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CABINET 
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C O N F I D E N T I A L 

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

C O N F I D E N T I A L 

2. The Prime Minister said that he had considered, in 
consultation with the Lord President, means of co-ordinating the 
timing and presentation of White Papers and statements of 
Government policy. He asked Ministers to inform the Lord President 
of their intention to publish a White Paper before they were publicly 
committed to doing so. The Lord President would then arrange for 
the Home Publicity Committee to consider with the Minister the 
timing of the publication and any questions of presentation which 
ought to be taken into account when the relevant Ministerial 
Committee, and subsequently the Cabinet, were considering the 
substance of the White Paper. It would not be necessary for the 
Home Publicity Committee to go through the text in detail since 
detailed examination would be undertaken elsewhere, but before the 
White Paper reached its final form the Committee should have an 
opportunity to take any points of presentation which might arise 
on the text, as well as to offer final advice on the arrangements for 
publication. Similar procedure should apply so far as possible to 
statements of Government policy: some would of necessity be made 
at short notice, but major statements would normally be foreseen 
long enough in advance to permit consultation with the Committee. 

The Cabinet— 

Took note, with approval, of the statement by the Prime 
Minister. 

SECRET 
*3. The Prime Minister said that his recent visit to Washington 

had been unexpectedly successful. The arrangements made by the 
Americans had been deliberately designed to create a friendly 
atmosphere. He had the impression that the United States needed 
our friendship and support at least as much as we needed theirs. 
His meeting with President Johnson on 8th February had lasted four 
hours instead of one and a half hours as planned; and they had had 
further talks the following day. In spite of the recent attacks by the 
Vietcong on South Vietnamese cities he had found the President 
relaxed and confident but also anxious to start peace talks with the 
Nor th Vietnamese. The President had not even raised the question 
of our planned military withdrawal from the Far East and the 
Persian Gulf. There had been some discussion of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation and relations with France. The Prime Minister 

* Previously recorded in a Confidential Annex. 
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had made clear to the President that we expected the United States 
not to pre-empt all Germany's available resources of foreign exchange 
so that there would be none left to offset the cost of maintaining 
British forces in,Germany. The President had expressed his concern 
about the world economic situation; and they had discussed the 
measures which the United States proposed to take to restore their 
balance of payments. 

The Prime Minister said that there had been certain confidential 
contacts between the United States and North Vietnam even before 
President Johnson, in his speech at San Antonio on 29th September, 
had offered to stop bombing North Vietnam provided that it would 
lead promptly to productive discussions and that North Vietnam 
would not take military advantage of the bombing halt. Subsequent 
elucidation had made clear that by " promptly " the President meant 
a period of days, not months ; that " productive " was intended not 
to prescribe results but merely to refer to a genuine determination to 
negotiate; that the talks would be called off only if the North 
Vietnamese were obviously exploiting the bombing halt for a major 
atttack; and that Nor th Vietnam could, if it wished, write the agenda 
for the talks. It was now evident, as had been stated publicly by the 
United States Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, on 14th February, 
that these peace efforts had so far failed to produce any positive 
reaction from North Vietnam. It was difficult to say whether this 
was because the Nor th Vietnamese did not wish to open talks or 
whether they merely wished to avoid giving the impression during 
the present crisis that they were being driven to the conference table 
by lack of military success. It was encouraging that, in spite of the 
apparent failure of their peace efforts and the recent attacks on South 
Vietnamese cities, the United States were not adopting a more 
intransigent line. On the contrary, their attitude had become more 
conciliatory in the course of the last year, especially in regard to the 
conditions on which the bombing of North Vietnam might be halted. 
It was now hard to claim that they were standing in the way of a 
peace settlement. The United States had shown equally remarkable 
restraint—as, indeed, had the Russians—in their handling of the 
incident resulting from the seizure by North Korean naval forces of 
the United States ship Pueblo. The United States attached great 
importance to the part which the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom might in due course play as Co-Chairmen of the Geneva 
Conference. The first stage of negotiations for a settlement would 
have to be direct talks between the United States and Nor th Vietnam; 
but it might well be desirable to reconvene the Geneva Conference in 
the second stage which would follow. 

The Prime Minister recalled that he had already reported to the 
Cabinet on the long-drawn-out discussions on North Vietnam which 
he had had during this visit to Moscow from 22nd to 24th January. 
The Soviet leaders had taken the familiar line that the bombing of 
North Vietnam should stop unconditionally because the United 
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States were attacking North Vietnam while Nor th Vietnam was not 
attacking the United States. They had expressed doubt about the 
genuineness of the contacts between the United States and North 
Vietnam and had described them as a " charade ". Nevertheless, he 
had the impression that the Soviet Government had been doing what 
they could to bring pressure to bear on North Vietnam. It was 
doubtful, however, whether they still had much influence there; and 
the Soviet leaders had certainly been less confident than a year 
earlier. 

It was an open question how events would now develop and 
whether the Nor th Vietnamese really wanted peace talks. If they 
did, the gap between their position and that of the United States was 
now narrow and the only difficulty lay in initially bridging it. It was 
possible, however, that they merely wished to drag things out in 
order to gain the maximum propaganda advantage. North Vietnam 
had its pro-Russian and its pro-Chinese factions. The power of the 
Soviet Union to use its influence in favour of a peace settlement was 
inhibited by the pressure of the Chinese Government in the opposite 
direction. There was little doubt that the Chinese would intervene 
actively if there was any risk of North Vietnam being defeated; and 
they might even do so if the North Vietnamese tried to make a 
settlement with the United States. It was doubtful if there would be 
any significant progress towards a settlement in the immediate future. 

Meanwhile it seemed very unlikely that the attempts of the 
Secretary General of the United Nations, U Thant, to get talks going 
would make any headway. U Thant had compromised his status as 
a possible mediator by his biassed and anti-American attitude. On 
his way back from a visit to India he had passed through London on 
13th and 14th February, coming from Moscow where he had clearly 
been subjected to heavy pressure by the Soviet leaders. He had put 
a number of questions to the North Vietnamese Consul General in 
New Delhi and, while in London, had received, through a channel 
which was clearly meant to come to our notice, a message to the effect 
that the answers were waiting for him in Paris. The questions were 
such as might have been asked by any journalist and the answers 
followed the standard Communist line. 

The Prime Minister said that on the whole he did not think the 
United States were being over optimistic about the situation in 
Vietnam. The Vietcong had suffered enormous losses during the 
recent attacks on South Vietnamese cities: there had been no rising 
of the civil population of South Vietnam against the Government : 
and none of their forces had deserted. He did not have the 
impression that the United States Government believed they could 
in the foreseeable future impose a military solution on Vietnam: but, 
equally, they were determined that a military solution should not be 
imposed by the other side. As a result of the recent attacks on South 
Vietnamese cities public opinion in the United States was running in 
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the Presidents favour. The Russians, and probably the Vietnamese, 
seriously underestimated the strength of American public opinion in 
support of the war. The " hawks " who wished to escalate the war 
were in the ascendant; but the President was strongly resisting them. 
A lot would depend on what happened if there were a second round 
of Vietcong attacks in South Vietnam; whether many Americans were 
killed; and whether there was a successful rising in South Vietnam 
itself. It was not out of the question that the President himself 
might, before the Presidential election in November, make a dramatic 
bid for peace, just as President Eisenhower had done in Korea before 
the Presidential election of 1952. In the speech which he had made 
after dinner at the White House on 8th February, the Prime Minister 
said he had sounded a warning note against the dangers of escalation. 
The speech had been well received by his audience and by the 
President, who had evidently been glad to have things said which he 
could not say himself. There was little more we could now do except 
to keep in close touch with the United States Government with a view 
to preventing any change in their present mood. 

The Foreign Secretary said that it was difficult to make any 
reliable assessment of the military situation in Vietnam until it was 
clear whether there was going to be a second round of attacks on 
South Vietnamese cities and what the results would be. There was 
no doubt that the Vietcong had suffered considerable losses; but they 
were still in control of parts of Saigon, Cholon and Hue. If there 
were a second wave of attacks, the United States forces might be in 
serious danger; and the United States Marines' position at Khe Sanh 
might be overrun. F r o m a military point of view the Vietcong were 
playing from a strong hand. The authority and morale of the South 
Vietnamese Government were low and their pacification programme 
had been disrupted. On the other hand the Americans now had the 
advantage of knowing what they were up against. The enemy had 
come out into the open and the United States forces had got to grips 
with them. It there were a second round of attacks on South 
Vietnamese cities, the Americans would be prepared and would not 
be taken relatively by surprise as they had been in the first round. 

The situation in Laos and Cambodia was also giving grounds for 
concern. There was a serious risk that the United States forces 
would pursue North Vietnamese and Vietcong guerillas into Laos or 
Cambodia and thus provoke another international crisis. The Soviet 
Government had refused to agree to the reinforcement of the 
International Control Commission either by the provision of 
helicopters or by an increase in the number of observers; and there 
was reason to believe that they might welcome the prospect of the 
United States becoming embroiled in this way with Laos and 
Cambodia. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he was doing everything possible 
to get work started on clearing the Suez Canal. But it was necessary 
to recognise that the re-opening of the Canal now appeared to be a 
long way off. 
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The Foreign Secretary said that we were entering a difficult 
period in our relations with the Government of the People's Republic 
of Southern Yemen. The Government had sentenced the Amir 
Hood to death, but as a result of his own intervention, the sentence 
had been commuted to 15 years' imprisonment. Three other Sultans 
were in the Governments hands ; and the charges against them 
specifically referred to their association with us. 

The Cabinet— 
Took note of the statements by the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary. 

SECRET 
 4 . The Cabinet considered memoranda on immigration 

legislation by the Home Secretary (C (68) 34), the Commonwealth 
Secretary (C (68) 35) and the Attorney-General (C (68) 36). 

The Home Secretary said that he was seeking the approval of 
u i e Cabinet to introduce legislation on four aspects of Commonwealth 

 immigration. Three of his proposals had been endorsed by the 
 appropriate Ministerial Committee. The first of these was designed 
 to deal with the clandestine entry of immigrants, mainly Pakistanis. 

who, as the law stood at present, were able to avoid immigration 
control altogether if they succeeded in doing so for 24 hours. 
Secondly, he proposed that power should be taken to prevent the 
entry of children under the age of 16 who came to join a single 
immigrant parent in this country; this was intended primarily to deal 
with the problem of boys, particularly from Pakistan, near to working 
age, who came to join all-male households, thus evading the voucher 
system and creating social problems. The powers would be 
discretionary and would be used to keep family units together rather 
than to keep them apart. Thirdly, he proposed that, in order to 
meet the strongly expressed wishes of the health authorities, the 
wives and children of immigrants should have to undergo a medical 
examination on entry. It was not intended to put them on the same 
basis as voucher holders, who could be refused entry on health 
grounds, but to compel them to go for treatment after entry should 
this be necessary. 

His fourth proposal, which was both urgent and controversial, 
was that immigration control should be extended to citizens of the 
United Kingdom and Colonies who did not belong to this country in 
the sense of having any direct family connection with it or having 
been naturalised or adopted here. There were about 400,000 such 
people who at present had the right to come permanently to this 
country if they wished; about 200,000 lived in East Africa, mainly in 
Kenya. In addition, there were about one million persons of dual 
nationality with similar rights who would be affected by the proposed 
legislation, but these did not pose as serious a practical or moral 
problem. Until 1966 immigrants from East Africa had been entering 
this country at the rate of about 6,000 annually, but there had been a 



sharp increase in the summer of 1967. Although Ministers had then 
considered whether action should be taken to deal with the problem, 
a decision had been deferred. It was now clear that the increased 
flow was continuing and might become a flood. It was due to the 
Africanisation policy of the Kenya Government who, although they 
were not actually expelling Asians, were making it increasingly 
difficult for them to obtain employment in certain trades and 
professions. The influx was being stimulated by publicity. 

The problem was extremely difficult. On the one hand there 
were the obligations which we had undertaken when Kenya and other 
colonial territories had achieved independence that their citizens who 
did not opt for local nationality would retain the rights of citizens 
of the United Kingdom and Colonies. There were also the various 
international conventions which we had signed or ratified which 
made it difficult for us to deny entry to these people, although such 
conventions had not in his view been intended to deal with the kind 
of problem which we now faced. On the other hand, there was the 
fact that, unless we took action now, we might this year have to 
accept a total of 150,000 immigrants from this source and under the 
Commonwealth Immigration Act; this would be more even than in 
1961 when immigrants had Hooded in before that Act came into 
force. So large an influx was more than we could absorb, especially 
since Asian immigrants tended to concentrate in particular localities 
in this country; and, unless the influx could be greatly reduced, there 
was a very real risk that our efforts to create a multi-racial society in 
this country would fail. Some of the provisions of the forthcoming 
Race Relations Bill, which was aimed at creating such a society, 
would in any event encounter serious opposition; the passage of the 
Bill would be jeopardised if nothing were done to reduce the present 
flow of Asian immigrants from Kenya. In these circumstances the 
only practical and fair course was to legislate in the way that he 
proposed, and in doing so to eliminate the contingent liability that 
problems similar to that which had arisen in Kenya might create 
in other countries having large numbers of citizens of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies or dual citizens. We should at the 
same time allot a generous quota of vouchers to this new class of 
controlled immigrants which would be in addition to those already 
granted under the Commonwealth Immigration Act. Although we 
should do what we could to persuade the Government of Kenya to 
moderate its actions against Asians in that country and also seek the 
agreement of the Governments of India and Pakistan to accept some 
of them should they wish to go to those countries, we could not afford 
to delay legislation which to be effective must be passed very quickly. 

The Commonwealth Secretary said that he accepted the need 
for legislation to deal with the clandestine entry of immigrants, with 
the entry of dependent children of immigrants and with the medical 
examination of wives and families. He was, however, strongly 
opposed to depriving citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies 
of the right to enter this country freely. Although he recognised the 
difficult problems that would be created by a continued influx of a 
large number of Asians from Kenya, to pass such legislation would 



be wrong in principle, clearly discriminatory on grounds of colour, 
and contrary to everything that we stood for. We should be going 
back on legal and contractual obligations which we had undertaken 
as recently as 1963 and which had been an essential element in the 
process by which we had been able to hand over our responsibilities 
in Kenya and the other colonies concerned. We should effectively 
deprive large numbers of people of any citizenship at all or, at best, 
turn them into second-class citizens. Although these people were 
not yet being expelled from Kenya, under Kenyan laws they were 
not allowed to remain in the country unless they had work permits 
and these were not being granted. If we were to pass the proposed 
legislation we should face strong criticism both at home and abroad, 
particularly when, as was inevitable, large numbers of people arrived 
at our ports with British passports but were refused entry. 

We should therefore seek other ways of reducing the flow of 
immigrants to manageable" proportions so that our policy of 
integration could succeed. The H o m e Secretary's proposals on 
dependents ' clandestine entry would go some way to reducing the 
flow but, in addition, he would support a policy.under which the flow 
of immigrants from other sources, and particularly India and 
Pakistan, which were not facing their responsibilities in this matter, 
was reduced, and priority for immigration was given to those entitled 
to British passports. At the same time we should bring pressure to 
bear on Kenya to control the number of emigrants. Although there 
was no prospect that President Kenyatta could be persuaded to drop 
his policy of Africanisation, there were growing indications that some 
members of the Government of Kenya were becoming alarmed at 
the effects on the economy of the large exodus of relatively 
well-educated, highly qualified and prosperous Asians. We should 
therefore decide against legislation in this matter and Mr. Malcolm 
MacDonald, our Special Representative in East and Central Africa, 
should visit President Kenyatta urgently and attempt to persuade 
him to control the emigration of Asians from East Africa. 

The Attorney-General said that, if we were to pass legislation 
depriving citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies of the right 
to enter this country, our position in relation to the relevant 
international agreements and declarations would be difficult but not 
impossible. In the case of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the United Nations Convention on Racial Discrimination 
and the International Convention on Civil and Political Rights, we 
might justify our action on the grounds, among others, that the 
people concerned did not in any real sense belong to this country. 
The European Convention on Human Rights presented greater 
difficulties. Article 3 of the Fourth Protocol of this Convention 
provided that no-one should be deprived of the right to enter the 
territory of the State of which he was a national, and it would be 
difficult to argue that refusal of entry to an Asian immigrant from 
East Africa would not be in breach of this provision. But although 



we had signed this Protocol we had not yet ratified it. A problem 
also arose in relation to the proposed restriction on the right of entry 
of dependent children, since Article 8 of the same Convention, 
provided that everyone had the right to respect for his family life; 
it could be contended that refusal of entry to the dependent child of 
one parent already in this country was contrary to this provision. 
There were already two cases before the European Commission in 
which it was being alleged that we were in breach of the European 
Convention, and we had accepted the right of individuals to petition 
the Commission and the compulsory jurisdiction of the European 
Court of Human Rights. It would be a serious matter to refuse to 
obey the decision of the Court or of the Committee of Ministers since 
parties to the Convention had undertaken to accept their decisions 
as binding. 

In discussion there was general agreement that legislation should 
be introduced to deal with the clandestine entry of immigrants, to 
restrict the right of entry of dependent children of immigrants and 
to make the medical examination of their wives and children 
compulsory. On the proposal to deprive citizens of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies of the right to enter this country freely, 
opinion was divided. On the one hand it was argued that for reasons 
of moral principle, because of the effect that such action would have 
on our international standing and because of the practical difficulties 
that we should face, we should not legislate in this matter. Although 
we should not be depriving these people of citizenship we should be 
taking away its most essential feature and creating a new class of 
refugees. At the very least a decision should be delayed until the 
practical and legal problems had been further examined and an 
attempt made to reach a solution in consultation with the 
Governments of Kenya, India and Pakistan. We had given solemn 
pledges to these people in 1963 and, very recently, compounded the 
situation by giving assurances to people similarly placed in Aden. If 
holders of United Kingdom passports presented themselves here and 
were turned away, having nowhere else to go, the Government might 
be faced with a public outcry in this country and serious criticism 
abroad. 

On the other hand it was argued that in our present economic 
situation and with the great pressure on the social services, 
particularly on education, we could not afford to allow the 
unrestricted entry of the Asians from East Africa. The situation in 
the schools in some localities was already very grave and becoming 
worse, with increasingly high proportions of immigrant children in 
individual schools—some schools might soon be used wholly by 
immigrant children. There was opposition in the trade union 
movement to some of the measures which it was proposed to include 
in the Race Relations Bill and this would become more serious if the 
numbers of coloured immigrants entering the country were allowed 
to rise. The proposed legislation would undoubtedly represent a 
major change in policy, but we had already made a similar break 
with tradition when the Commonwealth Immigration Act was passed. 



Although we had given assurances to these people when Kenya 
became independent, we could not now afford to honour them, and 
in these circumstances the right course was to give them a share of 
vouchers within whatever total we could afford to allocate to 
immigrants as a whole. This would mean that they would know that 
they could, if they wished, join a queue and in due course enter this 
country. Urgent examination was necessary of the total numbers 
of immigrants we could afford to accept and what the share for 
Asians from East Africa should be. It was urged, however, that 
delay would be dangerous because we might be faced with an 
uncontrollable flow of immigrants. We should either legislate 
quickly—and arrangements could be made to pass the Bill through 
Parliament in a day and a half—or we should announce that we 
were not going to legislate to exclude holders of United Kingdom 
passports and thus reduce the incentive to come here in the immediate 
future. 

The Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that the 
Cabinet were agreed that legislation should be introduced to deal 
with clandestine immigration, to restrict the right of entry of 
dependent children of immigrants, and to make compulsory the 
medical examination of immigrants' wives and children. The 
Cabinet were not at present prepared to take a decision either to 
introduce legislation to deprive citizens of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies of the right of free entry into this country or to announce 
that no such legislation would be introduced. It was, however, 
essential that an early decision should be taken and they should 
therefore consider the matter again at their meeting on 
22nd February, when a final decision must be taken. In the 
meantime the Commonwealth Secretary should arrange urgently for 
Mr. Malcolm MacDonald to visit President Kenyatta in an effort to 
persuade him to control the rate of Asian emigration from Kenya; 
before this visit Mr. MacDonald should be briefed on all aspects of 
the problem. An approach should also be made to the Governments 
of India and Pakistan. The Home Secretary should arrange for 
officials to examine and report on what reduction in the total number 
of Commonwealth immigrants was likely to result from the 
restrictive measures which the Cabinet had approved; the appropriate 
allocation of vouchers to citizens of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies on the assumption that these were deprived of the right of 
normal entry to this country; the extent to which the present allocation 
of vouchers to Commonwealth countries might be reduced to 
allow for this; and what criteria should be adopted for the allocation 
of the new class of vouchers. Mr. Duncan Sandys intended to seek 
leave to introduce a Bill on Asian immigration from East Africa 
under the 10-minute rule on 28th February or earlier but 
arrangements should if possible be made for the time to be taken by 
another Member. The Home Secretary would, however, have to 
indicate, in reply to Questions later in the day, that the problem of 
Asian immigrants was being considered. 



The Cabinet— 

(1) Agreed	 that legislation should be introduced to deal with 
clandestine immigration, with restrictions on the right 
of entry of dependent children of immigrants and with 
the compulsory medical examination of their wives and 
children. 

(2) Invited the Commonwealth Secretary, in consultation with the 
Home Secretary, to arrange for Mr. Malcolm MacDonald 
to visit President Kenyatta on the basis indicated in the 
Prime Ministers summing up and to report the results of 
this visit before their meeting on 22nd February. 

(3) Invited	 the Commonwealth Secretary to arrange for 
consultations with the Governments of India and Pakistan 
on the problem of Asian immigration from Kenya and to 
report their outcome on 22nd February. 

(4) Invited the Home	 Secretary to arrange for officials to carry 
out the examination indicated by the Prime Minister in 
his summing up of their discussion and report by 22nd 
February. 

Cabinet Office, S.W.1, 

15th February, 1968. 






