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I. The Lord Privy Seal said that the proposal made by the 
King of Laos, with the approval of the United States Government, 
for a commission of neutral countries had failed, since Cambodia 
and Burma were unwilling to participate. Although the Soviet 
Government might be prepared for the International Control 
Commission to reassemble in Delhi for some preliminary procedural 
discussions, they would not allow the Commission to begin work in 
Laos unless some international conference had first been convened. 

The Cabinet— 
Took note of this statement by the Foreign Secretary. 

2. The Lord Privy Seal said that, on the previous day, the 
 Icelandic Government had submitted for the approval of their 

 Parliament the proposed fisheries agreement under which the United 
 Kingdom would no longer object to a 12-mile exclusive fishing zone 
 round Iceland and, during a transitional period of three years, 
 Iceland would not object to fishing by British vessels in certain parts 

 of the 6-12-mile zone at certain times of the year. The baselines 
 from which these limits were to be measured had been re-drawn in 

 Iceland's favour and the Icelandic Government had undertaken to 
give six months' notice before claiming any extension of exclusive 
fishing rights beyond 12 miles and to accept the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice in any dispute about any such claim 
in the future. Immediately after the announcement by the Icelandic 
Government the above information had been released to the Press 
in this country. Parliament were, however, expecting a statement on 
the subject and the Lord Privy Seal proposed to say, that day, that 
agreement had been reached with Iceland on the proposals already 
announced. As soon as these had been approved by the Icelandic 
Parliament there would be an exchange of notes between the two 
Governments, which would bring the agreement into operation. 

In discussion it was agreed that nothing must be done which, 
after the long and difficult negotiations with the Icelandic 
Government, could in any way prejudice the conclusion of an effective 
agreement. Any statement in the United Kingdom Parliament 
should, therefore, be strictly confined at the present stage to what 
had already been announced to the Press and even this should be 
subject to confirmation that the Icelandic Government would see 
no objection. If, in the light of what they had put before their own 
Parliament, they saw any difficulty in a limited statement to the United 
Kingdom Parliament, this should be deferred. 

The Cabinet— 
(1) Invited	 t h e Lord Privy Sea! to ascertain that the Icelandic 

Government would see no objection to a n immediate 
s t a t e m e n t in t h e U n i t e d Kingdom Parliament on the 
proposed fisheries agreement, on the lines of the statement 
a l r e a d y i s sued to the P re s s . 

(2)	 S u b j e c t to Conclusion (1) above, authorised the Lord Privy 
Seal to make such a statement that day. 

3. The Cabinet were informed that misleading accounts had 
appeared in the Press of the statement which the Lord Privy Seal had 
made on the previous day to the Council of Ministers of the Western 
European Union about economic relations with the European 
Economic Community. The impression had been given that the 
United Kingdom Government were now prepared to make new 
concessions, and that in particular it would be open to other 
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Commonwealth countries to discuss with the members of the 
Community possible reductions in tariff preferences which the United 
Kingdom at present enjoyed in those countries. 

The Lord Privy Seal said that the explanation of the Governments 
policy which he had given to the Council did not represent any change 
from the position which had been taken in the recent discussions with 
the German, Italian and French Governments. Certain Common
wealth Governments in any case had room to negotiate tariff 
reductions with other countries which left the agreed preference in 
favour of the United Kingdom intact; it had not been suggested that 
any reductions which went beyond this would be acceptable to the 
United Kingdom except in principle as part of a comprehensive 
settlement with the Community which we would regard as satisfactory. 
He would arrange for guidance to remove any misapprehension to be 
given to the Press, and he would circulate the text of his speech to the 
Council of the Western European Union to the Cabinet for their 
information. 

The Cabinet— 
Took note of this statement by the Lord Privy Seal. 

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

The Home Secretary said that the obstructive tactics of the 
Opposition on the National Health Service Bill made it necessary to 
obtain an allocation of time order (the " guillotine "). Without this 
it was unlikely that an effective agreement could be obtained from the 
Opposition to complete the Bill in that time. The " guillotine " would 
probably be required also for both the Housing Bill and the National 
Health Service Contributions Bill and, when the time came, a single 
" guillotine " motion might be introduced to cover these together. 

In discussion it was agreed that the application of the 
" guillotine " to the National Health Service Bill was necessary and 
would be generally welcomed. The balance of opinion was, however, 
that it would be preferable to apply the " guillotine " jointly to that 
Bill and the National Health Service Contributions Bill and to 
consider whether it should be applied separately to the Housing Bill 
immediately after the Easter recess. 

The Cabinet— 
Agreed that a motion for an allocation of time order, 
relating to both the National Health Service Bill and the 
National Health Service Contributions Bill, should be 
introduced in the following week. 

 5. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Colonial 
 Secretary about constitutional changes in Malta following the report 
 of the Commission under the chairmanship of Sir Hilary Blood 

 (C. (61) 26) together with a comparison of the Singapore Constitution 
a n d t h e Commission^ proposals (C. (61) 24). 

The Colonial Secretary said that doubts had been expressed in 
the discussions in the Colonial Policy Committee and the Defence 
Committee about certain features of the proposals, namely the Maltese 
Governmenfs concurrent powers in defence and external affairs, the 
delegation of authority to conclude certain international agreements, 
and the division of responsibilities and functions between the Governor 



(or Head of State) and the United Kingdom Commissioner. It had 
also been suggested that the proposals, and the terms in which it was 
proposed to announce them, would encourage the pressure for 
subsequent constitutional advance which would be premature having 
regard to our defence interests. 

It was unlikely that there would be much scope for legislation 
by a Maltese Government on external matters other than the local 
implementation of international agreements, for which the Maltese 
had authority under their previous constitution; the power of a 
Maltese Government to legislate on other external affairs would be 
subject to the over-riding authority of the United Kingdom 
Government. The principle of delegation was in no sense a new 
concept in Colonial government, and it would be for the United 
Kingdom Government to define and control the extent of it. In 
view of the fact that it had now been agreed that the Governor 
should remain a non-Maltese at least as long as we considered it 
necessary, and that he should retain in his hands the ultimate control 
of the police, the proposals provided full safeguards for our defence 
interests. It was beyond question that the constitution proposed for 
Malta would be safer in these respects than the arrangements 
obtaining in Singapore, where the security risk was greater. 

As regards subsequent constitutional development, the Blood 
Commission, who were precluded from making recommendations 
except for the first stage, nevertheless thought that some indication 
about the Governments long-term intentions would greatly improve 
the chances of success of the new constitution. Although the 
Governor of Malta would prefer that nothing should be said in this 
respect, on balance it was very desirable, in the interests of rallying 
moderate Maltese opinion, to make it clear that it was not the 
Governments intention to deny to Malta, at the appropriate time, the 
right of self-determination. Such a statement would be consistent 
with the description which had been given to the United Nations of 
our policy for the advancement of dependent territories. 

In discussion the following points were made— 
(a) It was suggested that, although it would be both difficult and 

expensive, it might be possible for us to relinquish Malta and yet 
fulfil our defence responsibilities in the Mediterranean. But it would 
still be necessary to deny the facilities of Malta to the Soviet bloc 
and for this purpose our continued presence in the island seemed 
essential. 

(b) It was likely, though by no means certain, that Mr. Mintoff 
would achieve office under the proposed constitution. Our defence 
facilities were so closely connected with the ordinary life of the island 
that there would be innumerable opportunities for him to be 
obstructive, if he so wished. It had to be accepted that, in these 
circumstances, the proposed constitution might have *o be suspended 
and direct rule by the Governor reimposed. 

(c) The Secretary of State for Air said that the introduction of a 
United Kingdom Commissioner, separate from the Governor, might 
give rise to great difficulty. It would be for the Commissioner to 
over-rule the Maltese Government, although he himself would have 
no power to enforce his ordinances. At the same time, the 
establishment of a Commissioner would be bound to weaken to some 
extent the authority of the Governor, who would then be less able to 
rely on the loyalty of the police and civil service. 

It was suggested that, from this point of view, it might be 
preferable to reduce the Commissioner^ responsibilities by reserving 
the power to over-rule the Maltese Government directly to the United 
Kingdom Government, acting through the Governor, and not to their 
local representative. 



CC. 10 (61) 

(or Head of State) and the United Kingdom Commissioner. It had 
also been suggested that the proposals, and the terms in which it was 
proposed to announce them, would encourage the pressure for 
subsequent constitutional advance which would be premature having 
regard to our defence interests. 

It was unlikely that there would be much scope for legislation 
by a Maltese Government on external matters other than the local 
implementation of international agreements, for which the Maltese 
had authority under their previous constitution; the power of a 
Maltese Government to legislate on other external affairs would be 
subject to the over-riding authority of the United Kingdom 
Government. The principle of delegation was in no sense a new 
concept in Colonial government, and it would be for the United 
Kingdom Government to define and control the extent of it. In 
view of the fact that it had now been agreed that the Governor 
should remain a non-Maltese at least as long as we considered it 
necessary, and that he should retain in his hands the ultimate control 
of the police, the proposals provided full safeguards for our defence 
interests. It was beyond question that the constitution proposed for 
Malta would be safer in these respects than the arrangements 
obtaining in Singapore, where the security risk was greater. 

As regards subsequent constitutional development, the Blood 
Commission, who were precluded from making recommendations 
except for the first stage, nevertheless thought that some indication 
about the Governments long-term intentions would greatly improve 
the chances of success of the new constitution. Although the 
Governor of Malta would prefer that nothing should be said in this 
respect, on balance it was very desirable, in the interests of rallying 
moderate Maltese opinion, to make it clear that it was not the 
Governmenfs intention to deny to Malta, at the appropriate time, the 
right of self-determination. Such a statement would be consistent 
with the description which had been given to the United Nations of 
our policy for the advancement of dependent territories. 

In discussion the following points were made— 
(a) It was suggested that, although it would be both difficult and 

expensive, it might be possible for us to relinquish Malta and yet 
fulfil our defence responsibilities in the Mediterranean. But it would 
still be necessary to deny the facilities of Malta to the Soviet bloc 
and for this purpose our continued presence in the island seemed 
essential. 

(b) It was likely, though by no means certain, that Mr. Mintoff 
would achieve office under the proposed constitution. Our defence 
facilities were so closely connected with the ordinary life of the island 
that there would be innumerable opportunities for him to be 
obstructive, if he so wished. It had to be accepted that, in these 
circumstances, the proposed constitution might have 'n be suspended 
and direct rule by the Governor reimposed. 

(c) The Secretary of State for Air said that the introduction of a 
United Kingdom Commissioner, separate from the Governor, might 
give rise to great difficulty. It would be for the Commissioner to 
over-rule the Maltese Government, although he himself would have 
no power to enforce his ordinances. At the same time, the 
establishment of a Commissioner would be bound to weaken to some 
extent the authority of the Governor, who would then be less able to 
rely on the loyalty of the police and civil service. 

It was suggested that, from this point of view, it might be 
preferable to reduce the Commissioners responsibilities by reserving 
the power to over-rule the Maltese Government directly to the United 
Kingdom Government, acting through the Governor, and not to their 
local representative. 



National 
Theatre 
(Previous 
Reference: 
C.C. (60) 61st 
Conclusions, 
Minute 6) 

It was pointed out, on the other hand, that the introduction of a 
Commissioner would help to insulate the Governor from political 
conflict. This, indeed, had been one of the main objects of the Blood 
Commission and the principle might even be carried further by 
entrusting control of the police and the responsibility for internal 
security to the Commissioner rather than to the Governor. The 
present Governor was, however, satisfied that the proposed division 
of functions between the Governor and the Commissioner would not 
give rise to serious difficulty. 

(fiO It seemed reasonably certain that, since the United Kingdom 
Government were to retain the power to over-rule the Maltese 
Government, the grant of concurrent powers in defence and external 
affairs and-of delegated authority to conclude certain international 
agreements would not give Malta an " independent" status in 
international law. The opinion of the Law Officers should, however, 
be sought on this point. 

(e) It was suggested that the introduction of a United Kingdom 
Commissioner tended to prejudge the question of subsequent 
constitutional development. Unless, moreover, it was seriously 
contemplated that Malta might at some time be given the right of 
self-determination, it might be unwise to indicate the possibility of 
this in any public statement. For these reasons, it might be preferable 
to substitute for the last three sentences of the draft reference which 
the Colonial Secretary proposed to make to the future status of Malta 
(in Annex C of C. (61) 26) a less specific reference to the future. This 
alternative would be more acceptable to the Governor. 

The Cabinet— 
(1) Invited	 the Attorney-General to consider whether the 

proposals in C. (61) 26 would give Malta " independent" 
status for the purposes of international law. 

(2) Invited the Colonial Secretary to give further	 consideration, 
in the light of their discussion, to the proposed references 
to the future status of Malta in the draft statement in 
Annex C of C. (61) 26; and to circulate a revised draft. 

(3) Agreed	 to resume their discussion of C. (61)26 at a later 
meeting. 

6. The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer (C. (61)25) about a National Theatre. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer recalled that, at their meeting 
on 17th November, 1960, the Cabinet had invited him to consider 
methods of Government assistance to the theatre which might be 
adopted as alternatives to the project embodied in the National 
Theatre Act, 1949. He had since met representatives of the Joint 
Council for the National Theatre, who had put before him an 
ambitious plan for the building of a new theatre on the South Bank 
and the integration of the Old Vic and Shakespeare Memorial Theatre 
companies into one which would play in the new theatre at 
Stratford-on-Avon and on tour. This plan would cost £2-3 millions 
for the new building and £470,000 by way of annual subsidy. It was 
generally endorsed by the Arts Council, who considered, however, 
that the annual subsidy might be substantially reduced. 

The Government would in any case by obliged to agree to new 
expenditure of some £150.000 a year on contributions through the 
Arts Council to the building of new theatres and the renovation of 
existing theatres in the provinces. As regards additional expenditure, 
there were three courses open to the Government. First, to decline to 
finance the Joint Councils plans for a National Theatre and to confine 
any additional support to provincial theatres. Secondly, to accept the 
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Joint Councils proposals in principle subject to further detailed 
scrutiny and to scaling down of the estimates of cost. This was 
superficially attractive but the cost would be high and the Exchequer 
might well become involved in an open commitment to meet any 
deficits with which the National Theatre was faced. The third course 
would be to increase the present subventions to the Old Vic and the 
Shakespeare Memorial Theatre and to work towards the formation 
of a National Theatre Company, which should be developed before 
any decision was taken to build a new theatre. Meanwhile the site 
reserved for the theatre on the South Bank should, if possible, be kept 
available for the purpose. He was inclined to favour this course, 
although it would be necessary to devise some strict form of control 
over the financial relations between the Government, the two theatres 
and the Arts Council. 

In a preliminary discussion it was suggested that there was much 
to be said for concentrating whatever resources were available on the 
provinces in preference to London, and that the first course put 
forward by the Chancellor of the Exchequer was therefore the best 
line of approach. 

The Cabinet— 
Agreed to resume their discussion of C. (61)25 at a later 
meeting. 

Cabinet Office, S.W. 1, 
28th February, 1961. 


