Lord
President and the Minister of Defence should arrange for this review
to be initiated by the Scientific Advisory Council and the Defence
Research Policy Committee. In stating that it should be the aim
of this review to release scientific staff for the defence programme,
he had not meant to imply that scientific staff should necessarily be
transferred to the Defence Departments: it would be equally effective
if defence work were undertaken by scientific staff in civil Depart
ments. On the curtailment of existing Departmental activities, the
Treasury would pursue the proposals which had been put forward by
Departments; but, in addition, he suggested that independent investi
gators should undertake ad hoc enquiries into any branches of
Departmental work whose urgency and importance seemed open to
question. He asked for the co-operation of his colleagues in making
these enquiries effective.

In discussion the following points were m a d e : 
id) The Minister of Local Government
asked whether the
Chancellor of the Exchequer was satisfied that there was effective
41034-2
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machinery for transferring to defence work such staff as the Depart
ment had offered to make available for this purpose. He had himself
offered to transfer about 15 per cent, of the staff of his Department;
but, according to his information, none of those whom he had offered
to make available had yet been transferred to defence work. The
Chancellor of the Exchequer undertook to look further into this
point.
(b) The Minister of Defence said that in his opinion the pro
posals put forward by the Chancellor of the Exchequer were not
likely to secure the results required. He was himself formulating
more drastic proposals, including powers of compulsory transfer, and
he hoped shortly to be in a position to put these before his colleagues.
(c) The Prime Minister said that Departments were naturally
reluctant to abandon any of their current activities. Ministers must
therefore satisfy themselves personally that their officials had made
a real effort to find ways and means of releasing staff for defence
work. He asked all Ministers in charge of Departments to take a
close personal interest in this matter, and to give their full support
to the efforts which the Chancellor of the Exchequer was making to
provide the staff required for defence work without any substantial
increase in the total of Civil Service manpower.
The C a b i n e t Approved the proposals in C P . (5.1) 182 for accelerating the
transfer of Departmental staffs to defence work.

Persia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 48th
Conclusions,
Minute 1.)

Evacuation of
A.I.O.C. Staff
from the
Oilfields.

7. The Foreign Secretary informed the Cabinet of the latest
developments in.the Persian situation. The United States Ambas
sador in Teheran had been unsuccessful in his attempt to persuade
the Persian Government to modify their attitude about tanker
receipts. His Majesty's Ambassador in Teheran had suggested that
lie should once more draw the attention of the Persian Government
to the prospect that as a result of their actions the operations of the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (A.I.O.C.) in Persia would shortly be
brought to a complete standstill. The Foreign Secretary felt that on
the "whole such a communication should not yet be made, but he pro
posed to instruct His Majesty's Ambassador to make a further strong
protest against Persian interference with the Company's operations.
This interference had increased: the house of the Company's Manager
in Teheran had been searched and documents impounded; at Abadan
the Acting General Manager had been dismissed, the Company's
authority was not recognised, and there had been further interference
with their property and the movement of their aircraft.
In this deteriorating situation the Foreign Secretary said that
there were three possible courses which might be taken with regard
to the withdrawal of the Company's British staff from the oilfields:
the decision to keep them at their posts could be maintained, the
policy of a phased withdrawal could be resumed, or a general evacua
tion could be carried out. His view was that for the time being there
was no sufficient reason to depart from the decision reached by the
Cabinet on 2nd July, but that it might be necessary to reconsider this
very shortly if Persian interference with the Company was not
modified, in view of its increasing influence on the "morale of the
British staff.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Agreed to maintain for the time being the decision that the
British staff of the A.I.O.C. should not be withdrawn from
the oilfields.

Mediation by
the United
States
Government.

The Foreign Secretary said that His Majesty's Ambassador in
Washington had been informed in confidence by the United States
Secretary of State that the United States Government were now
considering the possibility that President Truman might appoint a
personal representative to discuss a settlement of the dispute with
both parties. There might be the basis for a settlement on the lines
that the Persian oil industry would be nationalised but operated by a
British company as managing agent with remuneration related to the
past profits of the A.I.O.C. Mr. Acheson had asked for our views on
this, and had assured Sir Oliver Franks that if, with our agreement,
an attempt was made to find a solution in this way the United States
would not make the negotiations a starting point for further conces
sions to Persian demands if the Persian Government refused to accept
their proposals.
It was the view of the Cabinet that mediation on these lines would
not be acceptable. Like the earlier United States suggestion of an
approach to the Persian Government through their Ambassador in
Teheran, it suggested that the United States, in the role of a neutral
third party, hoped to find a compromise between the views held by
the two parties to the dispute, and not that they wished to support our
case. The basis of settlement proposed appeared not to differ
substantially from that put forward in Teheran by the Company's
delegation, which had been rejected out of hand by the Persian
Government. It was encouraging to see that the United States
Government were now taking a very serious view of the situation,
but further action by them could only be useful if they ranged them
selves clearly on our side and made it evident to the Persians that
they were being asked to reconsider their refusal of our reasonable
conditions for a settlement.
The Cabinet—
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to reply on these lines to the
United States Governments suggestion for further media
tion in the dispute.

Statement
by the
Foreign
Secretary;

The Foreign Secretary read the draft of a statement on the
present situation in Persia which he would make later in the day in
the House of Common if it proved necessary to do so.
It was the general view of the Cabinet that a lengthy statement
should not be made at this time. The decision of the International
Court would probably be announced that day, and a further state
ment taking this into account could be made early in the following
week. If the Court rejected our interim application it would probably
be on the ground that they considered the dispute not to fall within
their jurisdiction, and we must make it clear that such a decision
would not relate in any way to the merits of our case. It was agreed
that the statement should include a brief account of the further
obstacles placed by the Persian Government in the way of the
Company's operations, as illustrations of their intransigent attitude,
and that it should repeat the Governments determination to take all
practicable measures to protect British lives. We should also say once
more that we remained ready to enter into negotiations. Certain
minor amendments to the statement were also suggested.
The C a b i n e t 
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to be guided by these views
if he found it necessary to make a statement that day in
the House of Commons on the situation in Persia.
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Plasterboard
(Prices) Order.

1. The Cabinet discussed the steps which should be taken in
consequence of the approval by the House of Commons on 5 th July,
1951, of an Opposition prayer that the Plasterboard (Prices) (No. 1)
Order, 1951, should be annulled.
The Minister of Works said that the Order followed one of the
courses regarding the price control of building materials which had
been approved by the Government in 1946. The Order provided for
different maximum prices for different companies, because Plaster
Products, Limited, would be Unable to operate if margins were fixed
at a level which was proper for the British Plaster Board Company.
The Government had encouraged Plaster Products, Limited, to build,
at considerable cost, a factory which h a d subsequently had to be sold;
and this financial loss, together with the higher prices which Plaster
Products had to pay for their raw materials, made it impossible for
the firm to operate as cheaply as the British Plaster Board Company.
This did not mean that Plaster Products were inefficient. He hoped
that he would be authorised to arrange for the Order to be made
again and presented afresh to Parliament.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) Although the Plasterboard (Prices) Order followed a line of
policy which had been approved and announced some years before, it
would have been preferable if the proposal to make the Order had
been discussed by the appropriate Cabinet Committee, so that atten
tion might have been drawn to its novel features and steps taken to
ensure that an adequate number of Government supporters were
present when it was debated.
(b) The Order dealt with a problem which had caused difficulty
throughout the history of price control, namely, how to fix a maxi
mum price or margin which kept enough businesses in the field to
meet the current demand without at the same time giving the more
efficient businesses an unnecessarily high rate of profit. The plaster
board prices previously fixed had given the British Plaster Board
Company a considerable profit margin.
(c) The Order would secure some reduction in housing costs and
it was, therefore, desirable that it should be made again. The risk that
the House of Lords might feel encouraged to exercise their concurrent
jurisdiction over delegated legislation would have to be faced.
The C a b i n e t Agreed that a fresh Order should be made on the lines of the
Plasterboard (Prices) (No. 1) Order, 1951.

Persia.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 49th
Conclusions,
Minute 7.)
Interim
Recommenda
tion by the
International
Court.

2. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 192) covering an appreciation by the Legal
Advisers to the Foreign Office of the interim ruling on the Persian oil
dispute given by the International Court on 5 th July.
The Foreign Secretary said that this paper had been considered
by the group of Ministers dealing with the situation in Persia, who had
agreed in general with its conclusions. He had informed the Persian
Government that we accepted the ruling of the Court, and that we
should very shortly appoint our members of the proposed Board of
Supervision. He was now considering suitable names, which he would
put before the Ministerial group. It was still not clear whether the
Persian Government would accept the ruling of the C o u r t : no official
reply had yet been received from them, but the Persian Prime Minister
had spoken publicly in a way which indicated that they were likely
to refuse to acknowledge the C o u r f s jurisdiction. H e was preparing
a paper, for consideration by the Ministerial group, on the next steps
to be taken if the Persians did adopt this course. The question
of reference to the Security Council of the United Nations was one
of the points which would then arise.

The Attorney-General
said that there would be serious risks in
referring the dispute to the Security Council. It would not be con
sidered a procedural matter and would therefore be subject to veto
in the Council. Under the provisions of the Uniting for Peace Reso
lution it might then pass to the General Assembly, where opinion,
even on the question of a Persian refusal to acknowledge the jurisdic
tion of the Court, might not be generally in our favour.
It was agreed that this question should be considered further when
the Persian Government had officially declared their attitude towards
the ruling of the Court.
The C a b i n e t 
(1) Took note of the Foreign Secretary's statement.
The Minister of Transport said that certain passenger ships would
shortly be passing through the Suez Canal en, route for the United
Kingdom, where they were to embark emigrants for Australia and
New Zealand. If shipping was likely to be required for military opera
tions in connection with the Persian situation, this opportunity to
intercept these ships should not be lost. If, however, we intended to
use these ships for such a purpose, the Australian and New Zealand
Governments should be consulted.
The Minister of Defence said that he understood that these ships
would not be needed for evacuating the British staff of the AngloIranian Oil Company (A.I.O.C.). If the staff had to be evacuated from
Persia, they were not to be brought to the United Kingdom but were
to remain for the time being in the Middle East. A decision to take
the ships up for carrying troops must depend on further consideration
by the Cabinet of the whole question of military action in Persia.
The Prime Minister said that it would be useful to have the views
of the Chiefs of Staff on the value of these ships for evacuating the
Company's staff. It might also be wise to inform the Australian and
New Zealand Governments of the possibility that we might require
these ships.
In discussion of the possible need for military action in Persia it
was pointed out that a decision whether any large-scale operation
should be carried out had been deferred until the International Court
had given their ruling on our interim application. The ruling had
now been given, but until the Persian response was known it would
be inadvisable to take any fresh action, in respect either of preparing
to support the operations of the A.I.O.C. or of accelerating the with
drawal of their staff from the oilfields or refineries. It might, how
ever, be necessary to decide at short notice whether military action
should be extended beyond the scale of operation M I D G E T , whose
purpose was to evacuate the Company's staff from Abadan, and which
envisaged no Persian opposition. The political implications of a
decision to protect the Company's operations by force would be very
serious, both at home (in as much as it would involve the recall of
Territorials and Reservists and some dislocation of the economy) and
abroad in relation to repercussions in the United Nations and the
United States.
The Prime Minister said that he had asked the Foreign Secretary
to prepare a paper setting out the advantages and disadvantages of
military action in Persia on a scale larger than that already approved
for evacuating the A.I.O.C. staff from Abadan. It was difficult to
estimate whether such action would increase the obduracy of the
Persian Government or awaken them to a realisation of the facts of
the situation. The Cabinet had already had before them a paper by
the Chiefs of Staff ( C P . (51) 172) giving the; purely military implica
tions of such an operation, and they would wish to look carefully at
the.political implications before reaching a decision, which might
have to be taken at very short notice.
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The Cabinet—
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to prepare a paper discussing
the political implications of military action in Persia
designed to enable the A . I . O . C to continue their opera
tions there.
United
States
Approach to
the Persian
Government.

Economic
Action.

The Foreign Secretary said that in accordance with the Cabinefs
decision on 5th July he had informed the United States Government
that we did not think it would be helpful for them to approach the
Persians in the role of mediators in the dispute, but that we hoped
that they would find means of impressing upon the Persians the justice
of our case. The ruling of the Court has now provided a clear oppor
tunity for United States action on these lines, and the United
States Government were considering the despatch of a special envoy
to Tehran, hot as a mediator, but to persuade the Persian Govern
ment to accept the C o u r f s ruling and take action in line with its
recommendation.
The Cabinet agreed that an approach by the United States to
the Persian Government on these lines would be acceptable. If it were
made without delay it might avert a Persian refusal to accept the
ruling of the Court.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that exports of steel rails
to Persia were being delayed at present by administrative action, but
the manufacturers had asked whether they should delay still further
at the risk of breaking their contract. H e proposed to defer giving
them a definite reply until the situation became clearer, and in particu
lar until the Persians had responded to the ruling of the International
Court.
There was also some danger that the Persian Government might
attempt to convert into dollars part of the currency reserve which
they held in sterling. The Majlis would have to pass enabling legisla
tion before this could be done. If, however, such legislation were
passed, he Was inclined to think that we should be justified in suspend
ing our Memorandum of Understanding with the Persians, and
removing them from the Transferable Account, which would prevent
them from converting any sterling into dollars without our specific
authorisation. A Persian refusal to accept the ruling of the Inter
national Court would provide us with adequate justification for such
action.
The C a b i n e t 
(3) Endorsed the proposals made by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer on exports to Persia and the Persian currency
reserve.

3. The Foreign Secretary recalled that on 9th October, 1950,
the
Cabinet
had approved a memorandum ( C P . (50) 222) submitted
Termination
by
his
predecessor
on the results of the discussions with the United
of State of
States and French Governments on future relations with Germany.
War.
One of the conclusions reached in those discussions was that, as soon
(Previous
as constitutional procedures allowed, the state of war between the
Reference:
Allies
and Germany should be formally ended. The Foreign Secretary
C M . (50) 63rd
said
that,
in accordance with that decision, he proposed to announce
Conclusions,
that
afternoon
in the House of Commons that the state of war between
Minute 3.)
this country and Germany would be terminated forthwith. Similar
announcements were to be made simultaneously in a number of
Commonwealth countries and other countries which were our Allies
in the war with Germany.
' In discussion the Cabinet were assured that this formal step would
not of itself invalidate any of the war legislation enacted by the United
Kingdom Parliament which had been expressed as remaining in force
Germany.

24fi

until His Majesty declared by Order-in-Council that the emergency
which had occasioned its introduction was at an end. It was, however,
recognised that, in any further discussion about the duration of this
legislation, the ending of the state of war with Germany would be
advanced as a reason why such Orders-in-Council should now be
made.
. The Cabinet—
Took note of the Foreign Secretary's intention to declare that
the state of war between this country and Germany had
now been terminated.

Germany.
Ownership
of Basic
Industries.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 22nd
Conclusions,
Minute 5.)

.

4 . The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary ( C P . (51) 165) reporting the developments which had taken
place, since their discussion on 22nd March, in connection with the
proposal to allow the transfer to private owners of shares in one of the
new German steel companies formed under the Allied High Commission Law N o . 27. When this matter came before the Allied High
Commission, the United Kingdom High Commissioner had argued
that the Federal Government of Germany should take a general
decision on the ownership of the German coal, iron and steel indus
tries before any shares in the new companies were placed on the
market. When he failed to persuade his colleagues on the High Com
mission, representations were made to the United States and French
Governments in the terms of the note annexed to C P . (51) 165. Both
these Governments had, however, rejected the arguments in this note;
and effect would now have to be given to the majority decision of
the Allied High Commission. It was, however, recommended that we
should let it be known in Germany that we had been in favour of
maintaining the system of trusteeship until the Federal Parliament had
taken a decision on the general principle of public ownership of these
industries. .

The Cabinet—
(1) Took note of the developments reported in C P . (51) 165.
The Cabinet next considered a memorandum by the Foreign
Secretary (C.P. (51) 186) on the question whether certain German coal
companies should be excluded from the reorganisation of the German
coal industry under High Commission Law N o . 27. These companies
were unwilling to be included in the reorganisation; and the Federal
Government of Germany, on being consulted, had taken the view that
they should not be included in the reorganisation against their wishes.
This view was supported by the United States and French authorities.
As against it, it could be argued that the exclusion of these companies
would seriously reduce the scope of the reorganisation; that the
scheme of reorganisation, including these companies, had been drawn
up by a body of German experts who had urged that their plan should
be accepted in its entirety; and that the German trade unions had
always desired a comprehensive reorganisation of the industry. The
Foreign Secretary discussed in his memorandum whether these argu
ments should be pressed against the opposition of the United States
and French authorities. After reviewing the alternatives, he recom
mended that the United Kingdom Commissioner should put before
the Allied High Commission" the arguments in favour of including
these companies in the reorganisation but should in the end accept a
majority decision in the opposite sense provided (i) that he insisted
that t h e views of the United Kingdom Government should be placed
on record and (ii) that he reserved the right of the United Kingdom
Government to indicate their disagreement with this decision if it
should be criticised in Germany or elsewhere.

In discussion the following points were m a d e : —
(a) The exclusion, of these companies from the scheme of
reorganisation would make it much less likely that the German coal
industry would be nationalised. The Cabinet accepted with regret a
development which would at least postpone the application of the
principle of public ownership to the German coal industry.
(o) Some Ministers feared that this development might eventu
ally place excessive power in the hands of unscrupulous German
industrialists, who might use it to the disadvantage of the United
Kingdom coal industry, as they had done during the industrial depres
sion before the last war. As against this it was argued that the
exclusion of these companies would reduce, rather than increase, the
risk that the whole of the German coal industry might pass under the
control of a private cartel.
(c) The best safeguard against unfair competition by the German
coal industry in the future lay in effective working arrangements with
the high authority under the Schuman Treaty.
The C a b i n e t 
(2) Approved the proposals in paragraph 9 of C P . (51) 186.
Coal.
Man-power
for the
Mines.
(Previous
Reference:
C M . (51) 11th
Conclusions,
Minute 3.)

5. The Cabinet considered a memorandum by the Minister of
Fuel and Power ( C P . (51) 189) proposing a number of measures
designed to increase the labour force in the coal-mining industry, and
a memorandum by the Minister of Defence ( C P . (51) 194) objecting
to certain of these proposals, which were designed to divert man
power from the Armed Forces into the mines.
The Minister of Fuel and Power said that, in view of the increas
ing consumption of coal, particularly by industry, special measures
must be taken to secure a high output of coal from the mines next
winter. He believed that the miners' pension scheme would stimulate
morale in the industry, and the new appointments to the National Coal
Board had been well received by the miners. Everything practicable
would be done to get further machinery for the pits. The decisive
factor would, however, be the size of the labour force. Steps would
be taken to increase recruitment from Ireland and from Italy. There
remained the Armed Forces. The measures already taken to get men
back from the Forces had resulted in 2,800 applications: of these
2,600 had been approved, and 1,200 men were already back in the
mines. He proposed that these measures should be continued for a
considerable period, and that the scheme should be extended so as to
apply to ex-miners who had volunteered for the Forces within the last
three years (instead of two years) and t o men who had worked for
three months (instead of six months) in the mines. He was also
anxious to exclude from call-up for annual training miners who were
Territorials or reservists.
The Minister of Defence said that the measures already adopted
represented substantial concessions by the Service Departments. He
was ready to agree that the existing scheme should continue in opera
tion for another two months; but he was not willing that it should be
extended as the Minister of Fuel and Power proposed. A man who
had served in the mines for three months before joining the Forces
could not be said to be a trained miner. An ex-miner who had served
in the Forces for three years would, in the ordinary way, have risen
to non-commissioned rank and his removal would be a serious loss to
the Services. Recruitment to the Army and Royal Air Force had
fallen substantially in the last few months, and the present defence
commitments made it out of the question to consider any further
weakening of the Forces. As regards miners who were members of
the Territorial Army, it was clear that any attempt to deprive them of
the annual camp would meet with much opposition, parfcularly in
areas, such as Durham, where many of the Territorials were miners.

The Minister of Labour said that, as it was unlikely that Parlia
ment would agree to any increase in the sums available to the Central
Office of Information for Government publicity, any Government con
tribution towards the cost of the £50,000 publicity campaign on
recruitment for the mines would have to be found by a curtailment of
other schemes. There was no difficulty about getting Italian labour:
the difficulty lay in having them accepted by the miners' lodges. He
agreed with the Minister of Defence that it would be unreasonable to
extend the qualifying conditions in the scheme for the release of
ex-miners from the Forces. As regards miners who were members of
the Territorial Army, it had to be borne in mind that the Government
had some time ago urged the Boards of nationalised industries to
assist in recruiting, and it would be difficult at this stage to appear
to go back on that. Steps were already taken to ensure that miners
who left the industry for other employment were called up for national
service within a very short period. H e hoped that further measures
would prove to be practicable for recruiting men for the mines from
the Irish. Republic. He doubted whether enough was being done to
up-grade miners to the coal-face. Substantial numbers of young men
were leaving the mining industry each year, and this was in part due
to disappointment at not receiving sufficiently soon the higher rates of
pay earned at the coal-face.
In discussion the following points were m a d e : 
(a) Some disappointment was expressed that the substantial
capital investment in the mining industry since nationalisation had not
yielded a higher return. In reply, it was pointed out that the invest
ment had not yet been on a very large scale but that it had yielded a
marked increase in output per man shift.
(b) The National Coal Board were trying to increase the propor
tion of face-workers to other workers, but the provision of additional
face-room was a slow process and it was not easy to secure the
removal of various restrictive practices.
(c) It was sometimes suggested that greater mechanisation, by
increasing earning power, led to higher voluntary absenteeism.
Voluntary absenteeism was, however, lower than it had previously
been, taking the country as a whole, and did not amount on the aver
age to more than one day per month per man. At the same time
efforts were being made to reduce the extent of voluntary absenteeism,
and special steps would be taken in areas, such as Yorkshire, where it
was relatively high.
(d) If ex-miners in other industries, aged about 40 to 45, could be
induced to return to the mining industry they would provide a valuable
element. It might be desirable to take special steps to draw the atten
tion of these men to the advantages which would accrue to them from
the supplementary pensions scheme.
(e) The Home Information Services Committee should consider
whether a Government contribution to a publicity campaign to stimu
late recruitment to the mining industry could be made at the expense
of other information services.
The C a b i n e t Gave general approval to the measures proposed in para
graph 23 of C P . (51) 189, subject to the qualification that the
existing arrangements for accelerating the return to the pits
of ex-miners in the Armed Forces should continue for two
months but should not be extended in the manner proposed
in sub-paragraphs (e) and (/) of paragraph 23.
Cabinet Office, S.W. 1,
9th July, 1951.

