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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

When the Labour government achieved power in 1945, it 

assumed responsibility for the foreign policy of a nation 

with interests and commitments in nearly every part of the 

world. Britain had played the role of a major world power 

before the war, and the new leaders were committed to 

maintaining that status in the future. As a part of these 

foreign responsibilities the new government inherited the 

task of guiding and protecting a varied and complex empire 

that extended throughout the world. This empire, a 

substantial portion of which was located in Asia, faced 

Clement Attlee's government with the challenge of continuing 

a British involvement on that continent that was over two 

hundred years old. These imperial connections and the 

determination to maintain Britain as a world power would 

force both the Labour governments and the subsequent 

Conservative governments to allocate a significant portion 

of their attention and resources to Asian affairs. 

Although Asia had been an area of vital interest to 

many previous British governments, those of the postwar 

period encountered a situation that had been radically 

altered by the impact of World War II. Despite emerging 

victorious from the war, Britain had suffered tremendous 

economic losses that reduced her ability to resume her 



prewar role. In addition, the Japanese military successes 

and the period of occupation had contributed to a loss of 

British prestige and had produced a rapid growth of 

nationalistic and anticolonial feeling among the peoples of 

Asia. Finally, the war had rearranged the international 

balance of power by creating two ideologically opposed 

superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, and had 

rendered irrelevant many prewar foreign policy goals by 

subordinating all issues to the struggle against communist 

expansion. 

Postwar British governments faced two major challenges 

as they formulated their Asian policy. The first challenge 

was the task of responding to Asian nationalism by moving 

the colonies of the region toward independence. The Labour 

government made significant progress in this area by 

granting independence to India in 1947 and Ceylon and Burma 

in 1948. Although Labour initiated the process in Malaya 

and the smaller British possessions in Southeast Asia, the 

backwardness of these regions, the racial imbalances and the 

intrusion of the Cold War would greatly complicate the task. 

The second challenge involved the maintenance of British 

influence in the Far East in the context of decolonization 

and the developing Cold War. Both the Labour government and 

the Conservative governments that followed were determined 

to maintain a British military presence in Asia as one 

aspect of continued world power status. Britain's limited 



resources, however, coupled with increasing American 

involvement in Asia and the growth of the communist threat, 

would make this a difficult goal to accomplish. 

This study will seek to determine the attitudes of the 

Labour Party toward British Far Eastern policy during the 

period of opposition from 1951 to 1964 and to understand the 

impact of the problems of the region on the unity and 

effectiveness of the party. During this thirteen year 

period of opposition. Labour was a divided party. This 

division focused primarily on disagreements over foreign 

policy, with Asian issues playing a prominent role. The 

divisions that would plague Labour in opposition appeared 

soon after the assumption of power in 1945. The left wing 

of the party objected to the traditional approach to foreign 

affairs adopted by Prime Minister Clement Attlee and Foreign 

Minister Ernest Bevin. The Labour government led Britain 

into an anticommunist alliance with the United States and an 

increase in defense spending that the left felt threatened 

Labour's social welfare programs. The left wing had 

expected that a Labour government would follow a socialist 

foreign policy that would involve the rejection of power, 

self-interest and imperialism as primary motivating factors 

and the cultivation of closer relations with other socialist 

governments. 

The divisions that emerged during the 1945-1951 period 

increased in intensity when Labour moved to the opposition 



benches. Three factors are crucial to an understanding of 

why the party was so divided. First, the composition and 

the organization of the Labour Party renders it inherently 

susceptible to internal disputes. Labour was originally 

formed in 1900 as a coalition of the clearly socialist 

Independent Labour Party, the Marxist Social Democratic 

Federation, the trade unions, many of which did not advocate 

socialism, and the Fabians, intellectuals who endorsed a 

gradual adoption of socialism by working through existing 

political institutions. Throughout the history of the party 

this diversity and the democratic nature of the party's 

organization, in which the constitution requires the 

leadership to implement the decisions of the conference, 

have produced a variety of views on many issues and a party 

characterized by continual division.^ 

The second reason for the division during this period 

involved the change in party dynamics produced by the role 

of opposition. While in power unity and party discipline 

were crucial to the government's success in carrying out its 

policies. In addition, the realities of power often 

required the party to retreat from certain positions 

expressed while in opposition. Once on the opposition 

benches, however, released from the responsibilities of 

Ĉarl F. Brand, The British Labour Party; A Short 
History (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1974), pp. 1-
12; R. M. Punnett, British Government and Politics (Chicago 
The Dorsey Press, 1988), pp. 73-104. 



governing, the divisions within the party become more 

apparent as dissenting groups welcomed the freedom openly to 

criticize the leadership or express extreme options. A 

third factor that explains Labour's divisions following 1951 

resulted from the generational struggle for the party 

leadership. By the time of the Labour defeat in October 

1951, the government was exhausted and drifting. The older 

generation of leaders, as represented by Attlee, Stafford 

Cripps, Ernest Bevin and Herbert Morrison, was increasingly 

challenged by the younger generation led by Aneurin Bevan 

representing the left and Hugh Gaitskell representing the 

right. The battle between Bevan and Gaitskell to succeed 

Attlee as Party Leader would intensify the divisions of the 

period. 

The goal of understanding the impact of Far Eastern 

issues on Labour's ability to offer an effective opposition 

will require an examination of the policies of the 1945-1951 

governments toward the region. The traditional foreign 

policy followed by Bevin while in power would limit the 

effectiveness of the Labour leadership in opposition. After 

the 1951 election the Conservatives continued many of the 

same policies adopted by Labour. This placed the Labour 

leadership in the difficult position of having to oppose 

their own initiatives or choose a bipartisan approach to 

foreign policy. This choice, however, exposed them to 



intense criticism from the Labour left, who charged the 

leadership with having abandoned socialist principles. 

An examination of studies of the foreign policy of the 

postwar Labour Party reveals that historians have focused 

primarily on the years in which the party was in power. The 

most important works for this period include, Ritchie 

Ovendale, The Foreign Policy of the British Labour 

Governments. 1945-1951 (1984), Alan Bullock, Ernest Bevin: 

Foreign Secretary. 1945-1951 (1983), Eugene J. Meehan, The 

British Left Wing and Foreign Policy: A Study of the 

Influence of Ideology (1966), Elizabeth Barker, The British 

Between the Superpowers, 1945-1950 (1983), and M. R. Gordon, 

Conflict and Consensus in Labour's Foreign Policy, 1914-1965 

(1969). In looking at the years of opposition, studies such 

as Mark Jenkins's Bevanism: Labour's High Tide (1979) and 

Stephen Haseler's The Gaitskellites: Revisionism in the 

British Labour Party, 1951-1964 (1969) have focused on the 

political aspects of Labour's divisions. Works which have 

explored colonial affairs, Partha Sarathi Gupta, Imperialism 

and the British Labour Movement, 1914-1964 (1975) and David 

Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British Politics, 1945-1961 

(1971), are very broad in their scope, attempting to include 

all sections of an extensive postwar empire. 

As indicated by this examination of the literature, 

historians have neglected the foreign policy positions of 

the Labour Party during this period of opposition. This 



study will seek to enhance the understanding of this 

volatile period in Labour's history by focusing on the 

impact of Far Eastern issues. Despite the inadequate 

treatment of this area, a wealth of material is available 

for the researcher to consult. A major official source for 

this study was the House of Commons Debates (Hansard), which 

were systematically examined to determine the views of the 

party leadership and their left wing critics and to reveal 

the struggles of the leadership as they attempted to mount 

an opposition to policies very similar to their own. In 

addition. Cabinet Records, which are located at the Public 

Record Office at Kew, were consulted to provide insight into 

the attitudes of the Conservative governments toward key 

issues. Another major source was the abundance of published 

and unpublished material located at the Labour Party 

Headquarters in London. This material includes party 

pamphlets and policy statements, unpublished reports and the 

Minutes of National Executive Committee meetings and the 

meetings of various subcommittees. 

Other sources crucial to an understanding of the 

diversity of opinion in the party during this period were 

the newspapers and journals. The battle between the various 

groups within the party was constantly waged through these 

publications. The party leadership controlled the Daily 

Herald, the official party newspaper, and also spoke through 

Socialist Commentary, a right-wing journal closely 



associated with Hugh Gaitskell. Venture. the journal of 

Fabian Colonial Bureau, although certainly willing to 

criticize official policy, generally supported the party 

leaders on colonial matters. The left presented their views 

through New Statesman and The Nation for which Richard 

Grossman was a leading writer and Tribune, which reflected 

the views of Aneurin Bevan. In addition to these published 

sources the papers of the Movement for Colonial Freedom, 

located at the University of London Library, provided much 

valuable information for the chapters on Malaya. Finally, 

there exists a substantial number of memoirs and diaries 

written by key members of the party. Especially helpful 

were the diaries of Hugh Gaitskell and Richard Grossman, 

which provided useful knowledge often not available in 

official sources. 

This study will examine Labour Party attitudes toward 

the four major areas of concern to Britain in the Far East 

during the 1951-1964 period. The first two chapters focus 

on the Korean War. This conflict, which began on 25 June 

1950, played a decisive role in both the development of the 

Cold War in Asia and the divisions that plagued the Labour 

Party. Because the war erupted when Labour was in power, it 

would create special problems for the party leadership when 

they moved into opposition and found the Conservatives 

continuing the policies they had adopted. In addition, the 

British rearmament program demanded by the United States led 
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directly to the creation of the Bevanite crisis beginning in 

April 1951. As the war settled into a costly and dangerous 

stalemate, it produced intense debate within the party 

concerning Anglo-American relations and the most effective 

methods of combating communism. 

Chapters III, IV and V examine British efforts to move 

the colony of Malaya toward independence. The chapters on 

Malaya are unique in that they explore, not only one aspect 

of the Cold War in Asia, but also the process of postwar 

decolonization and the attitudes of the Labour Party toward 

the empire. Unlike China, Korea and Indochina, Britain had 

been deeply involved in Malaya, both politically and 

economically, for over a century and therefore felt a 

special responsibility for the future of the colony. The 

Malayan colony was also especially vital because of the 

economic benefits that flowed to Britain from its tin mines 

and rubber plantations. Labour assumed power in 1945 

committed to independence for the empire, but the leadership 

was also determined to maintain British influence and 

military presence in the region. Although the Labour 

government began the process of granting self-determination, 

that task would be greatly complicated and delayed by the 

intensity of the Cold War in Asia. As a result the goal of 

independence for Malaya and the smaller British territories 

would not be completed until 1963 and would contribute to 

the conflict within the party. 



Chapters VI and VII focus on Labour Party attitudes 

toward China. Although not a British colony, the economic 

interests of Britain in China, especially control of Hong 

Kong, made British-Chinese relations an important priority. 

In October 1949, however, the Labour government was faced 

with the fact of a communist victory in China. This posed 

not only a threat to trade relations, but also raised the 

possibility of Chinese assistance to communist rebels in 

Malaya. Although the Labour government decided to recognize 

the new Chinese government and attempted to establish 

friendly relations, the Korean War and Chinese participation 

in that war rendered this a difficult task. The American 

attitude toward China further complicated this goal. As a 

result of the Korean War and the French failure in 

Indochina, the Americans increased their role in Asian 

affairs. American attitudes toward China, however, were 

completely dominated by the Cold War, and, while many in 

Britain considered these views unreasonable and likely to 

lead to world war, they were also aware of the need to avoid 

action that might led to an American retreat from Europe. 

These basic dilemmas, which would persist throughout the 

period of opposition, would produce significant conflict 

between the Labour left and the party leadership. 

Chapters VIII and IX explore the attitudes of the 

Labour Party toward events in Indochina. The primary goal 

of postwar British policy toward Indochina was the 

10 



prevention of a communist victory because of the potential 

threat to Malaya. Both the Labour government and the 

Conservative governments accepted the domino theory 

concerning the results of a communist takeover of Indochina 

This concern led the Labour government, despite left wing 

criticism, to offer recognition to Bao Dai and to support 

French efforts to regain their control. Britain would also 

play a major role in the 1954 Geneva Conference and would 

emerge from that conference with special responsibilities 

for overseeing the implementation of the agreements. The 

American refusal, however, to accept the conference 

decisions and the efforts by the United States to establish 

SEATO as an anti-communist alliance in the region, would 

place both the British government and the Labour leadership 

in a difficult position. It also produced the most 

significant rebellion by the Labour left. 

11 



CHAPTER II 

LABOUR'S ASIA POLICY: THE IMPACT OF 

KOREA, 1945-1951 

The general election of July 1945 produced the third 

Labour government in British history. This government, with 

Clement Attlee as Prime Minister and Ernest Bevin as Foreign 

Secretary, achieved an impressive record in both domestic 

and foreign affairs. The new leaders, utilizing the 

significant majority they possessed in the House of Commons, 

embarked upon a program of nationalization of industry and 

health services that transformed Britain into a modern 

welfare state. In foreign affairs, the government faced the 

difficult challenge of shaping Britain's role in an 

extremely volatile and complex international situation. 

Ernest Bevin, accepting the traditional assumptions of 

British foreign policy, led the nation into an alliance with 

the United States, part., ripation in NATO and opposition to 

the Soviet Union in the Cold War.^ 

While all major groups within the party supported the 

government's domestic policies, sharp divisions soon 

developed concerning Bevin's approach to foreign affairs. 

Wjor works covering the foreign policy of the 1945-
1951 Labour government include: Ritchie Ovendale, The 
Foreign Policy of the British Labour Governments, 1945-1951 
(Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1984); Elizabeth 
Barker, The British Between the Superpowers, 1945-1950 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1983); M. R. Gordon, 
Conflict and Consensus in Labour's Foreign Policy, 1914-1965 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1969). 

12 



vividly seen in the debate over Asian policy. The left wing 

of the party, which had assumed that a Labour government 

would abandon the traditional approach to foreign affairs 

and adopt policies and goals based on socialist principles, 

began, only a few months after the election, to accuse Bevin 

of departing from this course. This dispute over foreign 

policy, which peaked in the period 1945-1947, declined 

between 1948 and 1950 because of Russian policy in Eastern 

Europe. It returned, however, with renewed intensity by 

1951, largely because of the challenges posed by the Korean 

War. 

When Ernest Bevin became British Foreign Secretary in 

July 1945, his first major task was to join Clement Attlee 

in representing Britain at the Potsdam Conference. This 

conference introduced the new leaders to the difficulties 

they would face in establishing a role for Britain in the 

postwar world. Two results of the war, a great increase in 

the power of both the United States and the Soviet Union and 

the economic decline of Britain, presented Bevin with a 

situation in which the United Kingdom lacked the resources 

to maintain her prewar status as a world power. Although 

the party's election manifesto promised that Labour would 

evaluate world events from a socialist perspective, the 

developing Cold War and Britain's dependence on the United 

States for security and economic aid led the new government 

13 



down the traditional path of establishing a balance of 

2 power.' 

The left wing of the party, however, clearly believed 

that the Labour victory had inaugurated a new era in British 

foreign policy. They anxiously looked forward to a new 

approach, based on socialist ideology, that would produce 

changes in foreign policy of equal importance to the changes 

in domestic affairs. Although the left was unsure about the 

details of a socialist foreign policy, they generally 

accepted that it would be based upon a rejection of 

imperialism, the adoption of a collective security system in 

place of a balance of power approach and a support of 

nationalist revolutions in former colonial territories. 

Other aspects would include better relations with the Soviet 

Union, the renunciation of an arms race and an effort to 

eliminate poverty and suffering in underdeveloped areas of 
•J 

the world."̂  

The actions of the new government, however, soon 

created disappointment and discontent among the left wing. 

Bevin, who is a member of the wartime coalition government 

had openly supported its international policies, frustrated 

the hopes of the left by following a policy based on 

Wllock, Ernest Bevin, p. 49; Peter Weiler, "British 
Labour and the Cold War: The Foreign Policy of the Labour 
Governments, 1945-1951," Journal of British Studies 26, N. 1 
(1987): 54. 

Îbid. 
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continuity with the past. He viewed the power and 

aggressiveness of the Soviet Union as a threat to Britain, 

continually denounced Soviet totalitarianism and moved 

rapidly toward the goal of establishing a special 

relationship with the United States. Soviet actions in Iran 

and Eastern Europe convinced Bevin that an agreement with 

Russia was impossible, and he eagerly adopted the American 

view of communism as a monolithic movement, led by the 

Soviet Union and dedicated to world domination. Acting on 

his belief, Bevin followed a policy of resistance to 

communist movements in Greece and Malaya, acceptance of the 

economic aid offered by the Marshall Plan and active 

participation in the establishment of the NATO defense 

alliance. These actions dashed the hopes of the left for a 

new direction in foreign policy, as Bevin appeared to have 

forsaken all socialist principles for traditional methods of 

maintaining power and achieving security.* 

These policies led to intense criticism of the 

government by the Labour left. By late 1945, backbenchers 

in the House of Commons and the left wing press began to 

urge Bevin to change his approach. When the party 

leadership refused to heed these warnings, the left became 

more outspoken in their attacks. On 29 October 1946, 

^Fitzsimons, The Foreign Policy of the British Labour 
Government, p. 24; Weiler, "British Labour and the Cold 
War," pp. 57, 62-64, 66-71; David Howell, British Social 
Democracy: A Study in Development and Decay (New York: St 
Martin's Press, 1976), pp. 144-149. 
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backbenchers, led by R. H. Grossman, Michael Foot and Sydney 

Silverman, addressed a letter to Attlee expressing their 

misgivings at the direction of British foreign policy. The 

letter suggested the idea of a Third Force, the most 

attractive idea offered by the left, calling on Britain to 

provide the world with an alternative to American capitalism 

and Soviet totalitarianism. They argued that, if Britain 

adhered to socialist principles in international relations, 

it would be possible to live at peace with both of these 

great powers.^ 

This criticism continued on 13 November when the left 

wing, again led by Grossman," tabled an amendment to the 

address, signed by 43 labour MPs, that openly challenged the 

government's policies. The amendment urged the government 

to "review and recast its conduct of International Affairs" 

and "provide a democratic and constructive socialist 

alternative" to the developing conflict between capitalism 

and communism. Grossman, speaking in defense of the 

amendment, noted a "remarkable contrast" between the 

^Jonathan Schneer, Labour's Conscience: The Labour 
Left 1945-1951 (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1988), pp. 56-57. 

^Grossman was a Labour MP for Coventry East from 1945 
to 1974 and Assistant Editor of New Statesman and Nation 
from 1938 to 1955. He served on the National Executive 
Committee of the Labour Party from 1952 to 1967. In the 
Wilson government he served as Minister of Housing and local 
government. Lord President of the Council and Secretary of 
State at the Department of Health and Social Security. 
Janet Morgan, ed., The Backbench Diaries of Richard Grossman 
(New York: Holmes and Meier, 1981), p. 1055. 
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government's actions in the foreign and domestic spheres. 

He argued that the 1945 election had been won on the promise 

that only a Labour government "could mediate fairly between 

Russia and America." He asserted that the Labour leadership 

had failed to fulfill this pledge and had followed a course 

that had produced an "exclusive Anglo-American tie up" and a 

"tie-up between the two front benches."' 

As the Cold War developed and Britain continually drew 

closer to the United States, left wing criticism of the 

government intensified. In May 1947 the New Statesman, a 

leading journal of the Labour left, published a pamphlet 

entitled Keep Left. The pamphlet, which was written by 

Grossman, Michael Foot and Ian Mikardo° and signed by 

twelve other Labour MPs, provided a harsh critique of the 

government's foreign policy. It described that policy as 

one that was only "halfheartedly Socialist" and argued that 

"collective security against Communism" was "a betrayal of 

Socialist principles." The authors insisted that the United 

States and the Soviet Union were organizing the world into 

'schneer. Labour's Conscience, p. 58; 5 Hansard 430 (18 
November 1946): 526. 

^Michael Foot, a leading Bevanite, was a Labour MP from 
1945 to 1979. He served as editor of Tribune from 1948 to 
1950 and 1955 to 1960. From 1974 to 1976 he was Secretary 
of State for Employment and from 1976 to 1979 Lord President 
of the Council. In 1976 he became Deputy Leader of the 
Labour Party. Ian Mikardo was a Labour MP from 1945 to 1959 
and 1964 to 1974. He served as a member of the National 
Executive Committee from 1950 to 1959 and 1960 to 1978. 
Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 1058, 1062. 
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opposing blocs and that Britain should refuse to participate 

in this division. They urged the Labour government to 

reduce economic dependence on America and "lead the way to 

World government through really United Nations."^ 

Shortly after the publication of Keep Left world events 

produced a change in the views of many in the Labour left 

wing. A continuing belligerent attitude by the Soviet 

Union, coupled with the arrival of American economic aid 

under the Marshall Plan, forced many to moderate their 

criticism of the government and to accept the necessity of a 

limited level of cooperation with the United States. These 

changes encouraged the government to adopt a more aggressive 

response to the challenge of the left. As a result, the 

party published its official reply to Keep Left in a 

pamphlet entitled Cards on the Table. Written by Denis 

Healy,̂ " it completely rejected the left's concept of a 

socialist foreign policy. Healy defined a socialist policy 

in international affairs as one that sought to "promote the 

spread of democracy and sc._al progress," and he argued that 

the "maintenance of Britain as a world power" was a 

R̂. H. S. Grossman, Michael Foot and Ian Mikardo, Keep 
Left (London: New Statesman, 1947), pp. 34, 35, 46-47. 

'̂̂ Denis Healy was a key right wing leader in the Labour 
Party headquarters at Transport House. He served as 
Secretary of the International Department from 1945 to 1952, 
and MP from 1952 to 1979. During the Wilson government he 
was Secretary of State for Defense from 1964 to 1970 and 
Chancellor of the Exchequer from 1974 to 1979. Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 1059. 
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"precondition" to such a policy. He reviewed Russian 

aggression following the end of the war and accused the 

communists of following a "sustained and violent offensive 

against Britain. "̂^ 

During 1948 and early 1949, international events such 

as the Soviet rejection of Marshall aid, political 

developments in Eastern Europe and the Berlin crisis 

shattered many of the idealistic views of the left 

concerning postwar relations with the Soviet Union. By the 

spring of 1949, a substantial consensus had developed within 

the party on foreign policy. Although not enthusiastic 

about the prospect, most socialists accepted the necessity 

of a close Anglo-American relationship. Despite this 

consensus the election of 1950 produced disappointing 

results for Labour: the large Parliamentary majority of 

1945 was reduced to only five seats. In addition to 

electoral losses, the party soon found its new consensus on 

foreign policy destroyed by the onset of the Korean War.̂ ^ 

On 25 June 1950 North Korean forces launched a full-

scale invasion of South Korea. The United States 

immediately called for a meeting of the United Nations 

Security Council, and, within 24 hours of the attack, the 

Council, acting despite the absence of the Soviet 

^̂ Labour Party, Cards on the Table (London: Labour 
Party, 1947), pp. 3-4, 12, 13-16. 

^̂ Gordon, Conflict and Consensus in Labour's Foreign 
Policy, pp. 219-221. 
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representative, declared a breach of the peace and demanded 

a North Korean withdrawal. Attlee and Bevin both agreed 

that Britain should give full support to the U.N. On 27 

June the Council adopted another resolution authorizing 

member states to extend such assistance to South Korea as 

might be required to repel the attack. Within the next few 

days, the fall of Seoul and the rapid advance of the North 

Korean forces prompted President Truman to approve the use 

of American troops. Attlee supported this decision and 

announced that British naval forces in the area would be 

directed to provide support to the Americans. Although the 

British had reservations concerning American support for 

Formosa because of the possible ill effects on British 

relations with China, the Cabinet agreed that decisive 

action in Asia was necessary. On 27 June Attlee announced 

British approval of the U.N. resolutions, describing the 

North Korean attack as "naked aggression" that must be 

halted. He evoked the memory of appeasement by recalling 

the "bitter experiences" of the past when the nation had 

failed to take prompt measures to halt aggression." 

The outbreak of the war and British support for the 

U.N. resolutions did not immediately disturb the consensus 

that had developed within the Labour Party on foreign 

^^Bullock, Ernest Bevin. p. 790; Peter Lowe, The 
Origins of the Korea War (New York: Longman, 1986), p. 163; 
Kenneth Harris, Attlee (New York: W. W. Norton, 1982), p. 
454; 5 Hansard 477 (27 June 1950): 2160-2161. 
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policy. A majority of the left initially agreed with the 

government's decision to resist the invasion, and both of 

the major left wing journals. Tribune and New Statesman, 

expressed support for the government and the U.N. effort. 

Tribune argued that the defense of South Korea was "vital to 

the cause of world peace and the maintenance of 

international law." By mid-July, however, some on the left 

began to voice reservations concerning British involvement 

in the war. These fears, which included a distrust of 

American goals in the Far East, a concern that American 

leaders would recklessly involve Britain in a war with China 

and a feeling that Britain was adopting a subservient role 

in the Anglo-American partnership would steadily grow in 

intensity and become the recurring themes of left wing 

criticism throughout the conflict.̂ * 

During the late summer of 1950, the left indicated 

their growing concerns about the war by tabling a series of 

motions in the House of Commons. Although many reflected 

extreme left positions and received little support, the 

resolutions indicated dissatisfaction with the government's 

policy. The New Statesman, the first left wing journal to 

question British involvement, observed that United States 

non-recognition of communist China and the absence of the 

Soviet representative from the Security Council when the 

^̂ New Statesman, 8 July 1950, p. 31; Tribune, 8 
September 1950, p. 3; 20 October 1950, p. 4. 
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initial resolutions were passed cast doubt on the legitimacy 

of the U.N. actions. The editors also suggested that the 

T^ericans, by defending the government of Formosa, had 

"weakened the basis of legality on which they stand and 

shown that the underlying issue in the Pacific is the 

rivalry of the two great powers." Koni Zilliacus,^^ 

writing in New Statesman, expressed the views of the extreme 

left that the war in Korea was a "civil war" and British 

sympathies "should lie with native communism as against 

American capitalism." He accused the government of taking 

the "name of the United Nations in vain to line us up behind 

American power politics" and insisted that the real issue 

was British submission to a "criminally reckless and stupid 

American policy."" 

Throughout July, when it seemed that the communist 

forces would conquer all of Korea, the left increasingly 

worried about the possibility of American actions widening 

the war. America, they insisted, desired "not merely the 

repulse of the aggressor in South Korea, but a general 

action in the strategic interests of her Far Eastern 

^̂ Koni Zillicus was a Labour MP from 1945 to 1950. He 
represented the extreme left and was expelled from the party 
in May 1949 for his continuous criticism of the government's 
foreign policy. He was readmitted to the party in 1952 and 
served as an MP from 1955 to 1967. Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, p. 512. 

^̂ Hugh B. Berrington, Backbench Opinion in the House of 
Commons, 1945-1955 (New York: Pergamon Press, 1973), p. 89; 
New Statesman. 8 July 1950, p. 37; 1 July 1950, p. 1. 
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Empire." Even at this early date, some among the left 

understood the potential of the war to renew the split in 

the party. They warned that if Britain went too far in 

supporting the United States, the result could be "a split 

in the Labour Party, a section of which would be forced into 

socialist opposition." While they acknowledged that Britain 

must assist in forcing the withdrawal of the North Koreans, 

left wing leaders encouraged Attlee to state publicly that 

if the United States precipitated a war with China over 

Formosa, "the Commonwealth will not render her any 

assistance. "̂ ' 

On 15 September 1950 United Nations forces commanded by 

General MacArthur conducted a successful amphibious landing 

at Inchon that changed the character of the war. The attack 

surprised the North Koreans and resulted in the capture of 

Seoul by 28 September followed by the retreat of the North 

Korean armies behind the thirty-eighth parallel. Due to 

this success the goal of the war changed from preserving an 

independent South Korea to the unification of the entire 

nation. With the support of both the United States and 

Britain, the United Nations adopted a resolution, drafted by 

^̂ New Statesman. 8 July 1950, p. 37; 1 July 1950, p. 1; 
22 July 1950, p. 86. 
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Bevin, that authorized MacArthur to push across the thirty-

eighth parallel in pursuit of this goal.̂ ^ 

The left responded to these events by warning of 

possible action by China and arguing that U.N. forces should 

not cross the thirty-eighth parallel. As MacArthur drove 

the communist troops closer to the Manchurian border, the 

fear of a conflict with China increased, and the voices on 

the left criticized the U.N. commander for recklessly 

seeking a wider war. Headlines in the New Statesman 

included "The Menace of MacArthur" and "MacArthur Rides 

Again," and the editors accused him of attempting to turn 

the conflict into a world war. Tribune, although continuing 

to defend U.N. policy in Korea, joined in the condemnation 

of MacArthur. Articles warned of the dangers of 

"MacArthurism" and described his approach as one that "reeks 

of out of date imperialism." The editors suggested that the 

general did not view himself as "Commander for the United 

Nations but as in command of the United Nations." On 25 

November twenty-nine left wing backbenchers tabled a 

resolution in the House urging the U.N. "to seek an 

immediate agreement on the line beyond which United Nations 

forces will not advance." This motion, they hoped, would 

^̂ Burton I. Kaufman, The Korean War: Challenges in 
Crisis, Credibility and Command (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1986), pp. 78, 84-86. 
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impress upon the government the necessity of a "British 

peace initiative" at this dangerous point in the war.̂ ^ 

Between 25 and 28 November another major change 

occurred in the nature of the war when the Chinese launched 

a massive attack on U.N. positions. MacArthur's forces were 

soon in full retreat, and by January the communists had 

retaken Seoul and driven south of the thirty-eighth 

parallel. The danger increased on 30 November when 

President Truman made a statement that seemed to indicate 

the United States was considering the use of the atomic 

bomb. Attlee flew to Washington to seek assurances from 

Truman and to urge him to place restraints on MacArthur. 

The Labour left drafted a letter to Attlee, signed by 150 

MPs, that called for a British withdrawal from Korea if the 

Americans resorted to atomic weapons.^" The left wing 

press, which tended to treat the Chinese response as a 

justifiable reaction, accused MacArthur of "acting in 

defiance of all common sense" and urged the government to 

resist American attempts to have the U.N. brand China the 

aggressor. Tribune, in a sharp reaction that represented a 

turn to the left, warned Attlee and Bevin that every 

possible action must be taken to "repair the damage" and 

^̂ New Statesman, 23 September 1950, p. 287; 11 November 
1950, p. 413; 25 November 1950, p. 489; Tribune, 1 September 
1950, pp. 3-4; 8 September 1950, pp. 3-4; 20 October 1950, 
p. 4; 17 November 1950, p. 4. 

2°Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 107-109, 112, 131. 
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demanded that they maintain the original reason for 

intervention to "prevent hysteria in the United States from 

pushing us over the precipice of world tragedy." British 

involvement in any retaliation against china, the editors 

argued, would "break up the United Nations" and "split the 

Labour movement in the country to fragments."^^ 

Although reluctant at first, the British government 

responded to Chinese intransigence and American pressure by 

supporting the resolution of 1 February 1951 condemning 

China as an aggressor nation. The government's position on 

this issue intensified the criticism from the left. New 

Statesman, continuing to separate itself from the Labour 

right by rationalizing communist actions, contended that 

British policy had shifted since the beginning of the war 

and that the nation was being transformed from an 

"independent partner of the U.S.A. to the status of a 

protesting, overburdened satellite." The editors questioned 

whether Britain, "having drifted too far on the tide of 

anticommunist hysteria," could ever return to a clearly 

socialist position. As left wing writers analyzed the 

impact of the Chinese intervention on American policy, they 

argued that it demonstrated that the whole idea of worldwide 

containment of communism was a myth. New Statesman 

described United States policy as "an insane American gamble 

^̂ New Statesman, 2 December 1950, p. 529; Tribune, 1 
December 1950, p. 3. 
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in the diplomacy of power politics," while Tribune suggested 

that Britain should risk a breach in Anglo-American 

relations in order to moderate U.S. policy.̂ ^ 

As a result of the events of November 1950 and February 

1951, left wing support of the government's Korean policy 

was rapidly replaced by a sustained criticism. While 

praising Attlee for his attempts to temper American 

attitudes, critics recognized that a difference of views 

concerning relations with the United States represented a 

key point of division between the left and right wings of 

the party. The British government's support for the U.N. 

resolution condemning China outraged the left and symbolized 

Britain's lack of independence from American control. Left 

wing spokesmen described the condemnation of China as 

Britain's "thirty-eighth parallel" and insisted that, once 

it was crossed, the nation had "lost control" of her future. 

This decision, they argued, placed the members of the party 

in the difficult position of having to choose between party 

loyalty and a policy they believed would lead to world 

23 war." 

During the late winter and early spring of 1951 U.N. 

forces halted the Chinese offensive south of Seoul, launched 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, p. 133; New Statesman, 2 
December 1950, p. 532; 9 December 1950, p. 576; Tribune, 
9 February 1951, p. 3. 

^̂ New Statesman. 16 December 1950, p. 616; 3 February 
1951, p. 117; 27 January 1951, p. 85; Tribune, 9 February 
1951, p. 7; 5 Hansard 481 (30 November 1950): 1341. 
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a counteroffensive that retook the city and stabilized the 

front in the area of the thirty-eighth parallel. As a 

result of this stalemate, negotiations soon began with the 

Chinese and North Koreans which were to continue, alone ,.:h 

periodic outbreaks of fighting, until July 1953. In the 

spring of 1951, Ernest Bevin, due to a serious illness, 

resigned from the Foreign Office and on 9 March Attlee 

replaced him with Herbert Morrison.^* The government 

accomplished this change with a minimum of conflict and it 

produced no major departure from established policy. The 

divisive effects of the Korean War, however, continued to 

produce tension in the party, and the spring of 1951 saw the 

emergence of a significant revolt against the government's 

policies." 

The Korean War represented a clear escalation of the 

Cold War and heightened the possibility of a conflict 

between the great powers. As a result of the communist 

aggression in Korea, which both American and British leaders 

believed was directed by Moscow, the United States initiated 

a sizable military buildup. In addition, the American 

government requested that Britain increase her defensive 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, p. 219; Morrison had been a 
Labour MP since 1923 and had served as Minister of Transport 
from 1929 to 1931 and Home Secretary from 1945 to 1950. He 
was a key leader of the party's right wing and a potential 
replacement for Attlee as Party Leader. Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, p. 1063. 

^^Harris, Attlee, pp. 468-472. 
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capability. The government responded positively, motivated 

by an awareness of British dependence on United States 

economic aid and a fear that Korea might only be a diversion 

to conceal a major Soviet move in Europe. As a result of 

these attitudes, coupled with the continued deterioration of 

the international situation, Attlee initiated a revision of 

the budget estimates that more than doubled pre-Korean 

defense expenditures.^" 

The new estimates, which Attlee announced on 29 January 

1951, included a three year program that would spend 4.7 

million pounds on defense. In an effort to prepare the 

nation for the sacrifices required by this defense buildup, 

Attlee painted a grim picture of world events. In a speech 

on 28 January he warned that communism posed a genuine 

threat to Britain and required the nation to maintain a 

strong defense. He reminded the people of the 

destructiveness of war and described the Soviet Union as a 

powerful, aggressive nation that had chosen the path of 

conquest and imperialism. These statements reflected the 

fact that Attlee, along with many on the Labour right, 

generally shared the American evaluation of the Russians and 

believed that a military buildup was necessary. These 

opinions, however, placed him in direct opposition to the 

^̂ Gordon, Conflict and Consensus, pp. 222-225; Schneer, 
Labour's Conscience, p. 198. 
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left wing of his party and laid the basis for the coming 

conflict.^' 

In order to pay for the new defense buildup, Hugh 

Gaitskell,^^ Chancellor of the Exchequer since October 1950 

and a key leader of the right wing, proposed a plan that 

limited the cost of the National Health Service by imposing 

charges on prescriptions, spectacles and false teeth. In 

response to this suggestion, Aneurin Bevan, Minister of 

Health; Harold Wilson, President of the Board of Trade, and 

John Freeman, Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of 

Supply, resigned from the government in April. This protest 

by Bevan, who was the clear force behind the exodus, 

established him as the undisputed leader of the left wing 

opposition to the government." 

^Harris, Attlee, p. 470. In defense of rearmament the 
party published a policy statement. Labour Party, Our First 
Duty—Peace (London: Labour Party, 1951), pp. 2-7. 

^^Gaitskell was a Labour MP from 1945 until 1963. His 
positions in the 1945-1951 Labour governments included 
Minister of fuel and Power, Minister of State for Economic 
Affairs and Chancellor of the Exchequer. He was elected 
Leader of the Party in 1955 and held that position until his 
death in 1963. During the period 1950 to 1955 he was a 
leading spokesman for the right in the struggle against 
Bevanism. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 1058. 

^̂ Bevan was a Labour MP from 1929 to 1960. He was 
founder of Tribune and served as its editor from 1942 to 
1945. In the Attlee governments he was Minister of Health 
and Housing and played a key role in establishing the 
National Health Service. He served on the National 
Executive Committee from 1951 to 1954 and through 1955 was 
the dominant figure of the Labour left. 
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In his speech in the House defending his resignation, 

Bevan harshly attacked the government, touched on the key 

themes of left opposition and argued that a basic principle 

was involved. He contended that, due to the shortage of raw 

materials, the budget figures were invalid and that the 

rearmament goals could not be achieved without damaging 

Britain's economy. He argued that "the defence programme 

must always be consistent with the maintenance of the 

standard of life of the British people and the maintenance 

of the social services."^" The real weapons of communism, 

Bevan warned, were social and economic. If the democracies 

allowed their economies to be disrupted through military 

expenditure, they would assist the Soviets in establishing 

"a whole series of Trojan horses in every nation of the 

western economy." According to Bevan, the source of the 

problem lay in Britain's relations with the United States, 

and the Labour Party was now divided because it had 

permitted itself "to be dragged too far behind the wheels of 

American diplomacy." He insisted that Britain must not 

sacrifice the National Health Service in an attempt to 

"follow behind the anarchy of American competitive 

capitalism. "̂^ 

The left wing press strongly supported the 

resignations. New Statesman praised them for their courage 

3̂5 Hansard 487 (23 April 1951): 35-37 

^^bid., pp. 35-37, 38-39. 
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and warned that British socialism would "lurch disastrously 

to the right" if no leaders were willing "to go into the 

wilderness to blaze a new way to the left." Tribune also 

suggested that the resignations were necessary because the 

government had moved "much too far to the right." Despite 

right wing fears of a split in the party, these events would 

create a healthy atmosphere of openness and discussion. 

Bevan now emerged as the leader of an organized political 

group within the party. Tribune published a pamphlet in 

1951, One Way Only, that expressed the views of this group. 

It emphasized the Bevanite themes of war against poverty and 

injustice and the American tendency to overestimate Soviet 

strength, and he proclaimed that the sole option for Britain 

was to maintain socialist principles in both domestic and 

foreign affairs." 

Although the dispute between Bevan and the government 

ostensibly centered on the issue of a free health service, 

Bevan's speech in Parliament indicated that the real 

problems were the extent of the rearmament program and the 

left's belief that the government had failed to follow an 

independent and socialist foreign policy. During 1951 the 

Fabian Society attempted to facilitate discussion by 

publishing two Pamphlets, Socialist Foreign Policy and 

^̂ New Statesman, 28 April 1951, p. 464; Tribune, 4 May 
1951, p. 3; Michael Foot, Aneurin Bevan: A Biography 2, 
1954-1960 (London: Davis Poynter, 1973): 34-347. 
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Rearmament--How Far? each containing speeches by 

representatives of opposing wings of the party. 

In Rearmament—How Far? John Freeman̂ ^ defended the 

Bevanite position, arguing that the rearmament program was 

largely the result of American pressure and that the Cold 

War would ultimately be won by "ideas" rather than by arms. 

He suggested that a truly socialist foreign policy would 

avoid an "irrational attack on the Soviet Union" and follow 

a "positive attack" on problems such as "poverty and 

disease, ignorance and slavery."̂ * Denis Healy, defending 

the government's position, placed all of the blame for the 

Cold War on the Soviet Union. He described Russia as a 

"hostile" and "reckless" power whose major goal was the 

expansion of her empire, and he argued that the Korean War 

had been "deliberately planned by the Soviet rulers." 

Rearmament was necessary, he insisted, to deter Soviet 

aggression and to protect Western Europe. Healy harshly 

attacked the ideas presented in One Way Only, contending 

that the decision to give priority to arms did not rule out 

economic aid measures. The pamphlet was merely a "dream 

book for escapists," and the left should recognize that "all 

^̂ Freeman was a Labour MP from 1945 to 1955. He held 
the government positions of Parliamentary Undersecretary of 
State for War and Parliamentary Secretary at the Ministry of 
Supply. He wrote for New Statesman and became Assistant 
Editor in 1951 and Editor from 1961 to 1965. Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 1058. 

^̂ John Freeman and Denis Healy, Rearmament—How Far? 
(London: Fabian Publications, 1951), pp. 3-14. 
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the welfare in the world" would not protect Britain in the 

event of another war. He concluded with a plea for unity 

within the party that would prevent the Conservatives from 

gaining power.̂ ^ Socialist Commentary, a right wing Labour 

journal, characterized Bevan's action as "an irresponsible 

act," and the journal argued that his statement in the House 

demonstrated that "he is not fit to occupy the position of 

leadership to which he aspires. "̂^ 

The resignations and the debate which followed divided 

the Labour Party and, by focusing attention on Labour's 

division, produced a negative effect on the general election 

held in October 1951. Although Labour achieved the highest 

percentage of the popular vote, it won only 295 seats in the 

House as compared with 321 for the Conservatives. As a 

result, the party assumed the role of opposition hampered by 

problems of division and discontent. These divisions, along 

with the policies which the government had followed while in 

power, would greatly hinder the efforts of party leaders to 

produce a united opposition that offered a clear alternative 

to Conservative policies. 

The Korean War continued to greatly exacerbate this 

division. During the initial stages of the war, all but the 

most extreme left of the party supported the government's 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. 15-19, 25, 28. 

^^Commentator, "Mr. Bevan's Resignation," Socialist 
Commentary 15 (May 1951): 104. 
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decision to join the United Nations in condemning the 

aggression of North Korean forces. Within a few weeks, 

however, the changing tide of battle, the increasing danger 

of conflict with China and the threat of an escalated 

rearmament program to Labour's domestic programs, produced a 

major rebellion by the party's left wing. This conflict 

would continue after the defeat of Labour in the election of 

October 1951. As the war developed into a protracted 

stalemate and the level of interparty conflict increased. 

Labour experienced a decline in its ability to act as an 

effective opposition. The Conservative government, by 

continuing Labour's policies of support for the war and a 

close relationship with the United States, placed the Labour 

leadership in the difficult position of having to oppose its 

own initiatives. When they adopted a policy of restrained 

opposition, the left wing, led by Aneurin Bevan, rebelled 

and began a campaign of outspoken criticism of the party 

leaders. 

Although the disagreements which produced the party 

divisions of the 1950s would have eventually surfaced, the 

onset of the Korean War greatly accelerated this process and 

contributed significantly to Labour's electoral failure. 

The disputes over the war and related issues, such as 

relations with China and the United States, Britain's role 

in the Cold War and the most effective methods of resisting 

communism, exposed, very early in the decade, the sharp 
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differences that existed between the party leadership and 

the left and hastened the reevaluation of party ideology 

that would occur throughout this period. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE INTENSIFICATION OF DIVISION: LABOUR 

IN OPPOSITION AND THE KOREAN WAR, 

1951-1954 

Following his resignation in April 1951, Bevan assumed 

the leadership of the Labour left. The Bevanites consisted 

of from thirty to fifty left wing MPs who met together on a 

regular basis, united by their concern that the Labour 

leadership had failed, especially in foreign policy, to 

follow socialist principles. They demonstrated their 

strength in the constituencies by winning four out of seven 

seats on the National Executive Committee (NEC) at the 1951 

party conference. At this conference during the election 

Bevan emphasized par ; unity, but following the defeat, and 

freed from the restraints of power, both the right and the 

left acted in a manner that brought the party divisions to 

the forefront and made the years 1952 to 1954 a period of 

intense party conflict.^ 

As a result of this conflict, which often focused on 

foreign policy, the Labour front bench found themselves 

caught between the Conservatives and their own left. The 

Conservative government, with Winston Churchill as Prime 

Minister and Anthony Eden as Foreign Secretary, followed a 

T̂hose elected to the NEC at the 1951 party conference 
were Bevan, Barbara Castle, Tom Driberg and Ian Mikardo. 
John Campbell, Aneurin Bevan and the Mirage of British 
Socialism (New York: W. W. Norton, 1987), pp. 253-263. 
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foreign policy consistent with that established by the 

Labour government. This forced the Labour leadership to 

adopt a restrained opposition that exposed them to further 

criticism from the left and provided an opportunity for the 

Conservatives to exploit the party divisions. On 20 

November the Daily Herald, the official Labour Party 

newspaper, recognized this problem when it noted that 

Morrison had "found very little with which to quarrel" in a 

recent foreign affairs speech by Eden. The editors, 

explaining the reason for this agreement, observed that "on 

almost every issue Mr. Eden followed the policy of the 

Labour government."^ 

In January 1952 Churchill and Eden visited the United 

States with hopes of improving Anglo-American relations. 

Churchill's statements during this visit provided both a 

common ground for both wings of the party to unite in 

criticism of the government and a revelation that would 

drive them further apart. The Daily Herald initially 

suggested that the trip was unnecessary because there were 

no pressing issues to discuss, and it feared that Churchill 

would make concessions to the Americans. Although the talks 

produced no major decisions, Churchill delivered a speech to 

Congress on 15 January in which, referring to the Korean 

situation, he stated that "our two countries are agreed that 

if the truce we seek is reached only to be broken our 

D̂ailv Herald. 20 November 1951, p. 4 
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response will be prompt, resolute and effective."^ Both 

the Daily Herald and New Statesman indicated concern that 

the Prime Minister had committed Britain to join in any 

American action against China. The editors of New Statesman 

exhorted the Labour Party to "ruthlessly and rigorously" 

question Churchill and, if it appeared he had made such 

promises, "to end bipartisanship in foreign policy." Both 

wings of the party, seeking political advantage from what 

they viewed as a Conservative mistake, compared his visit 

unfavorably with Attlee's in 1950. Attlee, they argued, had 

succeeded in restraining American radicalism, while the pro-

American Churchill had merely adopted American attitudes.* 

On 5 February 1952 debate in the Commons focused on 

Churchill's statements to Congress. Eden, speaking for the 

government, assured the opposition that the talks had 

resulted in no change in Britain's foreign policy. 

Unconvinced by this reply. Labour planned to introduce a 

motion on the second day of the debate. The motion, 

designed to avoid a direct attack on the Labour government's 

Korean policy, praised the Conservatives for adhering to the 

substance of Labour's policy, but expressed regret at 

Churchill's "failure to give adequate expression to this 

policy in the course of his recent visit to the United 

^Ibid., 7 January 1952, p. 4; 25 January 1952, p. 1. 

*New Statesman, 26 January 1952, p. 85; Daily Herald. 
25 January 1952, p. 4; 31 January 1952, p. 4; 4 February 
1952, p. 4. 
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states."^ The death of King George IV, however, 

interrupted the debate and forced a postponement of the 

motion until later in the month. During the interim Labour 

continued its attacks on Churchill's statements. Attlee 

charged that the Prime Minister's support for America's 

anti-Chinese policies resulted from his failure to 

understand the power of nationalism in the Far East and 

greatly increased the danger of war. The Daily Herald 

accused Churchill of abandoning the policy followed by the 

Labour government and insisted he had "encouraged the wild 

men" who desired war with China.^ 

The House resumed debate over Churchill's Washington 

visit on 26 February. Although he had earlier maintained 

that he had adopted no change in Korean policy, Morrison 

opened the debate by charging that Churchill had agreed to 

widen the war in certain circumstances. Churchill responded 

• 7 

With a tactic designed both to defend his position and to 

split the Labour leadership and Bevanites. The Prime 

Minister, drawing on the Cabinet papers of the former 

government, pointed out that in May 1951 Morrison, then 

^Tribune, 8 February 1952, p. 4; Daily Herald. 6 
February 1952, p. 1; New Statesman. 9 February 1952, p. 144; 
Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 69-70. 

N̂ew Statesman. 16 February 1952, p. 117; Daily Herald. 
27 February 1952, pp. 2, 4. 

^Gaitskell described Churchill's action as a "dirty 
trick." Philip M. Williams, ed., The Diary of Hugh 
Gaitskell. 1945-1956 (London: Jonathon Cape, 1983), p. 311. 
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Foreign Secretary, had responded positively to an American 

request that, if the Chinese launched air attacks on U.N. 

forces from bases in China, U.N. planes could bomb those 

bases. This revelation produced surprise and anger among 

Labour backbenchers and a heated exchange between Bevan and 

Churchill when Bevan demanded that the government publish 

the documents. Churchill's disclosure, however, produced 

the desired effect as it placed the opposition on the 

defensive, led to the defeat of the motion and further 

divided the Labour Party. Grossman described the 

information as a "bomb" which "exploded neatly on the 

gangway which divides the Labour Front Bench and its 

supporters from the Bevanites."^ 

In the aftermath of the debate the party leadership 

attempted to repair the damage. Attlee published a 

statement denying that the Labour government had ever 

departed from the goal of limiting the war. While admitting 

that the Cabinet had given permission to attack the 

airfields north of the Yalu River in certain circumstances, 

he described this as only planning for a "contingency that 

had not arisen" and not a change in policy.' The response 

5̂ Hansard 496 (26 February 1952): 945-1063; Daily 
Herald, 27 February 1952, pp. 1-2; The Times, 27 February 
1952, 5b; New Statesman. 1 March 1952, p. 283; Tribune. 7 
March 1952, p. 2; Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 81-82; 
Fact, March-April 1952, pp. 26-27. 

^Fact, March-April 1952, p. 27; Daily Herald, 29 
February 1952, p. 1; The Times, 29 February 1952, 4c. 
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of the left, however, indicated that the revelation had 

increased divisions within the party. New Statesman, while 

agreeing with Attlee that the decision was not a change of 

policy, admitted that knowledge of it increased backbench 

suspicion of the leadership. Tribune, taking a harder line, 

described the ex-ministers as "guilty of scandalous contempt 

of their Parliamentary supporters" for adopting such a 

position without proper consultations.^^ 

Churchill's use of the commitments of the Labour 

government to nullify the effectiveness of their opposition 

demonstrated his awareness of two major weaknesses that 

prevented Labour from successfully challenging the 

Conservatives. The first weakness arose from the policies 

the Labour leadership had followed while in power. As a 

result of their traditional foreign policy, especially 

Britain's role in the Cold War, they now faced a 

Conservative government which was merely carrying forward 

policies they initiated. New Statesman recognized this 

difficulty when it pronounced, shortly after the disastrous 

debate, that "we should be the last to defend every action 

of the Attlee Cabinet, especially during the last uneasy 

five months of its existence." This was an "unhappy period 

in which far too many Socialist principles were jettisoned" 

in an effort to achieve the rearmament goals. The second 

"̂̂ New Statesman, 1 March 1952, pp. 223, 225; Tribune, 7 
March 1952, p. 2. 
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weakness resulted form the division between the party 

leadership and the Bevanite left. This dispute, which was 

the product of both ideological disagreement and intraparty 

rivalry, would lead to major rebellions against party 

discipline and prevent any unified Labour attack on the 

government. ̂^ 

The first major rebellion by the Bevanites occurred 

early in March 1952. Not surprisingly, the break centered 

on the increase in the defense estimates resulting from the 

Korean War. The government issued a White Paper on 25 

February entitled "Statement on Defence, 1952," which 

expressed its intention to accept the defense program 

presented by the Labour government. On 4 March, at a 

meeting of the Parliamentary Labour Party, a sharp debate 

developed between the Bevanites and the party leadership 

over how to oppose the budget. The party leaders 

recommended that Labour submit a motion that would approve 

the defense estimates while expressing a lack of confidence 

in the ability of the Conservatives to implement the policy. 

The Bevanites, who offered a much stronger motion rejecting 

^̂ New Statesman, 1 March 1952, p. 233; The Times. 28 
February 1952, 5b; Grossman stated in his diary on 21 
January 1952 that "I think Nye is almost exclusively 
concerned to be leader of the party rather than to formulate 
left-wing policy." Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 63. On 
the defense debate see: W. T. Williams, MP, verses Woodrow 
Wyatt, MP, "Outlook in the Cold War," Fabian Journal. No. 6 
(February 1952): 18-24; Barbara Castle, "The Socialist 
Alternative," Fabian Journal. No. 6 (February 1952): 13-17; 
Hugh Gaitskell, "Dollar Sense and Nonsense," Fabian Journal. 
No. 6 (February 1952): 6-12. 
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the estimates, were angry with the leadership, and Grossman 

and Harold Wilson̂ ^ led the debate in "an absolutely ice 

atmosphere." The party, however, soundly defeated the 

Bevanite motion, and the leadership, recognizing the extent 

of left wing displeasure, attempted to enforce their will by 

issuing a three-line whip and a personal letter to the 

backbenchers from Attlee and Morrison.^^ 

On 5 March the House debated the government's defense 

estimates. Churchill praised the Labour government for its 

wisdom in increasing the defense expenditures, but noted 

that the present government had found it necessary to make 

slight cuts in their projections. Recognizing this tactic 

Emanuel Shinwell,^* shadow Minister of Defense, accused 

Churchill of reaching the state "when his primary concern' 

was "to cause a cleavage to the ranks of the Labour Party." 

The continuation of the debate, however, demonstrated that 

'̂Harold Wilson was first elected a Labour MP m 1945 
and was serving in Attlee's Cabinet as President of the 
Board of Trade when he resigned with Bevan in April 1951. 
He was a strong Bevanite from 1951 until the decline of 
Bevanism in 1955. He was elected Party Leader following 
Gaitskell's death in 1963 and served as Prime Minister from 
1964 to 1970 and 1974 to 1976. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, 
p. 1065. 

^̂ The Times. 5 March 1952, 4a; Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, p. 83; Williams, The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell. 
p. 312. 

^̂ Emanuel Shinwell was a Labour MP form 1922 to 1967. 
He served as Minister of Fuel and Power from 1945 to 1947 
and Minister of Defense from 19950 to 1951. He was Chairman 
of the Parliamentary Labour Party from 1964 to 1967. 
Morgan, Backbench Diaries. p. 1064. 
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Churchill's efforts were not required. Grossman, speaking 

for the Bevanites, stated that although both sides had 

assumed that the defense plan was acceptable, a significant 

number of Labour members believed that it was a "tragic 

mistake. "̂^ 

Addressing the Labour front benches, Grossman rejected 

the motion that merely questioned Churchill's ability to 

carry out his defense program, and he argued that a more 

valid approach would be to challenge the Prime Minister's 

competence to decide the proper "priority" between military 

and social programs. He explained that Labour's earlier 

program had been undertaken in an atmosphere of "panic" 

surrounding the Chinese intervention in Korea. Parliament 

must now realize that the nation could not maintain such a 

level of defense expenditures without damage to full 

employment. Grossman indicated the priorities of the 

Bevanites when he observed that, although national defense 

was important, governments must consider military increases 

in light of their effect on "national solvency, national 

independence, and the fabric of the welfare state." The 

defense plan, he insisted, was unacceptable because it would 

bankrupt the nation, produce an undesirable dependence on 

the United States and result in cuts in social services.^" 

^̂ 5 Hansard 497 (5 March 1952): 431-432, 448, 480. 

^4bid., 485-486, 488-492. 
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In the division of the House following the debate, the 

Bevanites rejected Labour's leadership by abstaining from 

voting for their party's motion. They then voted against 

the Conservatives' white paper while the rest of Labour 

abstained. The entire party perceived this revolt, which 

involved 57 backbenchers, as a major threat to Labour's 

unity and effectiveness.^' The Daily Herald admitted that 

Bevan was the leader of a minority faction and quickly moved 

to attack the Bevanites for refusing to accept the 

democratic decision of the party majority. In an editorial 

entitled "A time for Frankness," the paper accused the left 

of following a course that would "harm the country and 

imperil the future of the Labour movement." The editors 

argued that the Bevanites, by minimizing the Soviet threat, 

were expressing the same attitudes as the supporters of 

appeasement in the 1930s. Only a strong defense would 

produc£ I. reduction in international tensions. Labour, the 

Daily Herald insisted, was "becoming tired of this 

minority's egotism," and it urged the rebels to preserve the 

18 

unity necessary for electoral victory.'" 

The left wing press, however, reacted positively to the 

revolt. Tribune, now faithfully reflecting the Bevanite 

position, described the leadership's motion as a "sham 

^^Harris, Attlee. pp. 497-498; Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, pp. 82-86. 

^bailv Herald, 6 March 1952, pp. 1-2. 
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amendment" and demanded a direct attack on the defense 

budget. New Statesman, evaluating the implications of the 

division for the party, characterized it as a "crisis of 

confidence for the Labour movement." The party was being 

"led from the backbenches" because the official leadership 

had been rendered ineffective by their foreign policy during 

the last five months of their government. The journal 

blamed the division on Attlee, Morrison and Shinwell, 

charging that they had attempted "to evade the necessity of 

reformulating the Socialist attitude to the Foreign and 

Defence policies of a Tory government." In an article 

entitled "The Lessons of Labour's Crisis," the editors 

observed that the real problem was that the Labour 

government had allowed itself to be drawn into a "coalition 

policy on Defence and foreign affairs," while the Bevanites, 

rejecting a bipartisan approach, had condemned "the whole 

principle of military containment."" 

The Bevanite rebellion angered the party leaders, and 

in the weeks after the revolt special meetings of the 

Parliamentary Party and the National Executive Committee 

were held to discuss possible disciplinary action. Some 

argued for a withdrawal of the whip and, if the rebels 

^̂ The Times. 7 March 1952, 6a; New Statesman, 15 March 
1952, p. 296. 
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refused to submit, expulsion from the party.̂ ^ The debate, 

however, continued as each side accused the other of causing 

the division. The Daily Herald, despite publishing a number 

of letters expressing support for Bevan, maintained its 

position of opposition to his actions and stressed the need 

for party unity. The editors refrained from discussing the 

ideological conflict between the two groups and instead 

attempted to portray the conflict as merely a matter of 

personalities. Left-wing leaders resented this implication 

and charged that the paper was presenting a "misleading" 

picture of the situation. They insisted that it was a 

matter of principle, not personalities, and Jennie Lee, MP 

and wife of Bevan, responded that the "rebels" in the party 

were those who were moving "too far to the right. "̂^ 

The Bevanites, despite facing potential disciplinary 

action, continued to defend their actions. They argued 

that, due to the democratic nature of the party, discussions 

about policy should not be misunderstood as bids for party 

leadership. Barbara Castle, a leading left wing MP, 

speaking at a debate held by the Fabian Society on 8 March, 

"̂̂ Daily Herald. 7 March 1952, p. 1; 8 March 1952, p. 1; 
The Times, 8 March 1952, 6a; Archives of the British Labour 
Party. National Executive Committee Meeting Minuets, 13 
March 1952, pp. 297-299. 

^̂ Daily Herald. 8 March 1952, pp. 1, 2, 4. Jennie Lee 
was a Labour MP from 1929 to 1970. She married Aneurin 
Bevan in 1934 and also served on the editorial board of 
Tribune. She was a member of the NEC of the party from 1958 
to 1970. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 1060. 
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admitted that there was "a deep cleavage of opinion inside 

the ranks of the Labour movement," but she maintained that 

it was based "not on personalities but on policy." 

According to Castle, the crisis in the party resulted from 

the failure of the leadership to apply Socialist principles 

to international affairs. She insisted that this must be 

the basis of British policy even if it meant criticism from 

the United States.̂ ^ 

Bevan, defending his actions before his constituents, 

stated that his position was based on convictions and that 

he "did not intend to recant." He denied that he was 

interested in being leader of the party and explained that, 

even if he were not involved, the issues would still be 

present. He highlighted the basic difference between the 

right wing and the Bevanites when he argued that the real 

threat from the Soviet Union was not military, but political 

and economic. The world's troubles, Bevan believed, 

resulted from the "intolerable hunger and misery of millions 

of people," and the West must direct its efforts toward 

rGiving these problems to win the victory over communism. 

He accused many in Washington of believing they had "a holy 

mission in life to destroy communism," but he warned that 

^̂ The Times. 10 March 1952, 3c. Barbara Castle was a 
Labour MP from 1945 to 1976. She was elected to the NEC in 
1950 and was a strong supporter of Bevan. She served as 
Minister of Transport from 1965 to 1968 and Secretary of 
State at the Department of Employment and Productivity from 
1968 to 1970. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 1053. 
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ideas could not be destroyed by weapons. Focusing his 

comments on the Korean War, he maintained that it was as 

much the result of "wrong foreign policy" as the attacks of 

the North Koreans.^^ 

On 11 March a special meeting of the Parliamentary 

Labour Party passed a resolution imposing standing orders on 

all of its members. The standing orders, which had been 

suspended in January 1946, required all MPs to abide by the 

decisions of the Parliamentary Party, although they did 

allow for limited opposition on matters of conscience. The 

resolution stated that this action was necessary for the 

party to "discharge its duties as an effective opposition." 

The decision, although vigorously opposed by the left, 

revealed Attlee's skill at maintaining unity in a divided 

party. It failed to impose the harsh disciplinary action 

desired by many on the right, but it obligated the Bevanites 

to accept party decisions. This compromise, however, while 

preventing a major split in the party, left the basic issues 

unresolved and set the stage for future conflicts over Asian 

policy.̂ * The Daily Herald, desiring to maintain the 

appearance of unity, stated that the resolution clearly 

^̂ The Times, 10 March 1952, 6c; Daily Herald. 10 March 
1952, pp. 1-2. 

*̂The Times, 10 March 1952, 6c; 12 March 1952, 6d; 
Daily Herald, 12 March 1952, pp. 1-4; Archives of the 
British Labour Party. National Executive Committee Meeting 
Minutes, 13 March 1952, pp. 297-299; Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, pp. 94-96; Williams, The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell. 
pp. 312-314. 
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indicated that the party would no longer allow any group to 

act as an "opposition-within-an-opposition," and it warned 

the Bevanites not to attempt to stretch the conscience 

clause too far." 

Although this move prevented an immediate party split, 

the basic divisions remained and the debate continued. In a 

speech delivered on 23 March 1952 Hugh Gaitskell, now 

emerging as an important leader of the right, defended the 

position of the leadership on rearmament. He strongly 

advocated a policy of security based on military deterrence 

of communist aggression, and he raised the question of the 

potential negative effect on relations with the United 

States should Britain cut defense expenditures. Gaitskell 

argued that this might lead America to adopt an isolationist 

course and thereby place all of Western Europe in danger of 

Soviet attack. He explained that he failed to understand 

those who "demand in one breath that we should be more 

independent of America and the next that we should cut our 

defenses." This position, he charged, was inconsistent 

because weakness would force Britain to increase her 

dependence on America and reduce her importance in 

international affairs." 

^̂ Daily Herald. 12 March 1952, p. 4. 

^̂ Dailv Herald. 24 March 1952, p. 1; The Times. 24 
March 1952, 4e. 
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The right continued its attack on Bevanism with a 

leading editorial in Socialist Commentary. The editors 

discussed the proper attitude of British socialists toward 

the United States and examined the nature of Anglo-American 

relations in the postwar world. They pointed out that two 

contrasting views of America, the "doctrinaire socialist" 

and the "realist," existed within the Labour Party. 

Rejecting the more socialist approach, which demanded that 

Britain avoid a close relationship with America, they 

praised the "realists" for "facing the facts" and accepting 

the necessity of an Anglo-American partnership. This 

policy, which the Labour government had adopted, rested on 

the assumption that there existed a genuine military threat 

from Russia, that a communist victory in the Cold war would 

mean the death of democratic socialism and that economic 

programs alone were not sufficient to defeat communism. The 

editors raised the possibility, always a fear of the Labour 

right, that America might turn to isolation,1 and they 

warned that Britain must not "engage in an embittered 

slugging-match" over American policy.*' 

Bevan continued to present the left wing position in 

speeches throughout the nation. On 16 March he questioned 

the ability of the United States to assume the role of 

^^Editors, "Uncle Sam," Socialist Commentary V.16 
(April 1952): 73-75. This debate over proper Anglo-
American relations would continue, focusing on other issues, 
throughout the period of opposition and after Labour's 
return to power. 
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"intellectual and moral leadership of the world," and 

doubted that America possessed "the experience, sagacity, or 

the self-restraint necessary for world leadership at this 

time." He illustrated this point by referring to American 

support for Chaing Kai-Shek and her refusal to recognize t.i 

communist government of China. Speaking at Edinburgh on 30 

March, Bevan returned to the idea of British socialism 

acting as a "third force" between the two major powers. 

Britain, he argued, must break her dependence on the United 

States and try to limit the worldwide arms race.̂ ^ 

During the late spring and early summer of 1952 the 

Korean War produced no new conflicts within the party. 

Peace talks, which were initiated in July 1951, offered the 

promise of an end to the war, and on other issues, such as 

the use of napalm, the attitudes of South Korean President 

Syngman Rhee and the handling of prisoners of war, both 

wings of the party found common ground to criticize the 

Conservatives. Many in the party, especially left-wing 

pacifists, objected to the use of napalm as a weapon against 

79 

communist forces. On 14 May Emrys Hughes" illustrated 

^̂ The Times. 17 March 1952, 4d; 31 May 1952, 3d; Daily 
Herald, 31 May 1952, p. 1. 

^̂ Emrys Hughes had served as editor of Forward, a left 
wing Labour paper, and as a Labour MP from 1946 to 1969. 
His views were often on the extreme left and he was one of 
the two Labour MPs who voted against the government's 
intervention in Korea. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 161; 
Mark Jenkins, Bevanism: Labour's High Tide (London: 
Spokesman), p. 98. 
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concern about this when he questioned the government in the 

House. He charged that napalm had been used 

"indiscriminately" and had resulted in the killing of 

innocent women and children. Exhibiting the harsh rhetoric 

that often distinguished the left from the right, he 

described U.N. policy as "burning people alive and calling 

it collective security." The government, however, responded 

by insisting that napalm was used only as a tactical weapon 

on military targets.^^ 

Furthermore, during this period both wings of the 

party attacked the government's support of the United 

Nations handling of prisoners of war. These attacks reached 

their peak when the issue of the return of prisoners became 

a major problem in the peace negotiations and when, in May 

1952, rioting in the Kojo-do prison camp seemed to indicate 

that the situation was out of control. The Labour Party 

accused the U.N. command of mishandling the control of the 

prisoners, called for the government to supply more 

information to the House by publishing a white paper and 

questioned the use of British troops to put down prison 

rebellions.""' 

°̂5 Hansard 500 (14 May 1952): 1425-1426; The Times. 
15 May 1952, 4b. 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 266-268; Daily Herald. 
27 May 1952, p. 1; 30 May 1952, p. 1; 10 June 1952, p. 4; 
The Times, 13 May 1952, 4a; 27 May 1952, 3d; New Statesman. 
7 June 1952, pp. 661-662. 
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The actions and statements of Syngman Rhee also led to 

extensive criticism of the Conservative government and the 

United States. During the spring and summer of 1952, Rhee, 

when it appeared that he might not be returned as President, 

declared martial law and arrested some of his political 

opponents. This produced an outraged response from the 

Labour Party. In an editorial on 4 June the Daily Herald 

charged that Rhee had become "an intolerable nuisance and a 

danger" and demanded that the United Nations place 

restraints on his ambition. In the same paper, Woodrow 

37 Wyatt" described Rhee as an "arbitrary despot who makes a 

mockery of democratic institutions" and urged the United 

Nations to remove him from office. In the House Labour MPs 

used the actions of Rhee to attack Churchill's government, 

claiming that Rhee was "making a complete travesty of U.N. 

action in Korea." Labour naturally discounted the 

government's assertions that Rhee had been informed of 

British objections." 

On 28 May Churchill presented even more disturbing 

information to the House when he suggested that the 

communist forces had taken advantage of the negotiations 

^̂ Woodrow Wyatt was a Labour MP from 1945 to 1970. 
Although one of the signers of Keep Left, he later moved to 
the right and supported the party leaders. Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 1066. 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 271-272; Daily Herald, 4 
June 1952, p. 4; 16 June 1952, p. 4; The Times, 11 June 
1952, 4b. 
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substantially to increase their military forces. In light 

of this information, which raised the possibility of renewed 

fighting and the continuing failure of the peace talks, the 

Labour Party called for a conference of all nations involved 

in Korea for the purpose of reconsidering U.N. policy.̂ ^ 

Emanuel Shinwell, speaking to the Oxford University Labour 

Club, not only called for a special conference, but he urged 

that "formal representations" should be made to the Chinese 

government even if it meant "raising the wider issue of 

recognition of the Peking government and other matters 

affecting the Far East." The Conservatives attempted to 

silence this criticism by sending Lord Alexander, the 

Defense Minister, to visit Korea for the purpose of 

conferring with the U.N. commanders and expressing the 

British viewpoint .•'•' 

By June 1952, the compromise solution to the Bevanite 

revolt on defense and the joint attacks on the other aspects 

of the Conservatives' Korean policy produced an appearance 

of growing unity in the party. The National Executive 

Committee, seeking to encourage this belief, approved 

publication of a pamphlet entitled Labour's Foreign Policy 

in June 1952. Shinwell, writing in the Daily Herald, 

optimistically declared that the unanimous approval of this 

^̂ 5 Hansard 501 (28 May 1952): 1360-1368; Daily 
Herald, 29 May 1952, p. 1. 

^̂ Daily Herald, 14 June 1952, p. 1; 7 June 1952, p. 1; 
20 June 1952, p. 4; 21 June 1952, p. 4. 
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pamphlet indicated that party differences no longer existed 

This assessment, however, failed to recognize the tensions 

still present below the surface. In reality, the divisions 

remained strong, and the pamphlet contained only vague 

statements that enabled the party leadership to present the 

appearance of unity. The events of late June, however, 

would shatter this illusion and reveal the inability of a 

divided party to render effective opposition.^^ 

Between 23 and 25 June, without notifying the British 

government, the United Nations Command launched a major 

bombing raid on power plants in North Korea near the Yalu 

River. When news of this attack reached Britain, it 

produced a major challenge by the Labour Party to the 

Government's policy toward the war and the role of Britain 

in the United Nations command structure. Labour MPs first 

questioned the government concerning the bombing on 24 June, 

Sidney Silverman,^ a left wing MP expressed concern that 

an operation this extensive, involving an area so near the 

Chinese border, might result in an expansion of the war. 

Attlee explained Labour's major objection that attacks on 

targets which would have widespread effects throughout 

Manchuria should not have been conducted without "full 

^̂ Labour's Foreign Policy (London: Labour Party, 
1952), pp. 1-8; Daily Herald. 21 June 1952, p. 4. 

^̂ Sidney Silverman was a Labour MP from 1935 to 1968. 
He was a strong supporter of Bevan and spoke often on 
foreign affairs issues. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 70. 
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consultation," especially in light of the present delicate 

state of the armistice negotiations. Bevan continued the 

challenge by arguing that the bombing represented a 

political change as well as a military one and should be 

regarded as "a complete departure from the traditional 

policy of the government. "̂^ 

Churchill responded by declaring that the United 

Nations had clearly given the United States the 

responsibility of appointing a supreme commander in Korea. 

Furthermore, since the previous government had authorized 

bombing in this area and it was a clear military target, 

these actions represented no changes in the "broad limits of 

policy pursued by this government and the one which preceded 

it."̂ ^ Other Labour MPs, however, pressed the point by 

insisting that conditions had changed since the outbreak of 

the war and that the need now existed for "new military and 

political arrangements" to guide United Nations operations 

in Korea.*" 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 276-278; 5 Hansard 502 
(24 June 1952): 2037-2040; Daily Herald, 24 June 1952, p. 
1; 25 June 1952, p. 1. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 502 (24 June 1952): 2040. Despite this 
public stance Churchill and Eden were upset at not being 
consulted and informed the Americans that they would expect 
improved communication in the future. Cabinet, 128, v. 25, 
26 June 1952. 

*°5 Hansard 502 (24 June 1952): 2041-2050; Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 114. 
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On 25 June the House held a major debate on the Korean 

War with the focus on the Yalu bombings. Attlee opened for 

the opposition with an uninspired and restrained speech in 

which he was clearly limited by his government's actions 

early in the war. He emphasized the lack of consultations 

between the United Nations Command and the British 

government, which had resulted in Lord Alexander, the 

British Minister of defense, having no knowledge of the 

action despite his recent presence in Korea. The former 

Prime Minister insisted that his own government had produced 

a superior record in this area. Attlee argued that during 

the peace negotiations the U.N. had conducted no major 

military operations and this action, therefore, indicated a 

change of tactics that could potentially disrupt the talks 

and escalate the conflict.*' 

Anthony Eden, speaking for the government, stressed the 

continuing buildup of enemy forces and demonstrated 

effectively that the power stations were valid military 

targets and that such raids were conducted on a regular 

basis. He stated that, although the government regretted 

the lack of consultation, they stood firmly behind the 

American decision. The Labour left, however, clearly not 

satisfied with Attlee's mild attack on the government, 

challenged Eden more aggressively. Silverman exposed a key 

*̂ 5 Hansard 502 (25 June 1952): 2247-2253; Daily 
Herald, 25 June 1952, p. 1; 26 June 1952, p. 1. 
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problem as he focused on the timing of the strike, which 

Grossman also recognized as the weak point in the 

government' s posit ion. *̂  

Bevan, acting as the major spokesman for the left, also 

challenged Eden's defense on a much broader scale and with 

greater intensity than Attlee. He insisted that the policy 

of the Conservatives and the "American High Command in 

Korea" differed substantially from that of the Labour 

government and departed from the original United Nations 

resolutions concerning the war. Drawing from familiar 

themes, Bevan charged that certain forces within the United 

States regarded the war as "an opportunity for counter

revolutionary action." In a questionable response to Eden's 

defense of the bombings, he asserted that the same logic 

that allowed an attack on the power stations would, as a 

military necessity, require a similar move against 

Manchuria. Bevan concluded by encouraging the Conservatives 

to return to the policies of the Labour government by 

"limiting military action to what is absolutely essential" 

and by pressuring the Americans to modify their approach to 

the Far East.*̂  

*̂ 5 Hansard 502 (25 June 1952): 2263. Grossman, 
expressing the outrage of the left, stated in his diary, 
"Why had the UN command waited two years until a key phase 
in the negotiations to attack the plants?" Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 114. 

*̂ 5 Hansard 502 (25 June 1952): 2264-2270. 
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As the debate continued, the Conservatives, seeking to 

exploit the divisions within the Labour Party, responded by 

accusing Bevan of using foreign affairs as "a plaything in 

the internal affairs of his own party." They quickly moved 

to draw a distinction between the speeches of Attlee and 

Bevan. Major Anstruther Gray described Attlee's comments as 

"moderate" and praised his concern for protecting Anglo-

American relations. He indicated that the Labour 

backbenchers should listen more carefully to the words of 

their party leader. Other Conservative speakers, finding 

little to disagree with in Attlee's remarks, focused most of 

their attention on the more direct attacks of Bevan.** 

Sidney Silverman, building on Bevan's harsh rhetoric, 

insisted that the present difficulties in Korea were the 

result of the decision to allow United Nations forces to 

advance beyond the thirty-eighth parallel. This obscured 

the goal of the intervention and produced a situation in 

which "we do not know where we are going, what we want, or 

how to get it." In addition, he stated that collective 

security operations, as exercised through organizations like 

the United Nations, must accept certain political and 

military limitations on their actions or create a system in 

which "every act of hostility was immediately converted into 

a world war. "*̂  

**Ibid., 2271, 2274-2292. 

*5lbid., 2295-2297. 
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Silverman, challenging both the Conservatives and the 

former Labour government, argued that, although the United 

Nations had labeled the Chinese invasion in an act of 

aggression, China had refrained from intervention until "we 

had violated the very limitation which, by the United 

Nations own declaration, we had no right to violate." The 

Chinese, he explained, had merely acted as any nation would 

when faced with a threat, and he equated their response with 

the United Nations actions by suggesting that "they violated 

the frontier as we violated the thirty-eighth parallel." 

Silverman continued this reasoning by contending that the 

Chinese were being accused of rejecting the principles of 

the United Nations, while at the same time being refused 

admission into that organization. Their actions, therefore, 

were merely those of a sovereign nation exercising its right 

under international law. He concluded with a strong attack 

on Eden in which he characterized Eden's defense of the 

government's position as "the most perilous statement I have 

ever heard a Foreign Secretary make."*° 

As the debate continued, Shinwell, reacting primarily 

to the statements of the Labour left, defended Labour's 

earlier promotion of Anglo-American relations. Returning to 

Attlee's theme, he argued that the Conservatives had failed 

to provide adequate information on Korean operations to the 

House. He described the lack of information provided to 

*4bid., 2297-2302. 
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Lord Alexander concerning the raid as "inexplicable and 

unaccountable," and he stressed the need for improved 

consultations when military measures possessed political 

implications. Shinwell demanded that Churchill insist that 

the United States treat Britain as "equal partners" in the 

Korean affair, and he accused Eden of "lying down to the 

contempt with which he is treated by the United States."*^ 

In covering the Yalu bombings the Labour press 

reflected the divisions within the party and the differing 

goals of each group. The Daily Herald described the action 

as a clear change of policy, ridiculed the lack of knowledge 

displayed by Lord Alexander and maintained that a "new 

situation containing very grave possibilities" now existed. 

The paper, however, limited by the need to defend the 

policies of the earlier Attlee government, admitted that it 

was "arguable" that the power stations were valid military 

targets. But it contended that even this did not justify 

such large scale attacks at this time." The left wing 

press, unhampered by any need to support the Labour 

leadership or any past policy, lashed out, not only at the 

Yalu raid but at the very basis of United Nations policy in 

Korea. New Statesman described the attack as a "crime," and 

it charged that President Truman and Secretary of State 

*̂ Ibid., 2352-2363. 

*baily Herald, 25 June 1952, p. 4; 26 June 1952, pp. 
1, 4. 
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Acheson had lost control of military policy. The editors 

insisted that Britain should threaten to remove her troops 

from Korea unless American policy changed. Tribune 

described the bombings as a "catastrophe of first-class 

dimensions" and compared their effect to a Chinese air 

attack on Japan. The Chinese would be justified, the 

editors believed, in concluding that the United Nations did 

not genuinely desire a truce.*̂  

The Labour Party, seeking to take advantage of the 

government's embarrassment over the Yalu bombings, decided 

to continue the debate and present a motion of censure 

against the government. The content of the motion, however, 

produced sharp divisions in the meeting of the parliamentary 

party held on 1 July. Attlee originally offered a motion 

which criticized the lack of consultation and called for 

better arrangements in the future, but he neglected to 

censure the government for giving its full support to the 

attack. This mild approach outraged the Bevanites and, 

according to crossman, a majority of the meeting. After 

considerable discussion, although the motion was revised to 

include a condemnation of the timing of the raid, the left 

*̂ New Statesman. 28 June 1952, p. 757; Tribune, 27 June 
1952, p. 1. 
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remained unsatisfied and felt that Attlee had acted in a 

dictatorial manner by pushing the motion on the party.̂ ^ 

The Daily Herald attempted to minimize the split and 

merely reported that some Labour backbenchers believed that 

the motion did "not fully express the attitude of the party" 

and were "seeking further clarification." Tribune. however, 

expressing a very different view, labeled the motion "lame 

and impotent" and stated that some members of the party felt 

"deeply and passionately" that the motion was "a totally 

inadequate expression of labour's view." The editors 

asserted that "important differences of opinion" existed 

within the party and that they must be openly debated rather 

than brushed aside.̂ ^ 

^̂ Fact., August 1952, pp. 100-101. The final motion 
read: "That this house, while appreciating that the 
government and armed forces of the United States of America 
have borne the major share of the burden of resisting armed 
aggression in Korea, regrets the failure of Her Majesty's 
Government to secure effective consultation prior to recent 
developments including consultation on the timing of certain 
recent air operations: and considers that improved 
arrangements should now be made to enable such consultation 
to take place between the Governments principally concerned 
on issues of United Nations policy in the Far East." 
5 Hansard 503 (1 July 1952): 255. 

^bailv Herald, 28 June 1952, p. 1; Tribune, 11 July 
1952, p. 2. 

65 



The debate opened on 1 July when Philip Noell-Baker^^ 

tabled the Labour motion of censure. His speech contained a 

very restrained attack on the government's handling of the 

war, the repatriation of prisoners and the negotiations at 

Panmunjon. Although he surprised many left wing members by 

condemning the bombing, he carefully avoided any criticism 

of the former government's policies. Churchill, responding 

to Noel-Baker's speech, immediately noted the moderate 

nature of his comments and sought to capitalize on Labour's 

divisions. He observed that it was difficult to determine 

from his remarks that he was moving a vote of censure 

against the government. The speech, Churchill maintained, 

seemed directed primarily at the "extremists" in the 

speaker's own party and designed "to teach them a lesson in 
CI 

the elementary facts of the situation." 

The Prime Minister then moved to a defense of the 

United States in which he described their sacrifices in men 

and money and praised the patience of those conducting the 

negotiations. He attempted to justify the government's lack 

of knowledge by explaining the difficulties inherent in 

conducting a military campaign involving fifteen nations, 

^̂ Philip Noel-Baker was a Labour MP from 1929 to 1970. 
During the Attlee government he served as Minister of State 
at the Foreign Office, Secretary of State for Air and, from 
1947 to 1950, Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations 
A strong supporter of the Labour right, his primary area of 
interest was colonial affairs. Morgan, Backbench Diaries. 
p. 38. 

^h Hansard 503 (1 July 1952): 255-265, 269. 
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and he supported the American handling of the screening of 

Chinese prisoners of war. Churchill, as he concluded his 

speech, made a final effort to exploit Labour's divisions. 

He asked the House to reject the motion of censure and 

denounced the anti-americanism of the Labour left, 

describing their attitudes as "devoid alike of wisdom and 

prudence" and their conduct as "wanton and reckless." He 

suggested that they were unconcerned with world peace or 

British security, and he added that everyone would "feel 

ashamed at the deference which has been paid to them by 

their leaders on the front bench opposite."^* 

The party split became even more apparent as Michael 

Foot, speaking for the Bevanites, sought to explain their 

reasons for desiring a more strongly worded motion. 

According to Foot, "the real danger from the bombing was not 

the lack of consultation but the possibility of an extension 

of the war that would result in the destruction of the 

principle of seeking to limit the war." He insisted that 

the greatest mistake of the government was their support for 

the raid. Despite Eden's attempted defense on military 

grounds, the attack represented part of a new "get tough" 

policy by the United States, that had "grave political 

implications." These facts. Foot argued, rendered Labour's 

resolution useless, because even the best machinery for 

consultation would not help if the government backed the 

5*Ibid. , 279, 286. 
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Americans in such belligerent actions. He suggested that 

the real reasons for the government's support of the bombing 

and the weak Labour motion was the desire to strengthen 

Anglo-American relations, but he predicted that a general 

war with China, which he saw as the final result of this 

policy, would certainly destroy those relations " 

Barbara Castle, who also spoke for the left, maintained 

that during the early history of the Korean War, when the 

military situation was constantly changing, opportunities 

had appeared to negotiate a cease fire. However, the United 

Nations had ruined these openings by excessive military 

ambition and the resolution branding China as the aggressor. 

She accused the United Nations command of being so 

"obsessed" with the goal of winning a clear military victory 

that they viewed every Chinese concession as a sign of 

weakness to be followed by increased military pressure. The 

United States, she insisted, had avoided a political 

settlement in an effort to construct a "ring of military 

might around the Chinese people." She harshly criticized 

the government for accepting such a policy and described the 

Labour motion as too weak because Churchill would only use 

improved communication to "agree with everything that 

America said." The Prime Minister, she stated, was once 

thought of as "a bulldog sitting on the Union Jack," but now 

^̂ Ibid. , 291, 295-296, 298. 
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he had become "a lapdog sitting on the Stars and Stripes of 

America."" 

As the debate neared its conclusion the split in the 

Labour Party became even more obvious, and the Conservatives 

used this to challenge the validity of the motion. Although 

Woodrow Wyatt, Denis Healy and Kenneth Younger defended the 

motion, their comments indicated that they shared many of 

the basic assumptions of the government. Wyatt, in a 

reference to Castle's remarks, assured the House that he did 

"not believe, as some people regrettably do, or seem to, 

that both sides are on a par in this matter." He stood 

firmly behind the United Nations and the principle of 

resisting aggression, stating his belief that "the other 

side are wrong, and there is no reason at all why 

concessions should be made to them, other than those which 

are strictly expedient." Wyatt also raised the possibility 

that, if the United Nations did not successfully resist 

aggression in Korea, the communists might also reinforce Ho 

Chi Minh and threaten Burma and India. He argued, 

therefore, that Britain could not shrink "from this first 

act of collective security merely because it is becoming 

57 

uncomfortable. "̂ ' 

^^bid., 323-327, 331. 

^̂ Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 119; 5 Hansard 503 (1 
July 1952): 343. 
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The final Conservative speakers insisted that the 

motion was a result of rivalry within the Labour Party and 

not the failure of the present government. Ian Harvey 

summed up their view when he noted that the motion, instead 

of being intended to censure the government, was really a 

"concession" by the Labour leadership to the "more 

vociferous and least responsible" elements of the party. 

This tactic was copied by other Conservative MPs who 

centered most of their attention on the speeches of the 

Labour left while praising the right for their more 

realistic evaluation of world affairs. The division 

following the debate reflected the weakness of a divided 

Labour Party; the motion was defeated by a vote of 300 to 

270.̂ ^ 

Although the debate over the Yalu raid was the last 

major debate in the House that focused completely on the 

Korean War, discussion of various issues produced by the 

conflict continued until the armistice and provided both an 

opportunity for Labour to attack the government and an 

illustration of the ongoing division in the party. During 

this period the debate centered on four major areas: the 

treatment of prisoners of war and the repatriation of those 

prisoners, allegations by the communists that United Nations 

forces were engaged in germ warfare, the actions of South 

Korean President Syngman Rhee and the progress of the truce 

Ŝ Ibid., 336, 347, 368. 
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talks. An examination of the discussion of these issues 

reveals a Labour leadership forced into bipartisanship by 

their former policies and a left which rejected that 

approach in favor of an aggressive challenge to government 

policy. 

During the course of the war United Nations forces 

captured large numbers of prisoners, and by May 1952 the 

question of the conditions of repatriation was the primary 

issue preventing a successful conclusion of the truce talks. 

In addition, the majority of prisoners were held in camps on 

Koje-do Island in very overcrowded conditions. This created 

an explosive situation which invited clashes between 

prisoners and guards and opened the United Nations Command 

to charges of mistreatment of the prisoners. Although some 

incidents had occurred as early as August 1951, a major 

crisis developed on 18 February 1952 when a battle between 

guards and prisoners resulted in over 200 casualties among 

the prisoners. During the next few months smaller riots 

continued, and the communist negotiators at Panmunjon 

charged the United Nations with inhumane treatment of the 

prisoners. Finally, in mid-June United Nations forces 

gained control of the prison camps, but not without a major 

attack on key areas of resistance which produced significant 

Cfl 

casualties."" 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 266-268; Peter 
Calvoccoresi, Survey of International Affairs. 1952 (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1955), pp. 310-336. 
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Beginning in July 1952, as it became apparent that the 

prisoner of war issue was crucial to achieving a truce. 

Labour MPs, especially those on the left, raised the matter 

in the commons. On 9 July Tom Driberĝ ^ accused the 

government of being "silent" and "evasive" on the question, 

and on 23 October S. 0. Davieŝ ^ noted that there had been 

no massacres of prisoners in North Korea such as those that 

had become "a somewhat common practice" in the South. A 

debate on 6 November illustrated the differences in the 

party on this issue. Philip Noel-Baker, speaking for the 

Labour front bench, rejected the communist position that the 

Prisoner of War Convention of 1949 required the United 

Nations to repatriate all prisoners. He asserted that those 

prisoners who requested political asylum must not be forced 

to return against their will and suggested a plan that 

provided for a cease fire to be followed by a further 

agreement on prisoners. Tom Driberg, however, referred to 

the American administration of the prisons as "a very poor 

example of how to run a camp." He accused the Americans of 

provoking the incident of 18 February and charged the 

'̂'Tom Driberg was a Labour MP from 1942 to 1974. He 
was a widely recognized journalist who wrote for the Daily 
Express and New Statesman and Nation. He served as a member 
of the NEC from 1949 to 1972 and was a strong supporter of 
Bevanite views. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 1057. 

^̂ S. 0. Davies was a Labour MP from 1934 to 1970. 
Although a member of the Bevanite group he often expressed 
views to the left of Bevan and was closely associated with 
the extreme left paper Socialist Outlook. Jenkins, 
Bevanism, pp. 91, 98, 287. 
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British government with misleading Parliament in a White 

Paper describing these events.̂ ^ 

Later in the month, Eden informed the House of the four 

basic principles which governed United Nations policy toward 

prisoners of war.°̂  Morrison responded by expressing his 

support for the government's policy, characterizing the 

principles as "reasonable, tolerant and rational." After 

another incident in camps on 9 February 1953, Davies and 

Silverman questioned Eden's explanation and charged that the 

"only crime" of the prisoners was the singing of national 

songs. They insisted that the government "protest against 

these recurring massacres of unarmed prisoners."'* The 

Labour press also reflected the differing viewpoints within 

the party. Both Daily Herald and Socialist Commentary 

supported the government and blamed the communists for 

rejecting reasonable proposals on the repatriation of 

prisoners. Tribune, however, emphasized the "gross 

^̂ 5 Hansard 503 (7 July 1952): 881-883; (9 July 1952): 
1287; 507 (6 November 1952): 315-316, 326-332. 

^̂ Ibid., 508 (27 November 1952): 631-663. The four 
principles included: "first, that every prisoner of war has 
the right, on the conclusion of an armistice, to be 
released. Second, that every prisoner of war has the right 
to be speedily repatriated. Third, that there is a duty on 
the detaining side to provide facilities for such 
repatriation. Fourth, that the detaining side has no right 
to use force in connection with the disposal of prisoners of 
war. . . ." 

*̂Ibid., 511 (23 February 1953): 1706-1707. 
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mismanagement" of the camps and accused the Americans of 

refusing to provide adequate details of the conflicts.^^ 

A second issue produced by the war during this period 

involved the accusations by the communists that the United 

States was engaged in germ warfare against North Korea. 

Beginning in February 1952 both the Soviet Union and the 

Chinese launched an intense propaganda campaign charging the 

use of these weapons and rejecting an American offer to 

allow an investigation by the International Red Cross. The 

United Nations denial of the allegations was supported by 

the British government, and the Labour leadership indicated 

its attitude in a Daily Herald article by Philip Noel-Baker 

which described the communist charges as "the big lie."" 

During a discussion of the matter in the House on 9 

July, Emrys Hughes suggested that the government should 

instruct British delegates at the United Nations to demand 

the "complete abolition" of research into germ weapons in 

both America and Britain. Davies, in a clear challenge to 

the government on 23 October, asserted that for several 

years America had been developing her bacteriological 

warfare capability and that "some of us have not a shadow of 

doubt" that such tactics "are being carried out in Korea at 

^̂ Daily Herald, 16 October 1952, p. 4; Editors, 
"Repatriation of Prisoners," Socialist Commentary V. 16 
(July 1952): 152-153; Tribune, 26 February 1952, p. 1. 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 265-266; Daily Herald. 8 
July 1952, p. 4. 
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this moment." He claimed that his charge was "backed by 

evidence that cannot be honestly challenged," and he added 

the accusation that the United Nations, in a more terrible 

offense, had engaged in "indiscriminate napalm bombing" that 

had produced the "mass killing and maiming of the civilian 

population." In his reply, Anthony Nutting, Undersecretary 

of State for Foreign Affairs, described the charges as 

"outrageous" and insisted that Davies had "not one shred of 

evidence" to support his allegations. The evidence, based 

primarily on statements of prisoners of war, was completely 

"fraudulent" and clearly part of communist propaganda.^' 

Despite United Nations denials, the communists 

continued to charge the use of germ warfare. Davies again 

raised the matter in the House on 2 March 1953 by asking 

when the Americans had informed the British government of 

their intention to utilize this tactic. Selwyn Lloyd, 

speaking for the government, described the question as 

"complete nonsense" and Conservatives MPs challenged Davies' 

right to ask a question which had no basis in fact. From 

the Lalbour front bench, Herbert Morrison and Noel-Baker, 

while defending Davies' right to ask the question, clearly 

expressed their disagreement with his position. According 

to Noel-Baker, the accusations of germ warfare were nothing 

^̂ 5 Hansard 505 (23 October 1952): 1432-1440 
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more than a "carefully planned propaganda stunt" by the 

Chinese government .̂^ 

A third issue growing out of the stalemate in Korea was 

the conduct of South Korean President Syngman Rhee and the 

nature of the government he headed. Rhee, determined to 

remain in power, had declared martial law in May 1952 and 

arrested many of his political opponents. During July and 

August he intimidated the South Korean National Assembly 

into adopting constitutional revisions designed to increase 

his power. As a result, on 5 August he was easily returned 

to office in the first Presidential election following the 

changes. In addition to these dictatorial tactics, Rhee 

resisted any efforts to reach a peace agreement that did not 

provide for the unification of Korea and, as prospects for 

peace improved, he continually voiced his intention to use 

CO 

military force to unify the nation." 

The actions of Syngman Rhee provided an issue on which 

both wings of the Labour Party could agree. Although the 

government had informed Rhee of its objections to his 

methods. Labour insisted that stronger measures were 

required. On 21 July Barbara Castle charged the government 

with waiting too long for a response from Rhee, and she 

requested that Britain present the problem to the United 

Nations. New Statesman described Rhee's election as a 

^̂ Ibid., 512 (2 March 1953): 19-24. 

^^Kaufman, The Korean War, pp. 271-274, 332-337 
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"shameful farce" and noted that his record was "black with 

violence and political chicanery." The Daily Herald joined 

in this condemnation of Rhee, arguing that his recent 

actions had rendered him "an intolerable nuisance and a 

danger." In an article entitled "Get Rid of this Man!" 

Woodrow Wyatt held that Rhee was "making a mockery of 

democratic institutions" and destroying the principles for 

which the United Nations was fighting. He demanded that the 

United Nations Command remove Rhee from power so that a 

genuine democratic government could be created in South 

Korea. ̂° 

The fourth important issue produced by the war was the 

continuing inability of the negotiators at Panmunjon to 

reach a settlement. By April 1952 the talks had deadlocked 

over the problem of repatriation, and negotiations were 

adjourned on 8 October due to the lack of progress. Emanuel 

Shinwell, speaking in the House on 22 October, urged the 

government, in light of the stalled peace talks, to explore 

new diplomatic measures to bring the war to an end. Noel-

Baker reaffirmed the goal of achieving an "honorable" peace 

by ending the aggression and restoring Korea to a condition 

of "peace and freedom." Emrys Hughes, however, argued that 

it was a "misuse of language" to talk about the war in Korea 

providing peace and freedom to anyone. The British people. 

°̂5 Hansard 504 (21 July 1952); New Statesman, 16 
August 1952, p. 174; Daily Herald, 4 June 1952, p. 4; 12 
June 1952, p. 1; 16 June 1952, p. 4; 1 July 1953, p. 2. 
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he insisted, were tired of the "senseless slaughter" and 

wanted the government to bring an end to the war.̂ ^ 

A debate on 6 November further revealed the different 

attitudes in the party toward the war. Noel-Baker,* 

expressing the view of the Labour leadership, praised the 

Untied Nations intervention in Korea as an effort to uphold 

the principles on which world order and peace must be 

established. He placed the blame for the war on the 

aggression of North Korea and noted that only when their 

armies had been defeated on the battlefield did they express 

an interest in a truce. Turning to the peace talks, he 

defended the United Nations stance on the repatriation of 

prisoners, and he concluded by arguing that "on the basic 

principle the United Nations cannot surrender." 

Conservative speakers, always seeking to exploit Labour 

divisions, thanked Noel-Baker for his "fair and balanced" 

speech and for the support given by the Labour front bench 

to the principles the government had adopted. They 

expressed relief that he had not allowed himself to be 

"intimidated" by the Bevanites.^^ 

Left wing speakers, however, adopted a very different 

tone. Tom Driberg bitterly attacked the government's 

handling of the prison riots and accused the United Nations 

Command of deliberately creating incidents in order to 

^^ Hansard 505 (22 October 1952): 1017-1025. 

^̂ Ibid., 507 (6 November 1952): 313-320 

78 



sabotage the talks. Sidney Silverman, directly challenging 

the Labour front bench, argued that "there is a good deal of 

right on both sides in the whole of the Korean question." 

Although supporting the initial decision of the United 

Nations to intervene, he insisted that "they sacrificed 

their position and lost all moral validity" when United 

Nations forces crossed the thirty-eighth parallel. He 

described this as an attempt to "impose by force their own 

political solutions on the Korean peninsula" and compared it 

to the original North Korean invasion in 1950.̂ ^ 

The first hopeful development in several months 

occurred on 17 November when India submitted a proposal 

designed to solve the problem of repatriation. Although 

Secretary of State Dean Acheson initially resisted the idea, 

the strong support the proposal received from America's 

allies compelled him, after forcing some revisions, to 

endorse the plan. The Soviet Union, however, dashed hopes 

for an early peace when Andrei Vyshinsky, Soviet 

representative at the United Nations, delivered a speech on 

24 November completely rejecting the plan. Despite the 

^̂ Ibid. , 326, 354. 

*̂The proposal called for a commission composed of 
neutral nations to handle the prisoners until a truce was 
achieved and for the postwar political conference to decide 
the fate of those prisoners resisting repatriation. 
Kaufman, The Korean War, p. 296. 
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Soviet attitude, the General Assembly overwhelmingly 

approved the proposal on 3 December.̂ ^ 

Both the British government and the Labour Party 

supported the Indian plan and hoped it might break the 

deadlock. Following the communist rejection both wings of 

the Labour Party continued to praise the proposal as the 

best chance for peace. The right, however, placed all the 

blame on the Russians, while the left demonstrated a greater 

willingness to criticize the United States. Daily Herald 

charged that the communists did not sincerely desire peace 

and did not "care about the fate of the prisoners as human 

beings." It urged that the matter be openly discussed in 

the United Nations so the world would know who was guilty of 

prolonging the war. New Statesman accused both the Russians 

and the Americans of being unwilling to compromise and 

demanded that America offer recognition to China as a way of 

breaking the stalemate. The editors of Forward questioned 

American willingness to negotiate, and, in a familiar left 

wing idea, they suggested that Britain adopt a more 
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independent role.'" 

^^Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 1952. 
pp. 329-354; Cabinet, 129, v. 57, 15 December 1952, pp. 128-
130. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 508 (27 November 1952): 631-638; (1 
December 1952): 1081-1082; 510 (21 January 1953): 205-206; 
Daily Herald. 26 July 1952, p. 4; 28 October 1952, p. 4; 11 
November 1952, p. 4,; 27 November 1952, p. 4; New Statesman. 
29 November 1952, p. 621; 6 December 1952, p. 666; Forward. 
23 May 1953, p. 4. 
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Despite these disagreements, newly elected President 

Dwight D. Eisenhower managed to unite the Labour Party by 

announcing on 2 February 1953 that the United States Seventh 

Fleet would no longer shield communist China, thus opening 

up the possibility of widening the war by allowing Chiang 

Kai-Shek to attack the Chinese mainland. Both wings of the 

party warned of the dangers of this policy and called on the 

government to act quickly to restrain the Americans. 

Woodrow Wyatt, writing in the Daily Herald, described the 

announcement as "folly" and feared that the Chinese might 

respond with increased support for the communists in 

Vietnam. New Statesman charged that the United Nations 

defensive action in Korea was in danger of being turned into 

77 

an "American counterrevolutionary adventure in China."" 

The final breakthrough that would lead to a truce 

occurred in late March when the Chinese agreed to an 

exchange of sick and wounded prisoners, accepted the Indian 

proposal on repatriation and suggested the reopening of the 

peace talks. In response to these concessions. Labour spoke 

with a untied voice, urging the United Nations to "grasp 

this opportunity" and describing the Chinese attitude as a 

"true change of heart," which the United States and her 

allies must match with a similar change of attitude. 

Although four months of difficult negotiations remained. 

^̂ Dailv Herald. 2 February 1953, p. 2; 4 February 1953, 
p. 1; 5 February 1953, p. 4; 6 February 1953, p. 1; 16 
February 1953, p. 2; New Statesman, 7 February 1953, p. 137. 
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during which the Labour left continued to question the 

American commitment to peace, the armistice was finally 

signed on 27 July at Panmunjon.^^ 

Korea had a profound effect on the British Labour 

Party. This police action clarified and exacerbated 

tensions and divisions in the party that emerged shortly 

after the end of World War II. Between 1945 and 1948 the 

left wing of the party strongly attacked the foreign policy 

of Attlee and Bevin. These critics charged that the 

government had departed from socialist principles and, as a 

result of that departure, were leading the nation away from 

better relations with the Soviet Union and toward an 

alliance with the United States. By late 1947, however, 

Soviet belligerence and American aid produced a softening of 

this criticism and the development of a greater consensus on 

foreign policy. The beginning of the Korean War in June 

1950 shattered this new unity and initiated a foreign policy 

debate that would lead to a major revolt against party 

leadership. 

The war revived the basic foreign policy disagreements 

that divided the Labour Party. The right wing believed that 

Britain must form a close alliance with the United States 

and other Western nations and maintain a high level of 

^̂ Dailv Herald. 1 April 1953, p. 4; 8 May 1953, p. 4; 
4 May 1953, p. 4; 18 May 1953, p. 4; New Statesman. 4 April 
1953, p. 385; 11 April 1953, p. 415; 2 May 1953, p. 505; 16 
May 1953, p. 566; Calvocoressi, Survey of International 
Affairs. 1953. pp. 188-230. 
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armaments in order to deter communist aggression. The left, 

however, argued that Britain's socialist accomplishments 

since the end of World War II provided her with a special 

opportunity to lead the world, especially developing and 

newly independent nations, in a new direction not offered by 

either of the great powers. They insisted, therefore, that 

the maintenance of Britain's social welfare system must be 

the highest priority. To sacrifice socialist 

accomplishments for the sake of defense would only provide 

the communists with the very tools they needed to defeat the 

West. 

Following the outbreak of the Korean War, the Labour 

left, unable to accept the increase in defense spending 

presented by the government, rejected the party leadership 

and initiated a period of conflict that led to electoral 

defeat and internal frustration. After Labour moved into 

opposition in October 1951, those who objected to the 

policies of party leaders adopted more militant attitudes, 

which resulted in a weakening of party discipline. The role 

of opposition also presented special problems for members of 

the former Labour government. They now faced the problem of 

challenging a Conservative government which had made no 

major departures form the course Attlee had set. The Korean 

War created circumstances in which both of these 

difficulties contributed to party divisions and hindered the 

effectiveness of their opposition. 

83 



In addition to clarifying past divisions within the 

Labour Party, the war focused attention on the dangers to 

peace that existed in Asia. Although events in former 

British colonies, China, and Indochina all presented unique 

problems for Labour, the divisions arising over Korea were, 

to a considerable extent, to be reborn again and again. 

Nowhere were these problems presented with such clarity as 

in the case of Malaya and its movement towards independence 
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CHAPTER IV 

LABOUR'S COLONIAL POLICY IN THE ORIENT: 

MALAYA AND THE EMERGENCE OF 

DIVISION, 1945-1953 

The Labour leaders who achieved power in 1945 were the 

heirs to a longstanding commitment by the party to provide 

self-determination for Britain's colonial subjects. One of 

the basic tenets of a socialist foreign policy was the 

rejection of imperialism and colonial exploitation and the 

support of nationalist movements in the colonies coupled 

with Western economic assistance to underdeveloped 

countries. Labour feared that failure to implement this 

policy would provide the communists with a major victory, 

allowing them to harness the power of Third World 

nationalism. Attlee's government, however, compiled a mixed 

record in the area of colonial affairs. Ernest Bevin was 

clearly susceptible to the lure of empire, and, despite 

Attlee's achievement in India, the practical difficulties 

faced in the Middle East and Africa and the very modest 

progress towards independence in Malaya produced increasing 

criticism from the left by 1950. Between 1951 and 1964, 

colonial policy, especially toward Malaya, would play a key 

role in the foreign policy divisions of the party. On 

Malayan issues, as with the Korean War, the Labour 

leadership would find their ability aggressively to oppose 

the government hindered by the policies they had followed 
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while in office and by the persistent criticism from their 

own left wing. 

When the Labour government assumed power in July 1945, 

it faced the prospect of continuing the war in Asia against 

Japan. Attlee and his colleagues expected that this would 

include a successful invasion of Malaya, allowing British 

forces to regain much of their lost prestige. However, the 

events of August 1945, the dropping of the Atomic bomb and 

the surrender of Japan, disrupted these plans and forced the 

British to reoccupy the peninsula and to resume political 

administration without the benefit of military victory.^ 

Following Japan's surrender, Britain moved quickly to 

implement wartime plans which provided for significant 

changes in the organization and administration of Malaya. 

These proposals, primarily produced by the Eastern 

Department of the Colonial Office, sought to establish a 

more efficient political structure and to create conditions 

conducive to progress toward self-government.* Before the 

war, the British had constructed for Malaya a decentralized 

system which recognized the sovereignty of the Malay rulers, 

allowed considerable autonomy to the Malay states and 

extended citizenship only to the Malay people. The new 

1 

Â. J. Stockwell, "Colonial Planning During World War 
II: The Case of Malaya," Journal of Imperial and 
Commonwealth History 2 (May 1974): 342. 

^Ibid., pp. 336-337. 
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plan, the "Malayan Union," represented a reversal of each of j 

these previous policies.^ 

The new plan provided a centralized constitutional 

structure that would transfer the sovereignty of the Sultans 

to the Crown and join the federated and unfederated states 

into a new union. It included the creation of two new 

political units--the Malayan Union and the Crown Colony of 

Singapore—each administered by a Governor advised by 

Executive and Legislative Councils. Finally, the proposal 

suggested new conditions for Malayan citizenship: anyone 

born in the Union or the Crown Colony or meeting certain 

residence requirements would receive citizenship.* 

As the implementation of the proposals required 

negotiation of new treaties with nine of the Malay states, 

the government dispatched Sir Harold MacMichael to Malaya. 

G. H. Hall, Secretary of State for the Colonies, instructed 

MacMichael to conclude formal agreements with each Malay 

ruler which would transfer jurisdiction to the Crown. 

MacMichael arrived in Singapore on 11 October 1945 and 1 

Jc -^ry 1946 had completed his mission. In his report he 

stated that, before signing the treaties, he had explained 

with "complete frankness" the key features of the plan. 

Â. J. Stockwell, "British Imperial Policy and 
Decolonization in Malaya, 1942-1952," Journal of Imperial 
and Commonwealth History 2 (May 1974): 342. 

*Great Britain, Colonial Office, Malayan Union and ^ 
Singapore: Statement of Policy on Future Constitution. v 
Cmnd. 6742 (London: HMSO, January, 1946), pp. 2-6. 
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including changes in both political structure and 

citizenship requirements.^ 

On 10 October 1945 Hall announced in Commons the major 

provisions of the government's plan for Malaya. The 

proposals received favorable reviews form the Labour press. 

The New Statesman praised the Union as an "improvement" that 

would end the "previously confused administrative 

divisions." Empire. the journal of the Fabian Colonial 

Bureau and representative of the best informed section of 

the party on colonial issues, also expressed strong support. 

It considered the plan as only one aspect of an impressive 

showing by the Labour government in colonial affairs. The 

provisions of the Union possessed "revolutionary 

implications" and indicated an effort "to put into practice 

the principles in colonial policy for which Labour has 

always stood." Empire especially praised the proposals to 

extend citizenship to non-Malays as a necessary step in the 

peaceful development of the colony toward self-government.° 

Early in 1946, however, the Union encountered strong 

opposition in both Malaya and Britain. In Malaya mass 

protests were organized against the plan. The Sultans 

T̂he times. 24 September 1945, 3E; "Report on a Mission 
to Malaya by Sir Harold MacMichael," in James de V. Allen, 
The Malayan Union (Detroit: The Cellar Book Shop, 1967), 
pp. 157-159, 163. 

5̂ Hansard 414 (10 September 1945): 255-256; The 
Times, 11 October 1945, 8b; New Statesman, 20 October 1945, 
p. 255; "Labour at Work," Empire 8, No. 4 (November-December 
1945): 37-38. 
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accused MacMichael of pressuring them into signing the 

treaties, and a new political party, the United Malays 

National Organization (UNMO), was formed with the specific 

goal of resisting the proposals.^ The Malayan opposition 

centered on the methods employed by MacMichael in obtaining 

signatures to the treaties, the loss of political 

independence by the Sultans and the extension of Malay 

citizenship to other racial groups.^ 

Many of these same complaints surfaced on 8 March when 

the House debated the government's plan. Conservative 

spokesmen, while agreeing that changes were needed for the 

future development of Malaya, attacked the methods employed 

by the government in presenting the treaties to the Sultans. 

The Sultans charged that MacMichael had pressured them into 

signing, under the threat of removal if they refused, and 

had failed to provide them with time to consult with 

advisors or properly to understand the terms. In addition, 

they argued that, rather than actually negotiating the new 

treaties with the rulers, the government had merely 

T̂he Times, 4 March 1946, 5c; 28 March 1946, 5b; 16 
April 1946, 5e; 5 Hansard 420 (8 March 1946): 6377-727. 
The United Malays National Organization, which elected Dato 
Onn bin Ja'afar as its first president, represented a new 
level of development in Malayan political organization. 
Gordon P. Means, Malaysian Politics (New York: New York 
University Press, 1970), pp. 98-100. 

^Stockwell, "Colonial Planning During World War II," p. 
343. In the proposed Malayan Union the Chinese and Indians 
would outnumber the Malays and result in the loss of the 
privileged political position the Malays enjoyed. 
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presented them with proposals it had already decided to 

institute. The Conservatives insisted that the Sultans were 

merely reacting to a "fait accompli," which would result in 

"the virtual extinction of their independence and culture." 

They warned that this policy would turn Malaya into a "Far 

Eastern Palestine," and they implored the government to 

delay implementation of the Union until an impartial 

commission could complete an investigation.^ 

Arthur Creech Jones,̂ '̂  Undersecretary of State for the 

Colonies, defended the government's plan. He addressed the 

provisions for the extension of citizenship to the Chinese 

and Indians by arguing that, due to their loyalty during the 

war, they deserved to be granted political privileges. 

Political union and common citizenship, he stressed, were 

goals that must be achieved before self-government was 

possible. Only one Labour speaker, Tom Driberg, who would 

become a strong left-wing critic of party policies, 

criticized the proposals. He reminded the House that the 

Union plan was a product of the wartime coalition rather 

than the present Labour government. As a result, the 

language of the White Paper exhibited an attitude of 

5̂ Hansard 420 (8 March 1946): 647-665; The Times. 28 
March 1946, 5b. 

'̂̂ Arthur Creech Jones was a Labour MP from 1935 to 1950 
and 1954 to 1964. He served as Parliamentary Undersecretary 
of State at the Colonial Office from 1945 to 1946 and 
Secretary of State for the Colonies from 1946 to 1950. 
Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 389. 
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"patronage and paternalism" rather than socialism. He 

warned that Britain could no longer talk to colonial 

subjects in "the voice of a Whitehall uncle," and he 

concluded that, due to the arrogant methods employed by the 

government, he could not offer his support.̂ ^ 

Despite opposition, the government remained determined 

to implement the Malayan Union plan. The necessary passed 

the Commons on 18 March 1946 followed by two Orders in 

Council directing the creation of the new constitutional 

structure in Malaya and Singapore. On 18 March Creech Jones 

announced that the order regarding citizenship in the 

Malayan Union would be deferred to allow for further 

consultation. This concession, however, failed to prevent 

the Malaya Sultans from protesting the Union by refusing to 

attend the installation ceremony of Sir Edward Gent as 

17 

Governor of the Malayan Union.'* 

Although Labour opinion continued to support the Union, 

increasing opposition in Malaya led Gent to form a committee 

to examine possible revisions to the Union which, while 

maintaining the government's objectives, would be more 

acceptable to the Malay community. The committee published 

its report on 14 December 1946 and, upon completion of the 

^̂ 5 Hansard 420 (8 March 1946): 637-647, 701, 704. 
The editors of Empire strongly supported this position in 
their comments on the debate. "The Plan for Malaya," Empire 
8, NO. 4 (March-April 1946): 65-66. 

^̂ The Times, 30 March 1946, 5e; 2 April 1946, 3b; 5 
Hansard 420 (18 March 1946): 1540-1565. 
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report of a second committee formed to consider non-Malay 

interests on 31 March 1947, the government presented the 

revised constitutional proposals in a White Paper on 24 July 

1947.̂ ^ 

The White Paper called for the replacement of the 

Malayan Union with a Federation of Malaya governed by a High 

Commissioner, an Executive Council and Legislative Council. 

It also suggested that Britain conclude new agreements with 

the Sultans in which they would recover their prewar 

sovereignty in the states. The provisions for acquiring 

citizenship were more restrictive than the Malayan Union 

proposals. They gave citizenship to Malaya and allowed non-

Malays to become citizens upon meeting certain requirements 

of residence, birth and allegiance.'* 

The UNMO, recognizing that the new plan met many of 

their demands, approved it on 21 January 1948, and, despite 

opposition from the Chinese and Indian communities, the 

Federation of Malaya, with Gent as High Commissioner, was 

established on 1 February 1948. Creech Jones defended the 

new constitution in the Commons as "the outcome of prolonged 

and comprehensive local consultations" and insisted that to 

delay its implementation would only have produced more 

^̂ "Malayan Complications," Empire 9, No. 3 (August 
1946): 99-100; The Times, 8 October 1946, 5c; 24 December 
1946, 4d; 25 July 1946, 3c. 

*̂The Times, 24 December 1946, 4d; 25 July 1947, 3c; 
Peter Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 1947-
1948 (London: Oxford University Press, 1952), pp. 416-417. 
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instability. Empire, while expressing disappointment at the 

restrictions on citizenship, conceded that the constitution 

represented a compromise between the various elements of a 

pluralistic society. The editors looked forward, however, 

to a better system that would allow "every citizen of Malaya 

to play a direct part."̂ ^ 

During the period of debate over the Federation 

proposals, the Malayan Communist Party (MCP), which had been 

founded in 1930 and had previously concentrated its efforts 

on controlling the Malayan trade unions, strongly opposed 

the Federation. Following the formation of the Federation 

government, the MCP, which has composed primarily of Chinese 

and inspired by the example of the Chinese Communist Party, 

adopted a policy designed to gain control of Malaya by 

force. In June 1948 it launched a full-scale guerrilla war 

against the Malayan government. The attacks of the 

communists, aimed at destroying Malayan rubber and tin 

production, forced Gent to declare an emergency in certain 

states on 16 June. The emergency provided authorities with 

special powers to deal harshly with guerrilla activity.̂ ^ 

'•'Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs. 1947-
1948, pp. 423-424; 5 Hansard 446 (4 February 1946): 1786-
1787; "Malaya's Compromise Constitution," Empire 10, No. 9 
(March 1948): 314-316. 

^^Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 68-74, 77. These 
powers included: death penalty for unauthorized possession 
of arms, imposition of curfews, closing of roads, paths and 
waterways, and rewards for information about guerrillas. 
The Times. 17 June 1948, 4d. 
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On the same day Creech Jones announced these measures in the 

House. Although he defended them as adequate, by 18 June 

events forced the extension of the emergency status to the 

entire Federation.^' 

On 8 July, during a debate on colonial policy, Creech 

Jones again defended the government's actions in Malaya. He 

argued that the attacks were not the result of a nationalist 

movement but merely the actions of bandits. The opposition 

harshly criticized the government's response. Colonial 

officials, they charged, had been "caught completely 

napping" by the communist attacks, and they had failed to 

respond with sufficient speed or force to meet the 

challenge. The Conservatives characterized the government's 

policy as "too late and too little" and suggested that its 

approach indicated a lack of understanding of the magnitude 

10 

of the crisis.'" 

During the next few weeks, as the violence intensified, 

the government responded by banning the MCP. Defending this 

action, Creech Jones maintained that the MCP was responsible 

for the disturbances in Malaya and that its goal was to 

establish a communist regime. He stressed that the 

government was taking all necessary measures to control the 

situation. The success of these efforts enabled him to 

^̂ 5 Hansard 452 (16 June 1948): 415-418; Calvocoressi, 
Survey of International Affairs. 1947-1948, p. 430. 

^h Hansard 453 (8 July 1948): 609-611, 623-629. 
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announce in September that the situation in Malaya had 

improved, and, despite continued Conservative charges of 

"indecision," "vacillation" and "dangerous complacency" on 

the part of the Colonial Office, by late 1948 it was clear 

that the guerrillas had been contained.^^ 

Despite this announcement the communists refused to 

surrender, casualties increased and the war continued into 

1949. Pressure from the opposition produced a statement by 

the Prime Minister on 13 April 1949. Attlee assured the 

House that "His Majesty's government have no intention of 

relinquishing their responsibilities in Malaya until their 

task is completed," and he reaffirmed that the goal of 

British policy in Malaya and Singapore was "to guide them to 

responsible self-government within the Commonwealth." As \ 

British forces increased the pressure on the guerrillas, the 

government felt confident enough for Creech Jones to 

announce in the House that its efforts had produced 

70 

"extraordinary progress."" 

The events of 1950, however, proved Creech Jones to be 

overly optimistic. Early in the year a significant increase 

in the attacks emphasized the communist determination and 

indicated that the struggle would be long and difficult. In ! ^ 

^̂ The Times. 24 July 1948, 4a; 23 September 1948, 5c; 5 
Hansard 454 (23 July 1948): 787-789; 456 (22 September 
1948): 888-893; (24 September 1948): 1239-1253. 

2°5 Hansard 463 (13 April 1949): 2813-2815; 465 (3 
June 1949) : 2490. 
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response to this escalation, the government decided to 

attack the problem of the support given to the terrorists by 

Chinese squatters who lived on the edge of the jungle. On 

22 March 1950 James Griffiths,^^ who had replaced Creech 

Jones as Secretary of State for Colonies, announced the 

appointment of Sir Harold Briggs as Director of Operations 

against communist forces. Briggs would supervise the 

campaign against the guerrillas and resettle Chinese 

squatters in order to win their support and to prevent them 

giving aid to the bandits.^^ 

Despite these moves, the deterioration of the situation 

resulted in renewed attacks by the opposition on the 

government's policy. The Conservatives described the war as 

"simply a part of a worldwide attempt by Communist Russia to 

dominate the world," and they warned that harsh measures 

would be required. They accused the government of failing 

to realize the seriousness of the problem, of initiating 

"well-meaning" but totally inadequate policies and of giving 

encouragement to the rebels by its recognition of Communist 

China. Finally, they attacked Briggs' role as ambiguous. 

^̂ In the election of 1950 Creech Jones had lost his 
parliamentary seat. Attlee, forming his new government, 
appointed James Griffiths as Colonial Secretary. Griffiths 
was a Labour MP from 1936 to 1970. He served a Colonial 
Secretary from 1950 to 1951 and was also a member of the 
Fabian Colonial Bureau Advisory Committee. Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 34. 

^̂ The Times, 8 April 1950, 5b; 30 May 1950, 5f; 5 
Hansard 472 (22 March 1950): 116; 473 (5 April 1950): 
1182-1183; (6 April 1950): 1398-1400. 
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suggesting that his authority was insufficient to produce a 

significant impact.̂ ^ 

This criticism by the opposition was accompanied by an 

erosion of support for the government within the Labour 

Party. In the Commons Fenner Brockwaŷ * emphasized the 

need to "proceed vigorously with the democratization of the 

constitution" and to extend greater citizenship rights to 

non-Malays. Venture, formerly Empire. and previously 

supportive of the government, also adopted a more critical 

tone. The editors admitted certain deficiencies to British 

policy, and they questioned whether any efforts were being 

made to "build a nation in Malaya." In March 1950 the 

journal characterized the efforts against the rebels as 

ineffective, placing particular emphasis on the failure to 

solve the problem of Chinese squatters. Although accepting 

the appointment of Briggs as necessary. Venture implied that 

the government had failed adequately to meet the basic 

political, economic and social needs of Malaya.̂ ^ 

2̂5 Hansard 473 (6 April 1950): 1368, 1371-1376. 

7< 

"Fenner Brockway was an Independent Labour Party MP 
from 1929 to 1931 and a Labour MP from 1954 to 1964. He 
served as Secretary of the Independent Labour Party in 1923, 
its Chairman in 1931 and its General Secretary from 1934 to 
1938. He was deeply involved in a variety of colonial 
issues, co-founded the Movement for Colonial Freedom and 
served as Chairman of the British Overseas Socialist 
Fellowship. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 28. 

2̂5 Hansard 473 (6 April 1950): 1393; "The Muddle in 
Malaya," Venture 1, No. 5 (June 1949): 51; "Action in 
Malaya," Venture 2, No. 4 (May 1950): 181; "Malaya and the 
Bandits," Venture 2, No. 2 (March 1950): 157; "The 
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The government insisted that, although difficult, 

progress was being made. On 24 May 1950 Bevin explained in 

the House that, while steps were being taken toward self-

government, major advancements must wait until the emergency 

was over. During the same month Griffiths and John 

Strachey, Secretary of State for War, visited Malaya. In 

his report to the Commons, Griffiths praised the tactics of 

Briggs as "realistic and effective" and intended to produce 

"steady and deliberate progress." Even as the emergency 

continued throughout 1950 and into 1951 the government 

maintained that success was being achieved on both the 

military and political fronts, attributing increased 

guerrilla attacks to government pressure which forced the 

rebels to fight in smaller groups." 

The communists shattered this optimism on 6 October 

1951 when they murdered the High Commissioner, Sir Henry 

Gurney. This event occurred during the British general 

election campaign in which Labour lost its majority in 

Parliament and the Conservatives came to power with a 

majority of seventeen. As a result, the Labour government 

entered the opposition benches, not only deeply divided over 

foreign policy but also having failed to find an effective 

Challenge of Malaya," Venture 2, No. 8 (September 1950): 
234. 

2̂5 Hansard 475 (24 May 1950): 2088; 476 (21 June 
1950): 1295-1298; 480 (3 November 1950): 513-518; 487 (2 
May 1951): 142-143; The Times. 4 November 1950, 4f; 28 
February 1951, 7e. 
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solution to the Malayan emergency. Despite this failure and 

the intense party debate, no major conflict had developed 

over the government's handling of Malayan policy. However, 

during its years of opposition, the Labour Party would be 

unable to maintain even a facade of unity.̂ ^ 

When the Conservatives led by Winston Churchill assumed 

power in October 1951, the Malayan emergency represented the 

most pressing colonial problem. The seriousness of the 

situation, as illustrated by the murder of the High 

Commissioner, led to the general belief that a new approach 

was required to achieve Britain's desired goals. The Times 

urged the appointment of a supreme commander over all 

military and civilian affairs. The paper suggested a man of 

"established reputation" and "soldierly stature and 

experience."" 

Churchill indicated his intention to take decisive 

action by his appointment of Oliver Lyttleton as Colonial 

Secretary. Lyttleton, who possessed a reputation as an 

inflexible man with an authoritarian approach, was not a 

'̂The government named Gurney High Commissioner on 6 
October 1948 following the death of Gent in a plane crash. 
The Times. 8 October 1951, 7b; David Butler, British General 
Elections Since 1945 (London: Basil Blackwell, 1989), pp. 
11-13; Anthony Short, The Communist Insurrection in Malaya. 
1948-1950 (London: Frederick Muller, 1975), p. 326; Stephen 
Howe, "Anti-Colonialism in British Politics: The Left and 
the End of Empire, 1939-1964" (Ph.D. dissertation, Oxford, 
1985), pp. 163-165. 

^̂ The Times, 3 December 1951, 7b. 
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choice likely to bring praise form the Labour benches.^^ 

Shortly after taking office, the new Colonial Secretary 

announced that he would visit Malaya, and he recommended to 

the cabinet that the powers of Governor General and 

Commander-in-Chief be given to a single individual. On 26 

November Lyttleton left London for a trip that included 

Malaya, Singapore and Hong Kong. After his return to London 

and a conference with Churchill, Lyttleton informed the 

cabinet on 14 January 1952 that the new High Commissioner 

would be Sir Gerald Templer. He publicly announced the 

decision on the following day.̂ ^ 

Immediately following Lyttleton's appointment, both the 

Labour leadership and the Labour press expressed their 

displeasure with Churchill's choice. Two themes emerged 

from the early criticism. First, they feared that 

Lyttleton's business background would make him sympathetic 

to the wishes of the rubber planters and businessmen of 

Malaya, who desired stronger military measures and resisted 

political and social change. Second, they believed that he 

would neglect the problem of Chinese citizenship and 

7 Q . • • 

''Lyttleton was a businessman by training and had 
served as Minister of Production during the war. David 
Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British Politics. 1945-1961 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 24. 

•̂̂ Cabinet, 128, V. 23, 22 November 1951; Cabinet, 129, 
V. 26, 20 November 1951; Cabinet, 129, v. 24, 14 January 
1952; Cabinet, 129, v. 16, 28 January 1952; The Times. 13 
November 1951, 5c; 3 December 1951, 7b; 12 December 1951, 
6a; 19 December 1951, 6e. 
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political rights, which they viewed as the key to ending the 

emergency. Both the New Statesman and Daily Herald warned 

that if Lyttleton made these mistakes Malaya would be lost 

to Britain."̂ ' 

During his trip to Malaya, Lyttleton increased Labour | 
j 

suspicions by stating in Singapore on 29 November that he 

did not regard political progress as "an integral part of 

the struggle against militant Communism" and that "the 

political situation would have to wait." This drew an 

immediate response from all sections of the Labour Party. 

During question time in the Commons, Wyatt, Griffiths and 

Attlee challenged Churchill to explain the statement and to 

give assurances that the government did not intend to 

"reconsider" Labour's policy of bringing self-government to 

Malaya as soon as possible. When pressed, however, 

Churchill refused to make a decision declaration and 

postponed any discussion until the Colonial Secretary's 

return. ••* 

The Labour press seized the opportunity to criticize by 

describing Lyttleton's statement as "foolish" and 

Churchill's defense as "evasive" and "fumbling." The 

^̂ "The Tories Take Over," Venture 3, No. 11 (December 
1951): 411-412; Daily Herald, 3 December 1951, p. 4; 6 
December 1951, p. 4; New Statesman. 15 December 1951, p. 
696. Woodrow Wyatt, writing in the Daily Herald, suggested 
that Lord Mountbatten be sent to Malaya to guide the nation 
toward self-government. 

3̂ The Times. 30 November 1951, 6c; 5 Hansard 494 (5 
December 1951): 2384-2385. 
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editors warned that, given the Conservative record on 

colonial policy, such statements could only be harmful. 

Although Lyttleton later explained that his comments had 

created a "false impression" and affirmed his commitment to 

self-government for Malaya, Labour continued to criticize 

his emphasis on a military solution. The New Statesman 

charged that his tendency to view Malaya from the 

perspective of Cold War strategy was dangerous and that only 

political progress, not "19th century strong-arm raethods," 

could satisfy Malayan nationalism.^^ 

The appointment of Sir Gerald Templer, sworn in as High 

Commissioner in Kuala Lumpur on 7 February 1952, initially 

alleviated some of Labour's anxiety over the government's 

Malayan policy. This was largely the result of a directive 

to Templer stressing that his "primary task" was to end the 

communist threat which stood as a barrier to political 

progress. It also clearly identified self-government and "a 

common form of citizenship for all" as the ultimate goal of 

Malaya. This emphasis, along with Templer's early 

statements affirming his belief in the need for political 

and social progress, led Labour spokesmen to express guarded 

optimism. While praising the beginning of his 

administration, they admitted feelings of doubt and urged 

^̂ Daily Herald. 12 December 1951, p. 4; 6 December 
1951, p. 4; 17 December 1951, p. 4; 14 January 1952, p. 4; 
New Statesman. 8 December 1951, p. 653; 15 December 1951, 
p. 696; 12 January 1952, p. 29; 5 Hansard 495 (5 February 
1952): 905. 
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Templer to act in a manner consistent with his stated 

goals. 

The new High Commissioner's actions in Malaya, however, 

quickly shattered this support, and by early April Labour 

had initiated a concentrated attack on his policies that 

would continue throughout his administration. Templer's 

critics focused on his use of collective punishment to 

eliminate the support of the communists by Chinese 

villagers. The event which prompted this occurred in the 

Village of Tanjong Malim. Following a terrorist attack near 

the village on 25 March, Templer arrived two days later and 

imposed tight restrictions on the entire village. The 

punishment included a daily 22-hour curfew, closing schools, 

halting bus service and reducing the rice ration. He also 

verbally assaulted the villagers, accusing them of giving 

rice to the communists and acting in a "cowardly" manner and 

challenging them to "have the guts" to demonstrate" 

or 

responsible citizenship.""'̂  

Despite the fact that the Labour government had also 

employed limited collective punishment early in the 

emergency, these events led the opposition to abandon its 

cautious support. The attack in the House, in which the 

*̂The Times, 20 March 1952, 4c; "Changes in Malaya," 
Venture 4, No. 2 (March 1952): 460-461; New Statesman, 19 
January 1952, p. 54; Daily Herald. 21 March 1952, p. 4; 5 
Hansard 496 (20 February 1952): 25-26. 

^̂ The Times, 28 March 1952, 5a. 
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left wing was clearly more belligerent than the former 

Labour Ministers, began on 2 April. Woodrow Wyatt charged 

that it was "fantastic" to expect villagers, whom the 

government could not protect, to provide information. These 

methods, he argued, were comparable to prewar "Fascist" 

tactics, and they would only result in failure to gain the 

loyalty of the Malayan people. The following day, Tom 

Driberg demanded a debate on Malaya in view of "the new and 

more ruthless policy now being pursued." This led to a 

motion, ^sponsored by the left wing and signed by 131 Labour 

MPs, charging that this punishment was "contrary to 

civilized practice and its more likely to antagonize the 

Malayan people than to win their friendship and support."'" 

The Labour press condemned Templer's actions with a 

united voice. A leading article in the Daily Herald 

entitled "Hitler's Way is not Our Way, Templer" described 

the policy as "unjust punishment" because it resulted in the 

entire village suffering for the actions of a few. It 

blasted the restrictions as possessing "no justification 

whatever in law, in logic, in honor, or in self-interest" 

and predicted that methods which "punish the punished and 

terrorize the terrorized" would only provide more support 

for the communists. New Statesman sounded the same theme 

and suggested that Templer was following the advice of 

2̂5 Hansard 498 (2 April 1952): 1669-1670; (3 April 
1952): 1914-1915; Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British 
Politics, p. 211. 
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"business" interests that political progress would not cure 

terrorism. This approach, the editors emphasized, was "as 

old as empire and as dead as British rule in Ireland or 

India." Venture, responding in a slightly more subdued 

tone, pointed out the inconsistency between some of 

Templer's more positive measures and the methods used 

against Tanjong Melim. It warned that such action served to 

characterize the rebellion as a "nationalist" one.̂ ^ 

Throughout the next few months. Labour MPs, primarily 

left wing backbenchers, also attacked the government's use 

of chemicals to destroy undergrowth that might provide 

protection to the guerrillas and crops that might provide 

food. Tom Driberg suggested that tUe government was now 

attempting to gain the support of the Malayan people by 

starving them to death. Maurice Edelman, in a more pointed 

assault, charged that the use of such chemicals was a 

"technique of direct terrorism" that was "both immoral and 

ineffective. "̂^ 

A debate in late April revealed the reason for the 

reluctance of the former Labour Ministers to pressure the 

^̂ Daily Herald, 2 April 1952, p. 4; New Statesman. 19 
April 1952, p. 453; Templer's positive actions included 
recruitment of Chinese into the police force, introduction 
of a National Service Bill and new citizenship legislation. 
"Creating an Atmosphere," Venture 4, No. 4 (May 1952): 485-
486; "Correspondence with Colonial Office," Venture 4, No. 5 
(June 1952): 503. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 499 (23 April 1952): 395-396; New 
Statesman, 19 April 1952, p. 453. 
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government on Malaya. During an exchange on the issue of 

collective punishment, Emanuel Shinwell, Secretary of State 

for War from 1947 to 1950, timidly entered the debate. 

While stressing that he understood the difficulties of the 

situation and wished to avoid embarrassing General Templer, 

Shinwell asked the government to proceed with the "utmost 

caution." Lyttleton responded by reminding Shinwell that 

Conservative policies in use were actually "less severe" 

than those previously endorsed by the Labour government.-'* 

The members of the Labour front bench thus found themselves 

limited by their actions in office and by their general 

agreement with government policy. This forced them to 

soften their criticism and allowed the left wing to take the 

lead in opposing Templer's actions. 

Debate over Malaya in the Commons during 1952 

culminated on 17 July. Griffiths, speaking for the 

opposition, failed to mount a serious challenge to 

government policy. He confined his comments and questions 

to general principles and issues, and he avoided any 

criticism of Templer's methods. In statements that could 

easily have been directed against the left wing of his own 

party, Griffiths attacked the idea that an immediate British 

^̂ 5 Hansard 499 (30 April 1952): 1453-1456; (1 May 
1952): 1661; 500 (14 May 1952): 1427-1430; 501 (28 May 
1952): 1345-1350. During the Attlee government Briggs and 
Gurney had begun the process of resettling the Chinese 
squatters. Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 
1952, pp. 431-433. 
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withdrawal would produce freedom for Malaya. Such action, 

he argued, would instead lead to "the imposition on the 

people of a ruthless minority rule," and Britain, therefore, 

must remain until the communists were defeated.**̂  

Griffiths explained that Britain could solve Malayan 

problems only by a policy that addressed economic, social 

and political issues in combination with the military 

action. He insisted that, once the emergency was over, 

Malayans would express an "irresistible demand for self-

government" and that Britain must prepare the democratic 

institutions necessary to accommodate this desire. Finally, 

Griffiths identified three areas that required government 

attention. These included continued effort to extend 

citizenship to Chinese and Indians, progress in holding 

elections and, despite a drop in the price of rubber, the 

maintenance of the living standard of the Malayan people.*̂  

Lyttleton, in reply, demonstrated the vulnerability of 

the former Colonial Secretary by describing the situation in 

Malaya when he assumed office. He portrayed Labour policy 

toward Malaya as having failed totally to meet the 

challenge, and he detailed six major problems that demanded 

*°5 Hansard 503 (17 July 1952): 2353. 

*̂ Ibid., 2355-2358. Griffiths praised recent advances 
in citizenship legislation, inquired if the government 
intended to adhere to Sir Henry Gunnery's plan to hold 
elections on city, state and national levels by 1954 and 
requested that the government negotiate fairly with the 
Malayan trade unions. 
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improvement before progress could be expected. Conservative 

efforts, Lyttleton claimed, had enjoyed success in all 

areas, and he praised the work of General Templer in 

restoring a positive morale and a confident outlook toward 

the future. In response to Griffith's questions, however, 

he insisted that self-government could not be viewed as an 

"instrument" for producing racial unity. Rather Britain 

must consider racial progress as a precondition to 

successful nationhood. Lyttleton also chastised those who 

viewed elections as a "cure-all" for Malayan problems and 

refused to commit the government to a specific timetable.*^ 

The debate concluded with the Labour backbenchers 

replying aggressively to Lyttleton's charges. Earnest 

Popplewell, a party Whip, attempted to defend the Labour 

government's policies in Malaya by arguing that much of the 

progress resulted from Briggs' plan, which was clearly a 

"long-term" effort, and it was therefore inappropriate to 

attribute all the improvement to Templer. He expressed 

doubt concerning the Conservatives' true commitment to self-

government in Malaya, and he urged the Colonial Secretary to 

move more quickly in this direction. He warned against a 

*̂ Ibid., 2378-2387. The six areas included readjusting 
the chain of command, reorganizing the police force, 
widening the racial makeup of the Home Guard, improving 
protection of resettled villages, improving working and 
living conditions for civil servants and enhancing the 
educational system. 
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too "cautious" policy, suggesting that it was necessary "to 

take risks for peace as well as for war."*̂  

By late 1952 it was possible to divide Labour Party 

attitudes on colonial issues, including Malaya, into three 

major groups. These three approaches, while agreeing on 

basic principles such as the goal of self-government for 

dependent colonies and criticism of Templer's methods in 

Malaya, differed both in the tone and intensity of their 

rhetoric and on certain key issues. The three groups 

consisted of the right-wing of the party, directed by the 

party leadership and supported by a large majority of its 

members, the left-wing, or Bevanite group, which commanded 

an important minority** and the far left, who were 

supported by only a small minority. 

The first group, whose views were expressed by the 

former Labour Ministers, a majority of the unions, the Daily 

Herald, Venture and Socialist Commentary, adopted a 

conservative and, despite being in opposition, at times an 

almost bipartisan stance. Although they did not hesitate 

*̂ Ibid., 2387-2396. Earnest Popplewell was a Labour MP 
from 1945 to 1966. He served as a Whip from 1947 to 1951 
and as Deputy Chief Whip from 1955 to 1959. Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 152. 

**Due to the nature of the Bevanites it is difficult to 
determine their actual strength in numbers. They were a 
loosely organized body that did not hold regular meetings at 
which all members were present, and they often disagreed 
with one another. Those most often included in a listing of 
Bevanites are the 57 MPs who voted with Bevan on the defense 
estimates in March 1952. Morgan, Backbench Diaries, 1071-
1072. 

109 



to accuse the Conservatives of neglecting progress toward 

self-government and placing too much stress on a military 

solution in Malaya, they emphasized the need for an adequate 

preparation for democratic institutions and resisted the 

call to set dates for the transfer of power. Colonial 

problems, they believed, could not be solved by "simple 

anti-imperialism," "sentiment," or "catch-phrases," which 

they insisted characterized much left-wing thinking. These 

provided only an "irrelevant guide" to forming colonial 

policy.*̂  

The second group, composed primarily of those with a 

Bevanite perspective and supported by the left-wing 

unions,*^ New Statesman. Tribune and the Movement for 

Colonial Freedom, attacked government policy more 

aggressively, demanded more rapid progress toward self-

government and insisted on setting target dates for 

independence. They viewed colonial problems from a left-

wing assessment of the world situation, called for Labour to 

adopt a colonial policy that would represent a "drastic and 

*̂ Daily Herald. 29 August 1952, p. 4; "New Phase in 
Malaya," Venture 4, No. 9 (November 1952): 543; "Colonies 
and Conscience," Socialist Commentary 17 (September 1953): 
193-195; The Times. 6 January 1953, 6d; Forward, 31 July 
1954, p. 8; 14 August 1954, p. 4. 

*̂ Martin Harrison, Trade Unions and the Labour Party 
Since 1945 (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1960), 
pp. 152-156. The most important of the unions supporting 
Bevanite positions during the 1950s was the Union of Shop, 
Distributive and Allied Workers (USDAW), whose president was 
Walter Padley. The Times. 12 April 1954, 3c. The Movement 
for Colonial Freedom was formed on 11 April 1954. 
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dramatic" break with the past, and, specifically concerning 

Malaya, urged that a general amnesty be offered to the 

communists. They stressed that it was vital for the 

government to convince the people of Malaya that Britain was 

not using "the communist threat as an excuse for 

perpetuating in Malaya the policy of colonialism."*^ 

The third group, whose ideas were presented chiefly 

through Socialist Outlook, represented a small minority on 

the far left wing of the party. Often with a generous 

sprinkling of Marxist terminology, the paper fiercely 

challenged both government and Labour Party policy toward 

Malaya. It described the war as one of "national 

independence" waged by "imperialist" troops, and it urged f 

the "complete withdrawal" of all British forces and the \ 

granting of "immediate independence" to Malaya.*̂  | 

According to the editors, the communists in Malaya enjoyed 

the support of the people, and the war was a result of the 

1945-1951 Labour government's "greed" for the dollar 

*̂ 5 Hansard 499 (30 April 1952): 1452; 531 (28 July 
1954): 670; Forward, 4 September 1954, p. 4; New Statesman. 
22 May 1954, pp. 669, 670; 17 January 1953, p. 59; Tribune, 
14 May 1954, p. 4; The Labour Party, Report of the Annual 
Conference. 1954 (London: Transport House, 1954): pp. 126-
127; Rita Hindin, review of Waging Peace, by Richard Acland, 
Fenner Brockway and Leslie Hale, in Venture 5, No. 12 (March 
1954): 143-144. 

*°F. W. S. Craig, Conservative and Labour Party 
Conference Decisions, 1945-1981 (London: Parliamentary 
Research Series), p. 123; The 1952 Party conference 
overwhelmingly defeated a resolution advocating such a 
policy. Socialist Outlook, 12 May 1952, p. 3; 4 June 1954, 
p. 3; 3 September 1954, p. 3. 
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earnings of the Malayan rubber industry. As a result of 

these radical positions and similar charges on other issues, 

the National Executive Committee (NEC) of the Labour Party 

placed Socialist Outlook on the list of proscribed 

publications in October of 1954.*̂  

Although in parliament the two major Labour groups 

attempted, at least in colonial affairs, to maintain the 

appearance of unity, both recognized that differences 

existed. Thus, for political reasons the battle was fought 

at the annual party conference, in unofficial groups, in 

pamphlets and in the Labour press. During the spring of 

1953, Socialist Union, a right-wing group formed primarily 

to resist Bevanism, published a major pamphlet on foreign 

affairs entitled Socialism and Foreign Policy. The work 

outlined the international views of the Labour right and, 

while claiming to apply socialist principles, appealed for a 

more "realistic" approach to foreign policy by which 

socialists could avoid "idealism" and "mere 

sentimentality. "̂^ 

*^Socialist Outlook, 3 September 1954, p. 3; Archives 
of the British Labour Party, National Executive Committee 
Meeting Minutes, 22 July 1954, p. 647; Labour Party Annual 
Report, 1954, pp. 12, 165. The ban prevented members of the 
party from associating with or supporting Socialist Outlook, 
and was vigorously opposed by the Bevanite left. Tribune. 
13 August 1954, p. 1. 

'̂'socialist Union, Socialism and Foreign Policy 
(London: Book House Limited, 1953), p. 33. 
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In discussing colonial policy the authors, although 

clearly condemning imperialism and supporting the goal of 

self-government, contended that socialists had learned that 

merely to grant independence and to end imperialism would 

not produce the desired results. They argued that 

"experience" had shown that "something better" must replace 

the former domination and that mere independence was no 

guarantee that human rights and equal opportunity would be 

preserved. In order to create an effective democracy, the 

departing power must provide the new nation with "a network 

of carefully-built popular institutions in every layer of 

public life," along with the trained officials to manage 

them. Specifically applying these principles to Malaya, the 

pamphlet asserted that, due to the emergency and Malaya's 

racial divisions, it was "impossible" for Britain to grant 

immediate independence. Instead, the government should 

follow a policy which restored law and order, by fair 

methods, and built stable political institutions as 

preparation for ultimate withdrawal." 

James Griffiths, writing in Forward in mid-1954, 

stressed these same arguments. A Labour government, he 

insisted, must also be concerned with what happened after 

independence. For Britain to transfer power into a "vacuum" 

would mean an abandonment of responsibilities and might lead 

to the replacement of "colonialism with chaos." The goal of 

54bid., pp. 46-47, 74-75. 
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creating nations, therefore, rather than being accomplished 

by a simple decree, required a difficult period of 

"transition" during which institutions were molded to face 

the challenges of freedom." 

When the two major Labour groups considered the issue 

of economic aid to the colonies, the debate revealed a gulf 

created by other foreign policy disputes. In late 1953 

important left-wing leaders issued a pamphlet. Waging Peace, 

which emphasized the need of fighting poverty and providing 

economic assistance to underdeveloped areas. Their analysts 

of the proper methods of solving colonial problems, however, 

grew out of a Bevanite assessment of the world situation in 

1953 that was basically anti-American. They saw rearmament 

as detrimental to Britain's ability to provide economic aid. 

A drastic cut in the defense budget was essential if Britain 

was to contribute substantially to colonial economic 

development, and the government could not pursue peace 

through economic assistance while following the American 

lead in the Cold War.̂ ^ 

The right-wing of the party, however, while agreeing 

that economic aid to underdeveloped areas was a valid part 

of the fight against communism, emphasized the military 

threat and the necessity for defense. Socialist Commentary, 

52 Forward, 31 July 1954, p. 8. 

"New Statesman. 26 December 1953, p. 809-810; Waging 
Peace was written by Richard Acland, Fenner Brockway and 
Leslie Hale and signed by 31 other Labour MPs. 
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the organ of Socialist Union, rejected the idea that such 

aid would prevent communist expansion. The communist 

threat, the editors explained, was a "short-term military 

threat," and a policy of economic aid, which would require 

years to achieve results, could not successfully meet this 

challenge. In a harsh critique of the Bevanite approach to 

colonial policy, the journal contended that "tanks and 

planes cannot be stopped by better rice fields and more 

textile mills," and it even questioned whether economic aid 

was an effective tool against communist expansion. A proper 

solution, they maintained, would utilize economic aid, while 

giving priority to the needs of rearmament.^* 

In the debate over colonial policy, the left wing of 

the party appeared more willing to recognize the division 

that existed, and it was openly critical of the party 

leadership. New Statesman, in an evaluation of the 

performance of the party in House of Commons discussions on 

colonial issues, complained that "what should have been a 

grand indictment has too often degenerated into shadow 

boxing." The journal placed the blame for this failure on 

those Labour MPs who agreed with the government's "realism" 

and who shared the "embarrassment of the Labour leadership 

when it was reminded of some of its own actions." According 

to the editors, the former Labour Ministers refused to admit 

*̂"Hands Across the Seas," Socialist Commentary 16 
(June 1952): 121-123. 
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that they had made "grave mistakes" in departing from 

socialist principles. The leadership attempted to conceal 

genuine differences over colonial affairs by speaking only 

in "generalities" more suitable for "platform oratory." 

This pretense, they warned, would prevent Labour from 

forming a coherent colonial policy and limit progress in 

areas like Malaya.•'•' 

One of the key issues of dispute in the party, which 

clearly involved the future of Malaya, was the left's demand 

that Labour commit itself to setting specific dates for 

granting independence to colonial territories. Fenner 

Brockway, writing in Forward in September 1954, defending 

the setting of dates as a "new and revolutionary approach to 

the principle of self-determination." Previously, he 

argued, Britain had considered self-determination as a 

product of self-government. His proposal, however, would 

allow self-determination to precede self-government by 

involving the colonies in planning the "time and means" of 

their independence.^° 

General support for rapid progress toward colonial 

independence led the National Executive Committee to present 

a resolution on foreign and commonwealth policy to the 1953 

Conference. This resolution stated that, as soon as "the 

development of each territory makes it practicable. 

^̂ New Statesman, 26 December 1953, pp. 809-810. 

^^Forward, 4 September 1954, p. 4. 
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arrangements should be made between the government and the 

responsible leaders of each territory to fix a date for the 

transfer of power." Although accepted by the conference, 

the ambiguity of this statement clearly displeased the left, 

and the issue generated significant debate at the 1954 

conference. ̂^ 

At Scarborough in 1954, when the National Executive 

Committee presented the same wording in a policy statement 

entitled From Colonies to Commonwealth, left-wing members 

revealed their displeasure by offering amendments. They 

described the NEC wording as "vague" and inquired into the 

exact meaning of the phrases involved and who would 

interpret them. These amendments, offered by various 

constituency parties, required the next Labour government to 

"announce in its first session early target dates for full 

self-government in all British colonies." Supporters argued 

that to fix such dates would help to achieve peace in areas 

such a, Malaya because, if Britain failed to give the 

colonies hope, they "will inevitably fight for a target date 

of their own choosing."" 

The defenders of the NEC resolution maintained in 

response that, due to the differing circumstances and levels 

"Labour Party Annual Report. 1953. p. 150; Labour 
Party Annual Report. 1954. pp. 124-138; Archives of the 
British Labour Party, National Executive Committee Meeting 
Minutes, June 1954, pp. 591-596. 

"Labour Party Annual Report, 1954. pp. 128-131. 
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of development in the colonies, the conference should not 

create unnecessary tension by imposing such "rigid" 

restrictions. Griffiths, in closing the debate, again 

emphasized the importance of the "transitional stage" and 

the government's responsibility to ensure that when Britain 

left colonial governments were truly democratic. Although 

the conference easily approved the NEC resolution, the 

challenges to the wording and the reservations of even the 

most respected colonial experts indicated the variety of 

opinion within the party." 

By the middle of 1953 there existed a clear division of 

opinion within the Labour Party over proper colonial policy. 

While these divisions had remained largely hidden during the 

Labour government, they became increasingly prominent when 

the party moved into opposition. The party leaders, as a 

result of their own policies while in power, were forced to 

support the general thrust of the Conservatives' approach to 

Malaya, while the left, now freed from the restraints of 

power, were free to criticize, not only the government's 

policy, but the views of the party leadership as well. Over 

the next several years, as the emergency in Malaya continued 

"ibid., pp. 133-138. For similar arguments against 
setting dates see: "Colonies and Conscience," Socialist 
Commentary 17 (June 1954): 591-596; Archives of the British 
Labour Party, National Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 
16 November 1954, pp. 1185-1251. Contains a copy of a 
letter to the Commonwealth Sub-Committee from Arthur Creech 
Jones expressing dissatisfaction with the lack of 
distinctiveness in Labour's policy statement. 
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and the pressure for independence increased, the left would 

intensify its criticism and limit the effectiveness of 

Labour's opposition. 
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CHAPTER V 

LABOUR AND MALAYAN INDEPENDENCE, 

1953-1957 

During the period 1953 to 1957, as Malaya moved slowly 

toward independence, the Labour Party remained divided, not 

on the goal of self-government, but on the methods of 

achieving that goal. Both wings of the party formed 

organizations designed to advance their approach to solving 

colonial problems. The new organizations both reflected and 

promoted Labour's divisions throughout the 1950s. 

In July 1953 the NEC of the Labour Party approved the 

formation of an organization that would concern itself with 

Asian affairs. This group, although controlled by the party 

leadership and not intended as a policy-making organization, 

was designed primarily as an avenue for establishing contact 

between Asian socialists and the Labour Party and as a 

source of information on Asian issues for party members. 

Malaya occupied a prominent place in the activities of the 

new fellowship and in the pages of its journal. East and 

West, providing insight into majority opinion within the 

party as the colony developed. 

The NEC first discussed the possibility of forming such 

an organization in January 1953. At its February meeting 

the NEC accepted a proposal submitted by the International 

Sub-Committee for an association that would enable party 

members to make contact with Asian socialists. The proposal 
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recommended that, although the organization should be 

"separate and distinct" from the party, the leadership 

should act to "ensure that it remained under the control of 

the party at all levels."^ 

In March the NEC began to publicize the plan, and it 

agreed that the fellowship should be inaugurated by a group 

of sponsors, which included individuals from both wings of 

the party. In May the committee considered a report 

provided by Saul Rose on the Asian Socialist Conference held 

in Rangoon in January of 1953.^ The report included a 

description of the Pan-Malayan Labour Party, which, although 

too small to have a major impact on Malayan politics, was 

non-racial in nature and patterned after the British Labour 

Party. He concluded that the proposed organization could 

have a positive effect on the development of socialist 

parties throughout all of Asia.^ 

The new British-Asian Socialist Fellowship held its 

initial conference on 11 July 1953 at Beaver Hall in London. 

Over 500 delegates from England met with approximately fifty 

Asians. Attlee was elected President of the Fellowship, and 

^Archives of the British Labour Party, National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 22 February 1953, p. 
351. 

Ŝaul Rose served as Secretary of the Labour Party's 
International Department. 

^Archives of the British Labour Party, National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 17 March 1953, p. 607; 
20 May 1953, p. 734. 
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a committee was appointed to write a constitution. At the 

next conference, held on 6 February 1954, the committee 

presented a constitution which was accepted by the 

conference. The Secretary, Kenneth Younger, reported on the 

publication of a journal. East and West, and noted that 96 

Labour Parties, 14 Cooperative Parties and 113 Unions had 

affiliated with the Fellowship. The Secretary also reminded 

the delegates that the organization could not exist without 

a substantial subsidy from the Labour Party.* The 

Fellowship published the first issue of its journal in 

October 1953, asserting that its goal was to "provide 

information and provoke discussion" concerning the problems 

facing socialists throughout the world. The first issue 

contained an article on Malaya by Saul Rose, tracing the 

development of the Pan-Malayan Labour Party and discussing 

its role in Malayan politics.^ 

*Ibid., 22 July 1953, pp. 1593, 1676; 15 September 
1953, p. 1882; 17 November 1953; pp. 2138, 2176-2178; 16 
February 1954, pp. 114-116; British-Asian Socialist 
Fellowship. Papers. Annual Conference Reports, 1954. The 
constitution described the objects of the Fellowship as: 
The promotion of socialist solidarity and understanding by 
the organization of conferences, meetings, lectures and 
schools on political, economic and cultural subjects of 
common interest to Britain and Asia, the exchange of 
knowledge and information between the United Kingdom and the 
countries of Asia, the promotion of exchange visits, the 
publication of a periodical, and the organization of social 
activities designed to bring members of the Labour Party and 
representative groups and individual Asians resident in the 
United Kingdom in touch with one another, with a view to 
strengthening the international socialist movement. 

Êast and West 1, No. 1 (Autumn 1953): 2. ^-
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The second issue featured an article on "The Future 

Role of Malayan Labour," written by Stanley Awbery. Awbery, 

who had consistently defended the rights of Malayan workers 

in the House of Commons, described the struggles faced by 

the young Malayan trade unions. He believed that the Labour 

Party and British unions could play a vital role in the 

growth of Malayan unions. Each British union should "adopt" 

a corresponding union in Malaya and assist it by providing 

advice, literature and visiting speakers. He criticized the 

Conservatives for impeding progress and proposed that 

Britain should consider a system which allowed colonial 

representatives to sit in parliament.^ 

When the party leadership formed the British-Asian 

Socialist Fellowship in 1953, its intention was to create an 

organization that, while clearly performing a useful and 

valid function, could be tightly controlled by party 

officials and also serve as a counter to the numerous left- v 

wing colonial groups already in existence. This situation, 

according to Socialist Commentary, allowed East-West 

relations to be "monopolized and degraded by doubtful 

political elements." The management of the Fellowship was 

placed to the hands of a council composed of sixteen 

members, each elected by the annual conference, except for 

two members of the NEC who would be appointed by that body. 

^Ibid., "The Future Role of Malayan Labour" 1, No. 2 
(Winter 1953-1954): 5-7. 
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In addition, the Fellowship remained dependent on funds and 

material provided by the party, and, although it grew to 

possess an impressive list of affiliated groups, it never 

exerted the same impact on the party as organizations 

established by the left-wing.^ 

In contrast to the^arty-controlled Briti_sĥ Asian 

Socialist Fellowship, the left-wing formed an organization 

in 1954, which although not affiliated with the party 

allowed them to express their views on colonial issues and 

to work to accomplish their goals. This organization, the 

Movement for Colonial Freedom (MCF), attracted support from 

a large number of party members on the left and far left, 

and grew to rival the influence of the Fabian Colonial 

Bureau and to offer a significant challenge to the colonial 

views presented by the party leadership.^ 

The MCF arose from the merger of several left-wing 

groups concerned with colonial affairs that existed in the 

7 

'"Links with the East," Socialist Commentary 18 (March 
1954): 66-76; New Statesman. 18 July 1953, p. 66; Forward. 
26 September 1953, p. 4; Archives of the British Labour 
Party. National Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 17 
November 1953, p. 2137; British-Asian Socialist Fellowship. 
Papers, Annual Conference Report, 1954, 1955; Fenner 
Brockway, Towards Tomorrow (London: Hurt-Davis, MacGibbon, 
1977), p. 217. 

T̂he Times, 12 April 1954, 3c, 22 September 1958, lOg; 
Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British Politics. 1945-1961. 
pp. 276-278, 324-330. 
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early 1950s. Fenner Brockway and Anthony Wedgwood Benn' 

played a key role in the creation of the organization. In 

an effort to build a more powerful colonial pressure group, 

they decided to combine three of the most important of these 

associations. The MCF held its first meeting on 11 April / 

1954 in London, issuing a resolution describing its basic 

ideas and a policy statement that, among other things, 

called for an end to fighting in Malaya. The conference 

elected Brockway as chairman and Benn as treasurer. The 

list of initial sponsors included eight prominent left-wing 

Labour MPs.̂ '' 

The MCF grew rapidly and extended its influence into 

the Labour Party. Its first annual conference in October 

1955 attracted approximately 350 delegates and the list of ^ 

sponsors included 73 Labour MPs and six members of the NEC. 

The conference adopted a document containing a constitution 

and the general principles which the organization would 

support. Another document. Policy for Colonial Freedom. 

1 

Q 

'Anthony Benn was a Labour MP from 1950 to 1960 and 
from 1963. He served as Postmaster General from 1964 to 
1966, Minister of Technology from 1966 to 1970 and Secretary 
of State for Industry from 1975 to 1979. Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries. p. 1050. 

'̂'The three groups included: British Center of the 
Congress of Peoples Against Imperialism, Council for the 
Defense of Seretse Khama and the Protectorates, and British 
Guiana Association. The Times, 12 April 1954, 3c; Movement 
for Colonial Freedom. Papers, memo prepared by John Hatch 
for the Commonwealth Sub-Committee of the NEC, Movement for 
Colonial Freedom. July 1958; A Policy for Colonial Freedom. 
MCF Annual Conference Report, 30 October 1955, p. 2. 
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sought to apply these principles to specific colonial 

problems. ̂^ 

The MCF expressed strong support for setting target 

dates for independence and completely rejected the view that 

the controlling nation possessed the right to decide the 

appropriate time for independence. It demanded that the 

British government "immediately" hold conferences to set 

these dates. In addition, they condemned "every effort to 

subjugate the colonial territories by force" and urged the 

prompt removal of British troops from all colonies. In the 

area of economics, the report accused the colonial system of 

exploiting the economies of the subject countries for the 

benefit of the capitalist class and of using the denial of 

political freedom, through nominated representation and 

racial franchise, to perpetuate this system. British 

government policy was fiercely attacked as nothing more than 

"a fear-ridden attempt to defend a colonial system which was 

basically immoral and politically outdated." It insisted 

^̂ Movement for Colonial Freedom. Papers. A Policy for 
Colonial Freedom, MCF Annual Conference Report, 30 October 
1955, pp. 1-27. The members of the NEC were Aneurin Bevan, 
Barbara Castle, R. H. S. Crossman, Tom Driberg, Ian Mikardo, 
and Walter Padley. The four basic principles included: the 
right of all peoples to full independence, international 
mutual aid by the extension to underdeveloped territories of 
economic aid, freedom exploitation or external ownership, 
the application of the Four Freedoms and the Declaration of 
Human Rights to all peoples, and the substitution of 
internationalism for imperialism in all political and 
economic relations. 
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^̂ Ibid., pp. 3-5, 6-9. In Malaya there were still 42 
nominated members on the Federal legislative Council, and 7 
of 32 in Singapore. The key ministries of external affairs, 
internal security, finance and defense remained under 
British control. 

^̂ Ibid., pp. 10-11. Movement for Colonial Freedom 
strongly opposed the SEATO alliance. 
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that the government end the emergency regulations in Malaya / 

and suspend the practice of collective punishment.'^ 

The report referred to the communists as the "Malayan 

Liberation Army," and it condemned the government for 

rejecting their offers to negotiate. The government's offer 

of amnesty was described as "merely a call for complete 

surrender" which removed any possibility of a genuine 

solution. According to the MCF, there was no hope of a 

negotiated settlement while Britain continued to control 

internal security. The report argued that the war would 

only end when Britain granted independence to Malaya. 

Britain resisted this course because it desired to continue 

"capitalist exploitation" of the tin and rubber resources of 

Malaya and planned, under American pressure, to develop 

Malaya as a SEATO base. The report concluded by presenting 

a five-point program for peace in Malaya which included: a 

negotiated end to the fighting, the ending of the Emergency 

Regulations, the reunification of Singapore and the 

Federation, democratic elections for a fully elected 

assembly and the fixing of a firm date for self-

determination. '"̂  



As the MCF increased in size and influence, the party 

leaders, unsure of their response, adopted an equivocal 

attitude toward the organization. While clearly unable to 

support many of its positions and fearful that, because of 

the number of Labour MPs involved, MCF policy would be 

mistaken for official party policy, the leadership opposed 

proscription but remained concerned about potential 

conflict. One source of difficulty was the MCF practice of 

accepting individuals and groups not affiliated with the 

Labour Party. Although the MCF agreed to refuse admittance 

to groups specifically banned by the party, the leadership 

remained apprehensive.^* 

During 1953 and 1954 Labour MPs maintained constant 

pressure on the Conservative government with questions 

concerning developments in Malaya and Singapore. Despite 

limited progress toward solving some of Malaya's basic 

difficulties. Labour continued to accuse Colonial Secretary 

Lyttleton of following an ineffective policy, and Venture, 

early in 1953, began to call for his resignation. This 

Labour challenge focused on three major areas, the state of 

the emergency, economic conditions and political 
It 

development.'"' 

*̂MCF, Papers, memo prepared by John Hatch for the 
Commonwealth Sub-Committee of the NEC, Movement for Colonial 
Freedom, July 1958; Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British 
Politics, pp. 324-327. 

^̂ "Happy New Year?" Venture 4, No. 11 (January 1953): 
567-568. 
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Labour's attack on the government's handling of the 

emergency continued to focus primarily on the methods of 

General Templer. The military situation improved 

significantly during these years, enabling the government to 

relax some emergency regulations and to declare certain 

areas of the country to be "white areas" in which the 

government had firm control. Labour MPs, however, continued 

to press Lyttleton on such issues as collective punishment, 

treatment of communists who surrendered and reduction of 

British troop strength. Increasingly, they insisted that 

all emergency regulations should be removed because they 

hindered free political development and urged the government 

to offer amnesty and begin negotiations.^^ 

Labour's disapproval of Templer persisted until his 

departure. On 31 May 1954 civilian administration was 

restored to Malaya; Templer stepped down as High 

Commissioner and was replaced by Sir Donald MacGillivary, 

with Lieutenant-General Sir Geoffrey Bourne in control of 

military operations. New Statesman voiced Labour's relief 

and hoped this would signal a change of policy. The editors 

warned that "to prolong the spirit and tactics" of Templer's 

administration, in which law and order became the primary 

^̂ 5 Hansard 511 (11 February 1953): 37-38; 525 (31 
March 1954): 196-197; 516 (24 June 1953): 1892-1893; 525 
(31 March 1954): 196; 531 (30 July 1954): 927-928, 934; 
531 (20 October 1954): 1195-1198. 
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goal and economic improvement and constitutional reform were 

slighted, would only produce "disaster" for Malaya.̂ ^ 

In the area of economic and trade union policy. Labour 

MPs, led by Stanley Awbery, questioned the government 

concerning the health of the rubber industry and the 

progress of union development. The end of the Korean War in 

July 1953 produced a drop in the price of both rubber and 

tin. The development of synthetic rubber intensified this 

decline, and Malayan growers faced the possibility of severe 

economic depression. In addition, British participation in 

a U.N. ban on rubber exports to China further aggravated the 

situation and generated significant criticism in Malaya.̂ ^ 

In the Commons, Labour MPs argued that the ban 

negatively affected the wages and living standards of 

Malayan workers, and they appealed to the government to 

resume the export of rubber to China. Unless Britain 

relented, the Malayan people would begin to doubt the 

"sincerity" of the promises of genuine self-government. 

Labour also criticized government attitudes toward the trade 

union movement in Malaya. In a major debate on 30 July 1954 

Awbery accused the government of displaying a "patronising 

recognition" of the trade unions, "pushing them on with our 

left hand and pulling them back with our right." He urged 

^̂ New Statesman, 22 May 1954, p. 670. 

^^Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 1953. 
pp. 320-324. 
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Lyttleton to encourage employers to treat unions fairly and 

to move more quickly with negotiations, warning that Britain 

could win the military struggle and yet lose if the people 

were driven to communism by reduced living standards.^^ 

Labour also pressured the government to proceed with 

the constitutional development of Malaya. The first 

municipal elections had taken place in 1951 at George Town 

on Penang Island, followed in February 1952 by elections for 

a Municipal Council at Kuala Lumpur. Electoral progress, 

however, had led to the foundation of national political 

parties. The most important of these were the Independence 

of Malaya Party, formed in September 1951 by Dato Onn bin 

Ja'afar as a non-racial party, and the Alliance, established 

in January 1952 by a union of the UNMO and the Malaya 

Chinese Association. The Alliance elected Tunku Abdul 

Rahman as its leader and developed into the strongest 

political force in Malaya.̂ ^ 

The next major step toward Malayan self-government 

involved constitutional changes to provide for the election 

of members to the Legislative Council. In July 1953 the 

Federation government appointed a 46 member election 

^̂ 5 Hansard 517 (15 July 1953): 2038-2039; 526 (14 
April 1954): 1120-1121; 521 (25 November 1953): 39-40; 531 
(30 July 1954): 927-929. Also on union development see: 
ibid., 513 (1 April 1953): 153-154; 514 (29 April 1953): 
2135-2136. 

'"Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 126-134; Calvocoressi, 
Survey of International Affairs, 1952, pp. 436-437. 
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committee to consider changes in the constitution. In the 

same month the government of Singapore established a 

commission, led by Sir George Rendel, to suggest changes in 

the Legislative Council of Singapore. Both committees 

submitted their reports in February 1954.̂ ^ 

The report of the Federation committee, in addition to 

recommending manhood suffrage for all Malayan citizens, 

produced minority and majority reports concerning the nature 

of the Council. The majority report advised a Legislative 

Council with a small majority of nominated members, while 

the minority suggested that 60 out of 100 members be 

elected. The Rendel Commission produced a single report 

calling for a Legislative Assembly for Singapore, in which 

25 members out of 32 would be elected and a Council of 

Ministers with the majority appointed by the leader of the 

majority party. While Lyttleton readily accepted the report 

of the Rendel Commission, that of the Federation committee 

met with more difficulty.^^ 

As soon as the committee issued its report. Labour MPs 

pressed Lyttleton for a statement. The New Statesman 

initially reacted unfavorably to the majority report, 

arguing that, although the extension of suffrage was 

2̂5 Hansard 518 (21 October 1953): 257-258; 
Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 1953. p. 319; 
Bell, Survey of International Affairs. 1954. pp. 309-310. 

^^Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 147-150; Bell, Survey 
of International Affairs, 1954, pp. 309-310. 

132 

N/ 



admirable, permitting only a minority of elected members 

rendered elections meaningless. The committee, the editors 

charged, clearly intended that the new Council would 

"safeguard the dollar-interests of Malaya." When Lyttleton 

delayed in making a statement on the report. Labour 

increased the intensity of its criticism, warning him of the 

dangers of delay. Lyttleton's response, which he finally 

published on 30 April, accepted all the major proposals 

except that which suggested a majority of nominated members. 

Instead, following consultations with the Malayan rulers and 

the High Commissioner, decided that the Council should 

possess a small majority of elected members.̂ ^ 

This response produced a crisis when the Alliance 

rejected the plan and demanded the number of elected members 

set forth in the minority report. Under pressure from 

Labour, Lyttleton agreed to meet an Alliance delegation, but 

he failed to satisfy their demands. The Alliance then 

requested that the government form an independent commission 

composed of representatives from outside Malaya to 

investigate the dispute. When Lyttleton rejected this 

proposal, the alliance announced that its members would 

boycott the legislatures and councils of the Federation.^* 

^̂ New Statesman, 6 February 1954, p. 146; 5 Hansard 524 
(24 February 1954P: 396-397; 526 (14 April 1954): 1120-
1121; 526 (30 April 1954): 163-164. 

2*5 Hansard 524 (24 February 1954): 396-397; (10 March 
1954): 158-160; 526 (14 April 1954): 1120-1121; 527 (19 
May 1954): 2093-2094; 528 (16 June 1954): 1941-1945; The 
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Labour MPs, who viewed the Alliance as a sign of 

greater racial cooperation and who feared a worsening of the 

situation in Malaya, pleaded with Lyttleton to find a 

solution. Griffiths proposed that the government call a 

meeting of representatives of the Alliance and the Malayan 

Sultans to attempt a compromise. When Lyttleton refused and 

the Alliance began its boycott. Labour protests intensified. 

The government resolved the crisis in early July when the 

High Commissioner offered assurances to Tunku Abdul Rahman 

that the leaders of the majority party would be consulted on 

appointments to nominated seats on the council.̂ ^ 

Labour MPs utilized the opportunity provided by the 30 

July debate to clarify their positions. Awbery described 

the attitude in Malaya as "a growing resentment against 

alien domination," and he warned those who opposed self-

government because of fear of communism. He praised 

Lyttleton for preventing "civil disobedience" in Malaya by 

making concessions to resolve the crisis, and he predicted 

that the formation of the Alliance, by bringing the Malays 

and the Chinese together, marked an important positive step 

in the nation's political development. Another Labour MP, 

W. T. Proctor, also supported the government's decision and 

thanked Lyttleton for his role in ending the boycott. In an 

Times, 15 June 1954, 7c; New Statesman, 22 May 1954, p. 670 

2̂5 Hansard 529 (8 July 1954): 191-193. 
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overstatement of the facts, however, he attributed 

Lyttleton's actions to the pressure of the opposition. ̂^ 

As a result of these constitutional changes, approved 

by Lyttleton, Malaya held its first federal elections on 27 

July 1955. The Alliance Party scored an impressive victory, 

winning 51 of 52 seats on the Legislative Council. This 

success allowed Tunku Abdul Rahman, now the Chief Minister, 

to form the first elected government and lead Malaya toward 

complete independence. Elections in Singapore, held in 

April 1955, resulted in the surprising victory of the Labour 

Front Party. This recently formed party defeated the older, 

more conservative party due to the charismatic leadership of 

David Marshall, who supported immediate independence and 

union with Malaya and appealed to the large numbers of newly 

enfranchised working-class Chinese voters.2' 

Although clearly supporting the elections of 1955, the 

Labour press focused on the difficulties that remained and 

the necessity of rapid movement toward independence. The 

New Statesman described the results as a "vote against 

colonialism" and for freedom. Venture argued that the 

Labour Front presented the best social program, and both 

journals noted that the Alliance possessed close ties with 

commercial interests and a conservative economic policy. 

^^bid., 531 (30 July 1954): 924-941. 

2̂ "Malayan Elections," Venture 7, No. 4 (September 
1955): 338; C. M. Turnbull, A History of Singapore. 1819-
1975 (London: Oxford University Press, 1977), pp. 257-258. 
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Discussing the prospects of the future of Malaya and 

Singapore, Venture insisted that Britain recognize that 

"constitutional advance must be solved in the context of the 

postwar Asian revolution." The experience cf India, Ceylon 

and Burma demonstrated that, "democratic institutions and 

free elections" had enabled governments to defeat communist 

uprisings. Since military force had failed to end the 

Malayan emergency, the British government should accept that 

only by providing genuine independence could peace be 

restored. 2̂  

In addition to the progress toward independence during 

1955, the Federation government also initiated significant 

moves aimed at reaching a negotiated settlement of the 

emergency. In the House Labour MPs increasingly urged talks 

with the communists. On 15 June Awbery noted that the 

emergency was now in its seventh year and he insisted that 

"sometime, somewhere, somebody must take the lead in 

bringing it to an end."" 

In late June the Federation government received a 

letter from the communists offering to negotiate. After 

consultations with the Director of Operations, General 

Geoffrey Bourne, the government, describing the offer as 

2%ew Statesman. 6 August 1955, p. 151; "Malayan 
Elections," Venture 7, No. 4 (September 1955): 338; "Dual 
Nationality and Citizenship in Malaya and Singapore," 
Venture 7, No. 5 (October 1955): 354-355. 

2̂5 Hansard 542 (15 June 1955): 589-590. 
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merely an attempt to disrupt the coming elections, issued a 

statement of rejection. Labour MPs questioned this 

decision, and New Statesman attributed the refusal to an 

"unrealistic" desire to avoid recognizing the MCP. The 

editors cautioned that the emergency appeared to have 

developed into a "habit which the authorities lack the 

imagination or initiative to break. "̂^ 

Following the Alliance's electoral victory, the new 

Chief Minister fulfilled a campaign pledge by offering 

amnesty to all communist forces in Malaya. The Labour Party 

reacted favorably to the idea of amnesty because it 

increased the possibility of political settlement. Over the 

next few weeks, however, the communists destroyed this 

optimism by their negative response to the offer. During 

the amnesty some terrorists used the opportunity to launch 

attacks. This prompted the New Statesman to adopt a more 

critical stance. The editors argued that the amnesty offer 

was inadequate because it was only a call to surrender with 

a promise of lenient treatment; it did not include a 

willingness to grant the MCP the status of a legitimate 

political party. They asserted that Malayan communism was a 

reality that the nationalist leaders must confront and that 

the struggle would never end as long as large numbers of 

"̂̂ New Statesman, 9 July 1955, p. 33; The Times. 24 June 
1955, lOe; 5 Hansard 543 (29 June 1955): 24-25; (13 July 
1955): 172-173. 

137 



British forces were present in Malaya preventing genuine 

independence.^^ 

Although the communists refused to accept the amnesty 

offer, they utilized the opportunity to indicate their 

willingness to hold talks with the Federation government. 

This contact led to negotiations between Chin Peng, leader 

of the MCP, Tunku Abdul Rahman and David Marshall on 28-29 

December 1955 in the village of Baling. These discussions, 

however, collapsed due to the refusal of the elected leaders 

to grant the MCP legal status after the emergency ended. As 

a result of this failure, Rahman announced that he would 

withdraw his amnesty offer on 8 February 1956 and intensify 

military operations against the insurgents. The Labour 

Party, which had strongly favored negotiations, expressed 

disappointment at this decision.^^ 

In its 1955 campaign platform the Alliance had 

advocated self-government for Malaya within two years, and 

after assuming power Rahman began to press the British 

government for constitutional changes. This resulted in a 

constitutional conference held in London between 18 January 

and 8 February 1956. Labour strongly supported the 

^̂ New Statesman, 24 September 1955, p. 350. 

^^Ibid., 8 October 1955, p. 414; 26 November 1955, p. 
692; 7 January 1956, p. 3; 5 Hansard 545 (26 October 1955) 
22-23; 546 (30 November 1955): 210; 547 (7 December 1955) 
61; 551 (25 April 1956): 148; Means, Malayan Politics, pp 
265-269; Short, The Communist Insurrection in Malaya, pp. 
459-471. 
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conference and served as advisors to the Malayan delegation. 

As the representatives initiated their discussions, Venture 

suggested that they should "make up for lost time." The 

editors explained that it was important for Britain to 

assist democracy in Malaya by granting self-government and a 

specific date for independence." 

On 15 February Alan Lennox-Boyd, who had replaced 

Lyttleton as Colonial Secretary, reported to the Commons on 

the results of the conference. The discussions, which he 

described as "friendly" produced an agreement that provided 

to Malaya "full self-government and independence" by August 

1957. The conference called for the appointment of an 

independent Constitutional Commission to draft a 

constitution for the new nation. In the interim Britain 

would transfer to Malayan officials responsibility for 

finance, development and internal security. The 

Constitutional Commission, which was chaired by Lord Reid 

and composed of members from Canada, Australia, India and 

Pakistan, began work in June.̂ * 

The Labour Party reacted positively to the decisions of 

the conference, and it praised Lennox-Boyd for the 

"Means, Malayan Politics, pp. 170-171; "Self Rule in 
the Far East," Venture 7, No. 9 (February 1956): 399; Daily 
Herald, 19 January 1956, p. 2. 

*̂5 Hansard 548 (15 February 1956): 2363-2368; For the 
Reid Commission terms of reference see: ibid., 550 (14 
March 1956): 45-46; The Times, 22 December 1956, 6g. 
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cooperative spirit he had demonstrated during the 

negotiations. Both Venture and New Statesman emphasized the 

idea that the measures adopted by the conference would soon 

lead to the end of the emergency. This hope was possible, 

they argued, because Britain had finally admitted "the 

futility of fighting Malayan communism by military force 

alone" and had discovered that a "genuinely independent 

Malaya" was the "only alternative to communism." Venture, 

looking to the future, even suggested a possible Federation 

composed of Malaya, Singapore and the small territories of 

North Borneo, Sarawak and Brunei. This arrangement, the 

editors contended, represented the only alternative to 

permanent colonial status for the smaller territories .''•' 

In contrast to the successful Malayan conference, the 

British government encountered great difficulties in the 

constitutional discussions with the elected officials of 

Singapore. The Chief Minister of Singapore, David Marshall, 

whose Labour Front government possessed only a slim majority 

in the assembly, led a delegation to London in April for a 

constitutional conference. During the negotiations Britain 

offered Singapore a fully-elected assembly, control over its 

own trade and commerce and a citizenship equal to that 

possessed by the fully independent members of the 

2̂5 Hansard 548 (15 February 1956): 2363-2368; 
"Malaya's Future Role," Venture 7, No. 10 (March 1956): 
410-411; New Statesman, 18 February 1956, p. 170; Forward, 7 
July 1956, p. 3. 
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Commonwealth. The talks, however, broke down over the issue 

of control of internal and external defense. Marshall, who 

had promised to achieve complete independence, refused to 

accept the Colonial Secretary's demand that Britain retain 

ultimate control of a proposed Defense and Security Council. 

Despite British promises to use this power only in an 

emergency situation, Marshall's delegation divided and the 

conference failed." 

On 16 May Lennox-Boyd reported to the Commons on the 

failure of the conference. He defended the government by 

pointing to the strategic and economic importance of 

Singapore and arguing that, if Britain accepted a minority 

position on the Defense and Security Council, while still 

retaining responsibility for external affairs, she would be 

"undertaking responsibility without the power to discharge 

it." Bevan, who was now serving as shadow Colonial 

Secretary,^' led the opposition's response to the report."" 

"Turnbull, A History of Singapore, p. 263; "Singapore 
Breakdown," Venture 8, No. 2 (June 1956): 446; New 
Statesman, 17 May 1956, p. 554; 5 Hansard 552 (16 May 1956): 
2009. 

^̂ By late 1955 Bevan was no longer the prominent left 
wing leader of earlier years. He had lost the struggle to 
succeed Attlee as party leader to Gaitskell and had deserted 
the left by supporting Gaitskell on the issue of nuclear 
disarmament. Gaitskell offered Bevan the post of shadow 
Colonial Secretary in 1955. Williams, The Diary of Hugh 
Gaitskell. 1945-1946 (London: Jonathon Cape, 1983), p. 442; 
Campbell, Aneurin Bevan, pp. 311-316; Daily Herald, 15 
February 1956, p. 1. 

"5 Hansard 552 (16 May 1956): 2011. 
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Despite the Colonial Secretary's assertion that the 

breakdown was the result of a "complete deadlock" between 

two clearly understood positions, Bevan argued that the 

problem resulted from a "misunderstanding" that could be 

clarified by further meetings. He insisted that the 

Singapore delegation believed that Britain was attempting to 

limit their control of internal affairs. Supported by 

Griffiths, Bevan encouraged Lennox-Boyd to invite Marshall 

to renew the discussions. Bevan was especially critical of 

the inflexible language used by Lennox-Boyd concerning the 

possibility of reaching an agreement. The Colonial 

Secretary's attitude was a "lamentable piece of bankruptcy," 

and Bevan suggested that "it is far better to win the battle 
in 

than merely to win the argument.""" 

Four key themes emerged from the discussions of the 

Labour press on the progress of the Singapore conference. 

First, Labour writers reiterated their belief that Singapore 

would achieve true freedom only through union with the 

Federation of Malaya. Second, they argued that Marshall's 

offer represented a genuine effort at compromise. New 

Statesman insisted that he had argued "reasonably" that to 

allow Britain to have the final authority on internal 

security would make a "mockery" of self-government. Third, 1 

Labour journals accused the government of attempting to 

retain control over Singapore solely because of its 

/ 
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"ibid., 2009-2017; (18 May 1956): 2317-2374. 
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strategic importance. They charged that this policy 

assigned Britain's defense requirements, as determined by 

the Conservative government, a higher priority than the 

demand for self-government. Fourth, Labour editors warned 

that if the government persisted in this approach the 

situation in Singapore could easily deteriorate to the level 

of that in Cyprus. New Statesman noted that Marshall 

represented moderate political opinion in Singapore and that 

a weakening of his position might result in the communists 

assuming the leadership of the nationalist cause.*'' 

The May issue of Venture included an article written by 

P. C. Gordon Walker,*̂  "New Members of the Commonwealth." 

He described a policy enabling Britain successfully to guide 

the smaller territories from colonial status to full 

membership in the Commonwealth. The goal of the Labour 

Party was for each colony to achieve "independence within 

the Commonwealth," but he noted that confusion often existed 

concerning the exact meaning of this phrase. Internal self-

government, asserted Gordon Walker, involved a state short 

*''"The Future of Singapore," Venture 8, No. 1 (May 
1956): 433-434; "New Members of the Commonwealth," Venture 
8, NO. 1 (May 1956): 438-439; "Singapore Breakdown," 
Venture 8, No. 2 (June 1956): 446; Forward, 2 June 1956, p 
4; New Statesman, 19 May 1956, p. 553-554; 26 May 1956, p. 
586; 11 August 1956, p. 150; 3 November 1956, p. 534; 15 
December 1956, p. 775. 

*̂ P. C. Gordon Walker served as a Labour MP from 1945 
to 1964. He also held the positions of Secretary of State 
for Commonwealth Relations, 1950-1951, and Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs, 1964-1965. 
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of full independence, and Britain should only regard this as 

a condition that colonies passed through on the way to 

independence. Once a colony was ready for independence, 

Britain should not attempt to retain control of external 

affairs. Independence, he argued, must be "full and 

complete," including the right to withdraw from the 

Commonwealth. *2 

In specific reference to Singapore, Gordon Walker 

suggested that it was improper for the leaders of the colony 

to demand independence while at the same time allowing 

Britain a role in internal security. This arrangement, he 

insisted, stopped short of independence, for ultimate power 

implied the possession of ultimate sovereignty. In dealing 

with smaller, unfederated territories, he concluded that the 

government should first grant "unqualified independence," 

and then allow these new nations to make their own decisions 

concerning defense arrangements with Britain.*" 

In late 1956, the Labour Party published the first of a 

series of major policy statements on colonial affairs in a 

pamphlet entitled Labour's Colonial Policy; The Plural 

Society. The pamphlet, written by a working party appointed 

by the NEC and debated at the 1956 conference, presented 

Labour's policy toward multi-racial societies. Tom Driberg, 

*2"New Members of the Commonwealth," Venture 8, No. 1 
(May 1956): 438-439. 

*hbid. 

144 



introducing the pamphlet at the party conference, stated 

that the authors sought to answer the question of "how to 

create a genuine political democracy out of such diverse 

elements," and to help the people of such territories 

transcend racial divisions.** 

The authors described the party's primary goal as 

building "socialist societies" based on "a framework of free 

political democracy." They argued that it was Britain's 

duty in the racially mixed territories to help form a 

"national consciousness" in which the political, social and 

economic life of the colony was free of racial bias. Labour 

policy required that Britain allow the people of a territory 

to choose the form of their own constitution through the 

method of universal adult suffrage. They insisted that 

British authority must be maintained until this process, 

including the adoption of constitutional provisions 

outlawing all racial discrimination, was completed. During 

the debate on colonial policy at the 1956 conference, the 

party overwhelmingly approved the pamphlet.*̂  

**Archives of the British Labour Party. National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 15 November 1955, 
Program for the Commonwealth Sub-Committee, 1955-1956, pp. 
1533-1534; Labour Party Annual Report. 1956. pp. 155-156. 

*̂ the Labour Party, Labour's Colonial Policy: The 
Plural Society (London: Transport House, 1956), pp. 29-30, 
46-47; Labour Party Annual Report, 1956, pp. 163-170; 
"Labour's Colonial Policy," Venture 8, No. 6 (November 
1956): 493-494. 
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Following the breakdown of the Singapore constitutional 

conference Marshall resigned and was replaced by the 

Minister of Labour, Lim Yew Hock. In the Commons Labour 

immediately called for new talks, pointing to the violence 

in Cyprus to emphasize the urgency of a settlement. During 

September rioting by communist-controlled students in 

Singapore's Chinese middle schools added support to Labour's 

demands. The year ended on a hopeful note, however, as 

discussions with Lim Yew Hock in December led to plans for a 

second constitutional conference in March 1957.*̂  

During 1957 events moved rapidly toward Malayan 

independence. After conducting 118 meetings in Malaya, the 

Reid Commission published its report, including a draft 

constitution, on 20 February. Following consideration of 1 

the Reid constitution by a working party in Malaya, all 

groups accepted the document with only minor changes. On 12 

July the House debated the Federation of Malaya Independence 

Bill. The Labour Party welcomed the independence of Malaya j 

and praised the work of the Reid commission and the new 

constitution. Although Labour speakers expressed no major 

reservations concerning the bill, two themes emerged from 

their comments which indicated a concern for Malaya's future 

development. The first involved the issue of continuing 

economic aid from Britain after independence. Labour MPs, 
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*̂ 5 Hansard 554 (20 June 1956): 1426; 558 (31 October 
1956): 1432-1435; 560 (13 November 1956): 762-763; New 
Statesman, 3 November 1956, p. 534. 
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supported by the Labour press, argued that, due to Malaya's 

important contribution to the economic health of the 

sterling area, Britain possessed a "moral responsibility" to 

repay this debt by continued economic aid.*̂  

In discussing Malaya's economic future Griffiths 

focused on the role of the Colonial Development and Welfare 

Act and the Colonial Development Corporation. He pointed 

out that after granting independence the government would no 

longer allow Malaya to receive assistance from these 

programs. Griffiths described this policy as "regrettable," 

and he argued that these funds were vital to the success of 

Malaya as a democratic nation. He noted that, due to the 

rapid movement of the colonies toward independence, a 

reevaluation of the validity of these programs was 

necessary. He proposed that the government change the title 

of the Colonial Development Corporation to the Commonwealth 

Development Corporation so that it might continue to provide 

needed assistance.*^ 

* The Times. 14 February 1957, 6e; 21 February 1957, 
6c, 9b. The London discussions focused primarily on defense 
and financial arrangements. "Malaya and the U.K.," Venture 
8, No. 9 (February 1957): 530; 5 Hansard 573 (12 July 
1957): 652, 695-698. 

*̂ The government passed the initial Colonial 
Development and Welfare Act in 1940 which provided five 
million a year for five years for colonial development. 
Successive governments renewed the Act in 1945, 1950 and 
1955. The 1955 act provided for eighty million for five 
years. The Labour government established the Colonial 
Development Corporation in 1948 to support programs designed 
to improve living standards in the colonies. Goldsworthy, 
Colonial Issues in British Politics, 1945-1961, pp. 11, 18, 
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other Labour speakers, including Creech Jones and 

Brockway, joined Griffiths in urging continued aid to 

Malaya. Brockway, revealing his left-wing views, emphasized 

the necessity of raising the standard of living of the 

common people of Malaya. He described the Alliance as a 

party consisting primarily of "a professional class and of a 

traditional aristocracy," and he insisted that to defeat 

communism Malaya must produce parties committed to social 

and economic change as well as to political change. He 

indicated his hope that Britain would not provide Malaya 

with generous aid for defense, while neglecting social and 

economic needs. In addition, Brockway argued that, along 

with granting independence, it was Britain's responsibility 

to end the "economic exploitation" practiced by British 

companies operating in Malaya.*^ 

25, 30; 5 Hansard 573 (12 July 1957): 647-657; New 
Statesman described the government's policy as an attempt to 
"throw them overboard to sink or swim," with no more than a 
little advice from the bank. New Statesman. 10 August 1957, 
p. 163. 

*̂ 5 Hansard 573 (12 July 1957): 694-698, 707. 
Brockway's reference to the exploitation of Malaya by 
British companies produced a harsh response from the 
Undersecretary of State for Commonwealth Relations 
C. J. M. Alport. He argued that the development of Malaya 
rubber and tin resources by British companies was a vital 
factor in the achievement of political independence. Ibid., 
p. 711. A resolution calling for the next Labour government 
to end capitalist economic exploitation in the colonies by 
nationalizing British businesses with large colonial 
holdings, transferring ownership of these companies to the 
colonies and increasing economic aid for the colonies was 
soundly defeated at the 1957 party conference. Labour Party 
Annual Report, 1957, pp. 188-189. 
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The second theme, emphasized by Brockway, centered on 

the future role of Malaya in Britain's defense planning 

Although the independence agreement provided for a continued 

British military presence and financial assistance, British 

troops could only be used to defend Malaya, Singapore and 

the Borneo territories and could not be used for SEATO 

operations without Malayan consent. The agreement also 

reserved for the independent Malayan government the right to 

determine its relations with SEATO. Brockway, however, 

urged the government to allow Malaya the right of self-

determination in choosing her international position. He 

noted that the general trend among the nations of Southeast 

Asia was to adopt a position of neutrality toward the great 

powers, and he predicted that Malaya would also soon move in 

that direction. If Malaya's rulers expressed a desire to do 

this, he advised the government to accede to their 

wishes." 

The Federation of Malaya achieved independence on 31 

August 1957. The Daily Herald reported the ceremony held in 

Trafalgar Square, and Morgan Phillips, Secretary of the 

Labour Party, issued a "goodwill message" in which he 

welcomed Malaya "as a free, equal and independent member of 

the Commonwealth." Phillips stated that the party recalled 

"with justifiable pride" the postwar years in which the 

""Malaya and the U.K.," Venture 8, No. 9 (February 
1957): 530. 
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Labour government contributed significantly to the goal of 

independence. Venture characterized the constitution as a 

document that was "as fair to all the communities as human 

effort can make it," but it suggested that it was only a 

"framework" and that its success would depend on racial 

cooperation in Malaya.̂ ^ 

Despite the formation of rival organizations by both ~| 

wings of the Labour Party, the period from 1953 until the 

achievement of independence was one of relative agreement. 

Both the Labour leadership and the left-wing were committed 

to the goal of independence for Malaya as quickly as 

possible and could unite in pressuring the Conservative 

government to accelerate the process. The major differences 

were the left's desire to fix specific dates and that the 

left, enjoying the freedoms of opposition and freedom from 

the need to appear capable of governing, engaged in more 

direct attack and harsher rhetoric. The establishment of 

the Movement for Colonial Freedom, however, and its 

development as a powerful pressure group, threatened the 

party leadership and portended greater future conflict. 

^̂ Daily Herald, 30 August 1957, p. 2; 31 August 1957, 
p. 2; "Malaya in Perspective," Venture 9, No. 4 (September 
1957): 42-43. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE CREATION OF MALAYSIA AND THE 

INTENSIFICATION OF DIVISION, 

1957-1964 

The granting of independence to Malaya, while a major 

accomplishment, failed to solve all of Britain's colonial 

problems in the region. There remained the question of the 

future of Singapore and of the smaller territories of North 

Borneo, Sarawak and Brunei. During the period from 1957 to 

1964, as the British government struggled to find a solution 

to these difficulties, the divisions in the Labour Party 

would become more apparent. Although Labour stood united on 

the goal of independence for these regions, on many 

specifics, including defense and economic arrangements, the 

presence of British troops and the issue of neo-colonialism, 

the Movement for Colonial Freedom would adopt positions 

clearly to the left of the Labour leadership. Due to the 

strength of the MCF, this would create confusion concerning 

the official Labour position, and as Britain moved closer to 

the establishment of Malaysia, much of the Labour Party's 

attention would be focused on this internal struggle. 

In March 1957 Lim Yew Hock returned to London to resume 

discussions on the independence of Singapore. This 

conference reached agreement on the dispute that had 

disrupted the talks in 1956. Delegates accepted a 

compromise which provided for a seven member internal 
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security council composed of three representatives for 

Singapore and Britain and one for Malaya. The constitution 

granted Singapore full internal self-government, while 

leaving defense and external affairs in British hands. 

Britain, however, insisted on a provision that denied any 

"subversive" the right of election to the first legislature j / 

Assembly following independence.-

The Labour Party, while generally approving of the new 

constitution, criticized the government for forcing the 

insertion of the subversives clause. New Statesman 

described the requirement as "ill-judged" and "unwise," and 

in the Commons Labour MPs asked the government to reconsider \ 

its demand in light of the unfavorable reaction from the 

Singapore delegation. Lennox-Boyd, however, refused the 

request and defended the provision as necessary for the 

success of the new constitution. Labour writers also 

expressed concern over Britain's continued control over 

defense and external affairs. They warned that the 

"remnants of colonial status" in the constitution, which 

would potentially allow Britain to use the Singapore base 

for SEATO purposes, could alienate the Chinese majority. In 

addition, the Labour press argued that Singapore could only 

4 

^Turnbull, A History of Singapore, 1819-1975, pp. 264-
265; "Singapore State," Venture 9, No. 1 (May 1957): 2-3. 
This satisfied Britain's concern over internal security by 
giving a vote to Federation representatives who shared their 
concern. A further safeguard prevented the council from 
acting unless all its members voted. 
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achieve full independence in union with the Federation and 

that the British government should discuss this possibility 

with the Federation.2 

During 1957 the Labour Party adopted as official policy 

the position that Singapore should unite with the 

Federation. Transport House published a policy statement, 

Labour's Colonial Policy: Smaller Territories, which 

presented Labour's goals for those areas too small to become 

sovereign nations. The pamphlet noted that in the past 

Britain had established a "diarchy" in such territories. 

This arrangement allowed local control of internal affairs, 

while leaving Britain to manage defense and foreign policy. 

The authors argued, however, that this approach would 

"inevitably" lead to unrest and that diarchy must only be 

regarded as a "transitional phase" leading to full 

independence. In addition, they asserted that the strategic 

value of a colony should not alter this policy.•* 

The pamphlet proposed three solutions to the problem of 

the smaller territories. First, the authors suggested that 

these areas could integrate with an already existing nation. 

Second, they proposed the federation of a group of smaller 

territories to create one nation. Third, they introduced 

5̂ Hansard 568 (17 April 1957): 201-202; 569 (8 May 
1957): 976-977; New Statesman, 13 April 1957, p. 462; 4 May 
1957, p. 558; "Singapore State," Venture 9,1 No. 1 (May 
1957): 2-3. 

t̂he Labour Party, Labour's Colonial Policy: Smaller f 
Territories (1957), pp. 18-20. 
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the concept of recognizing smaller colonies as "Dominions" 

within the Commonwealth. Upon achieving "Dominion" status, 

which the government would legally create through an act of 

Parliament, these territories would possess the sole right 

to "decide how and with whom arrangements should be made for 

the conduct of their external affairs." The pamphlet argued 

that the Dominion status created in 1931 was "nominal" 

rather than "actual," and that, under the new arrangement, 

defense agreements would be reached only after the colony 

received complete autonomy. Although recommending either 

federation or Dominion status for Singapore, the authors 

clearly indicated that a federation between Malaya and 

Singapore would produce the best results.* 

In April 1958 a delegation from Singapore arrived in 

London to finalize the provisions of the new constitution. 

The major area of disagreement centered on the British 

denial to subversives of the right to participate in the 

first election. Despite objections from the Singapore 

representatives and criticism by Labour MPs, who argued the 

provision was undemocratic, the government firmly maintained 

its position. A compromise solution, which allowed 

Singapore delegates to avoid embarrassment, provided for the 

clause to be included by a special order of the British 

*Ibid., pp. 20-24. 
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government. The convention set May 1959 as the target date 

for elections to the Legislative Assembly.^ 

During 1958 a significant controversy developed between 

the Labour leadership and the Movement for Colonial Freedom. 

The MCF opened its fourth annual conference in London on 23 

March. In its annual report to the conference, the Central 

Council, chaired by Fenner Brockway, reviewed the activities 

of the MCF during the previous year, pointing with pride to 

the substantial growth of the organization since its 

formation in 1954.^ Although the MCF supported Malayan 

independence, it had also characterized the emergency as an 

"internal" matter and promised to work for the withdrawal of 

British troops. While pleased with the progress toward 

self-government in Singapore, the MCF also opposed the 

subversives clause and expressed concern over the detention 

of such persons without charge or trial. The issue had 

resulted in an MCF deputation to the Colonial Secretary, 

which requested an independent investigation into the 

W w Statesman, 31 May 1958, p. 682; "Singapore 
Conference," Venture 10, No. 2 (June 1958): 155-156; 
"Freedom for What?" Venture 10, No. 3 (July 1958): 167-168; 
5 Hansard 588 (15 May 1958): 578; 589 (17 June 1958): 878-
879; 590 (3 July 1958): 1566-1567. 

T̂he MCF now possessed eight standing committees, with 
Stan Awbery, MP acting as Chairman of the Southeast Asia 
Committee, and listed under affiliations 191 Trade Union 
Branches, 206 Constituency Labour Parties, 165 Local and 
Ward Parties, 6 members of the House of Lords and 108 
members of the House of Commons. The MCF published a 
monthly bulletin entitled Prod. MCF Papers, Annual Report 
of the Central Council (23 March 1958), pp. 1-5. 
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treatment of those detained. In addition, MCF members had 

consistently criticized the government's colonial policy in 

Parliament, and individual MPs had introduced bills to 

advance MCF goals.^ 

The conference also approved a document entitled 

Immediate Policy for Colonial Freedom. This document /^ 

explained MCF policy in the areas of political, military, 

economic and human rights. It supported the claims of 

Singapore, North Borneo, Sarawak and Brunei to receive 

independence "without delay," insisting that self-

determination involved the right to federate with other 

territories "irrespective of their previous colonial 

associations." It also stressed that Britain should make 

independence a "reality" by not requiring of the new states 

any economic or military concessions.^ 

In the area of defense, the document clearly departed 

from official Labour Party policy, noting that genuine 

colonial independence was often "sacrificed to the military 

and strategic interests of the Great Powers" and insisting 

that the government must allow the colonial territories to 

choose neutrality. It accused Britain of keeping troops in 

the colonies "primarily to maintain colonial domination," 

Venner Brockway had introduced a Racial Discrimination 
Bill and Anthony Wedgewood Benn had introduced a Human 
Rights Bill. Ibid., pp. 7-15. 

M̂CF Papers, Immediate Application of MCF Principles 
(March 1958), p. 1; Prod. April 1958, p. 1. 
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and it urged the abandonment of military bases in dependent 

countries, British withdrawal from SEATO and the removal of 

British troops from participation in the Malayan 

emergency.' 

In economic matters the MCF stressed that the natural 

resources of a colony belonged to its people, and it 

asserted that Britain should prevent economic exploitation 

by "profit-making companies." It urged that the government 

involve the colonies in planning economic development and 

supporting increases in colonial aid along with cuts in 

defense. Furthermore, it proposed strict guidelines to 

ensure that private investment would not lead to 

exploitation. In the area of human rights the document 

urged Britain to apply the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights to all colonial territories and defended the right of 

colonial people to appeal to the United Nations in cases of 

human rights violations.^" 

In mid-1958 actions by the MCF led to a conflict with 

the Labour Party leadership. On 26 March, acting with the 

authorization of the MCF Executive Committee, 33 Labour MPs 

addressed a letter to Lord Home, the Secretary of State for 

Commonwealth Relations. The letter, although it expressed 

approval of Malayan independence, accused the government of 

'prod, April 1958, p. 2. The document charged that the 
Malayan government had refused to negotiate with the 
communists. 

°̂Ibid. , pp. 3-4. 
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Malaya of rejecting offers by the communists to negotiate an 

end to the emergency.^^ Because of this intransigence, it 

argued that British troops should no longer participate in 

the "internal" conflict. The letter concluded that a 

British military presence in Malaya was "inconsistent with 

independence" and requested the withdrawal of British 

forces. In his reply Home emphasized that British troops 

were in Malaya at the request of the freely elected 

government, and he rejected the view that the Malayan 

government was responsible for ending the negotiations. 

Since British interests required Malaya to remain a "free 

and independent Commonwealth country," he insisted that it 

was "proper" for the military assistance to continue.'^ 

Because the MCF letter was signed by such a large 

number of Labour MPs, it created confusion among the 

representatives of the Federation of Malaya in London. 

Concerned about a possible change in Labour Party policy, 

the Malayan High Commissioner wrote to John Hatch, the 

party's Commonwealth officer, requesting confirmation of 

^̂ In late 1957 the Malayan government had received two 
letters from Chin Peng, Secretary-General of the Malayan 
Communist Party, offering to meet to negotiate an end to the 
war. Tunku Abdul Rahman agreed to a meeting to discuss 
arrangements for a communist surrender. Unwilling to accept 
the concept of a surrender. Chin Peng discontinued the 
correspondence. Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 270-271. 

^̂ MCF Papers, letter from Fenner Brockway and Thirty-
Four other Members of Parliament to the Secretary of State 
for Commonwealth Relations, 26 March 1958, letter from Lord 
Home to Movement for Colonial Freedom, 31 March 1958. Both 
of these letters were published in the press. 
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Labour's position. James Griffiths, Deputy Leader of the 

Parliamentary Labour Party, assured the High Commissioner in 

his reply that the MCF did not speak for the Labour Party. 

He noted that the 1957 Annual Conference had overwhelmingly 

defeated a resolution calling for such a withdrawal of 

British troops, and he asked the High Commissioner to inform 

the Malayan government of Labour's "official disclaimer."^^ 

The controversy increased in July when Venture 

published an editorial strongly critical of MCF actions. 

The editors praised the leaders of the government of 

Singapore for being both anti-colonialist and anti

communist. They accused the MCF of accepting advice from a 

group of Malayans in London who "for years have been the 

helpers and trailblazers of the Malayan Communist Party." 

The editorial specifically attacked the letter to Home as 

one that "played into the hands of the Malayan Communists." 

Venture argued that the MCF position would require Britain 

to abrogate the 1957 defense agreement with Malaya. This 

implied that the Malayan government was "incompetent" and 

that Britain could therefore ignore its wishes.^* 

In addition, the editors criticized MCF pressure on the 

Secretary of State for the Colonies to release persons 

^̂ Ibid., letter from James Griffiths to the Malayan 
High Commissioner in London, 3 April 1958. 

*̂"Freedom for What?" Venture 10, No. 3 (July 1958): 
167-168. 
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detained in Singapore.- They characterized the struggle 

in Singapore as one between Democratic Socialism and 

communism and suggested that it was "time that socialist 

members of the Movement for Colonial Freedom realized this." 

The authors also expressed regret at MCF actions because of 

the confusion produced in Malaya and Singapore due to the 

inability of the people to distinguish between official 

Labour Party policy and "irresponsible minority groups."-̂  

As a result of increasing concern over MCF actions, 

John Hatch prepared a report in July for the Commonwealth 

Sub-Committee of the NEC describing the history, activities 

and dangers of the organization. He noted that, due to the 

large number of Labour MPs involved in the MCF, its 

pronouncements were often viewed in the colonies as party 

policy. Although the party leadership disapproved of the 

MCF and recognized the potential for future conflict, they 

^̂ Ibid. The MCF had written to Lennox-Boyd concerning 
this matter in 1956. Due to the misunderstanding this 
produced in Malaya and Singapore Bevan, then serving as the 
Chairman of the NEC Commonwealth Sub-Committee, wrote a 
letter to Lim Yew Hock explaining party policy and 
condemning the MCF action. Archives of the British Labour 
Party. Commonwealth Sub-Committee, report prepared by John 
Hatch entitled. Movement for Colonial Freedom. July 1958, p. 
2; "Letter from Fenner Brockway," Venture 10, No. 5 (October 
1958): 198. 

16"Freedom for What?" Venture 10, No. 9 (July 1958): 
167-168. 
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hesitated to take decisive action because of the support for 

the organization within the party.̂ ^ 

The leadership of the MCF responded promptly to the 

criticism in Venture. In a letter to Morgan Phillips, the 

General Secretary of the Labour Party, Fenner Brockway 

indicated his concern over the accusations of communist 

influence in the MCF. He noted that the charges seemed to 

be directed especially toward John Eber, and he explained 

that the MCF Executive Committee had found them completely 

unfounded. Eber, who was a member of the Central Council 

and Executive Committee of the MCF and also a member of the 

Southeast Asia Committee, had participated in pro-communist 

activities in Malaya and had been detained in 1951 for 

sedition. He had returned to Britain in 1953 and joined the 

Labour Party. Brockway suggested a meeting between the 

Labour Party NEC or the Commonwealth Sub-Committee and MCF 

representatives, including John Eber, as a means of 

alleviating their concern. He described the MCF as desiring 

"to work in an honest and cooperative spirit with the Labour 

Party," and he reminded Phillips that the MCF did not accept 

10 

affiliations from proscribed organizations.'" 

^^Archives of the British Labour Party. Commonwealth 
Sub-Committee, report by John Hatch entitled. Movement for 
Colonial Freedom. July 1958, p. 4. 

^̂ MCF Papers, Letter from Fenner Brockway to Morgan 
Phillips, 19 August 1958. 
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In its September and October issues Venture published 

letters by Eber and Brockway responding to the charges. 

Eber denied that he had never been "a communist or fellow-

traveler or any other of the epithets in the wide vocabulary 

of the witch-hunt" and that during his detention he had not 

been charged with a crime. He encouraged the journal to 

attempt to discuss disputes more rationally and avoid 

"McCarthyite tactics." Brockway addressed Venture's 

complaints concerning specific MCF activities. He defended 

the organization's concern over repressive activity by the 

government of Singapore as growing out of its belief in 

basic human rights. The MCF, he stated, would always object 

to "the setting aside of civil liberties in order to crush 

political opponents." He noted that the letter to Lord Home 

expressed a position consistent with that of the Malayan 

Labour Party, and he rejected the charge of communist 

influence in the MCF. He described the article as 

"unworthy" and concluded that "one does not expect to see 

the spirit of McCarthyism in the organ of the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau. "'' 

The actions of the MCF and the accusation included in 

Brockway's letter that the British government was improperly 

influencing the Singapore government drew a harsh response 

^̂ MCF Papers, Letter from John Eber to Venture, 16 
August 1958, Letter from Fenner Brockway to Venture, 
undated. "Correspondence," Venture 10, No. 4 (September 
1958): 187. 
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from Francis Thomas, a member of the Singapore Legislative 

Assembly. In a letter to Venture he accused Brockway of a 

lack of knowledge concerning the communist threat and a lack 

of respect for the ability of the leaders of the Singapore 

government. The entire controversy placed the party 

leadership in a difficult position. Although they were 

embarrassed by the MCF and fearful of the reaction of 

colonial leaders, the overlapping membership of the two 

groups forced the leadership to administer only a "mild 

rebuff" and to continue with the uncertain relationship.^^ 

On 30 May 1959 Singapore held elections under the new 

constitution. The People's Action Party (PAP) won 43 of 51 

seats, and Lee Kuan Yew became Prime Minister with a clear 

majority. Despite concern among Conservatives that the PAP 

government would follow a radical course that might 

eventually lead to communism, Lee Kuan Yew adopted a 

moderate approach, described by New Statesman as "the 

mildest Fabianism," based on social reform and the goal of 

eventual union with Malaya. The Labour press reacted 

'̂̂ The Times. 22 September 1958, lOg; The Sunday Times. 
21 September 1958, 20h; "Freedom for What?" Venture 10, No. 
7 (December 1958): 21g; Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in 
British Politics, pp. 328-330. The Trades Union Congress, 
which had also received complaints concerning MCF 
involvement with colonial trade unions, stated in its 1957 
Annual Report that the General Council disapproved of such 
actions. Archives of the British Labour Party, Commonwealth 
Sub-Committee, report by John Hatch, Movement for Colonial 
Freedom, July 1958, p. 3; Labour Party Annual Report. 1959, 
p. 37. 

163 



favorably to the "Socialist victory" and supported the 

policies of the new government.^^ 

In Malaya, Tunku Abdul Rahman and the Alliance, after 

winning the election of 1959, moved officially to end the 

state of emergency. By 1960 British forces had gained 

military control of the country, and the Alliance government 

set 31 July as the termination date. Although Labour MPs 

welcomed the end of the emergency, they questioned the 

government in the Commons concerning the future status of 

British troops. The MCF, however, harshly criticized the 

policy of the Malayan government. Writing in Colonial 

Freedom News. a monthly publication of the MCF, John Eber 

noted that the government was replacing the emergency 

regulations with an Internal Security Bill. He argued that 

this would allow the government to continue to exercise 

powers of arrest and detention without charge. He described 

the Alliance government as a "conservative grouping of 

feudal and business leaders" who, having assumed the 

position formerly occupied by Europeans, sought to "exploit 

77 

Malayan workers of all races."" 

2̂ "A Socialist Victory," Venture 11, No. 3 (July 1959): 
299-300; New Statesman, 6 June 1959, p. 778; 23 May 1959, p 
711. 

^̂ Fenner Brockway asked why Britain planned to keep 
troops in Malaya now that the emergency was over. Harold 
Watkinson, Minister of Defence, cited the 1957 defense 
agreement with Malaya as justification for their presence. 
5 Hansard 625 (22 June 1960): 389-390; Colonial Freedom 
News, July 1960, pp. 6-8. 
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The movement leading to the formation of the Federation 

of Malaysia began on 27 May 1961 when Tunku Abdul Rahman 

announced that they would now consider a closer 

understanding among Malaya, Singapore, North Borneo, Brunei 

and, Sarawak. In Singapore Lee Kuan Yew had long supported 

a merger, but he had encountered Malayan resistance due to 

the effect of the union on the existing racial balance.̂ ^ 

By 1961, however, the Malayan government, increasingly 

concerned about the future political situation in Singapore, 

adopted a more cooperative attitude. The 1958 constitution 

provided for Singapore to gain complete control of internal 

security in 1963. The Alliance government, which was 

strongly anti-communist, feared that this might lead to 

communist control of the island, and it saw a merger as a 

7i 

way of avoiding this development." 

For several years prior to 1961 the Labour Party had 

considered the possibility of a federation of British 

territories in Southeast Asia. Although in 1955 a Labour 

MP, R. W. Sorenson, described the chances of a federation 

between Malaya and the Borneo territories as "remote," by 

March 1956 Venture suggested that such an arrangement "would 

^^Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 292-295. The Chinese 
majority in Singapore would have produced a Chinese majority 
in a union between Malaya and Singapore. 

2*D. C. Watt, Survey of International Affairs, 1963 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1977), pp. 120-123. The 
territories of North Borneo, Brunei and Sarawak would 
preserve the racial balance that helped to protect the 
special position of the Malays. 
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appear to be the only alternative to perman^: t colonial 

status" for the smaller territories. The editors argued 

that the backward condition of the territories could be 

overcome by assistance from a "united and independent Malaya 

and Singapore," which would accept the responsibilities 

presently held by colonial officials.^^ 

By 1957 all sections of the party urged the British 

government to encourage Tunku Abdul Rahman to consider a 

merger with Singapore, insisting that this was Singapore's 

only hope for genuine independence. In 1960 John Eber 

supported a merger on the basis that Singapore could never 

become stable and prosperous while separate from Malaya. 

The left-wing position of the MCF pointed to the British 

military bases as the major obstacle to such a union. The 

merger and the bases were issues that could not be 

separated. He predicted that the merger would lead to a 

leftward trend in Malayan politics that would force Britain 

to choose between the two. He also accused the Labour Party 

76 

of opposing a merger through its support for SEATO." 

^^"British Borneo," Venture 6, No. 9 (January 1955): 
244-245; "Malaya's Future Role," Venture 7, No. 10 (March 
1956): 410-411. 

2̂ "The Future of Singapore," Venture 8, No. 1 (May 
1956): 433-434; "Singapore State," Venture 9, No. 1 (May 
1957): 2-3; New Statesman, 5 July 1958, p. 2; 5 Hansard 555 
(27 June 1956): 482; MCF Papers, A Policy for Colonial 
Freedom, 30 October 1955, p. 11; Colonial Freedom News, July 
1960, p. 8. 
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Events moved quickly following the Tunku's speech. A 

meeting held in August between the Tunku and Lee Kuan Yew 

established a working party to negotiate the political and 

financial details of the merger. At a meeting in September 

they set June 1963 as a target date. In November Tunku 

Abdul Rahman visited London for talks with the British 

government on the proposed merger. British officials 

indicated their support for the creation of a Federation of 

Malaysia which would include Malaya, Singapore, North 

Borneo, Sarawak, and Brunei. The conference established a 

commission, chaired by Lord Cobbold, to determine the views 

of the people of North Borneo and Sarawak, and it concluded 

a defense agreement that continued British privileges and 

responsibilities. ̂^ 

The Labour Party responded positively to these events. 

Following the Tunku's announcement in May, Fenner Brockway 

described the idea as "imaginative," and he urged 

governmental support. John Strachey, MP, who had served as 

Secretary of State for War from 1950-1951, characterized the 

77 

*'Watt, Survey of International Affairs. 1963. pp. 123-
131; Federation of Malaysia. Joint Statement by the 
Governments of the United Kingdom and the Federation of 
Malaya, Parliamentary Papers, November 1961, Cmnd. 1563, p 
3. The Defense agreement stated that in the event of the 
successful creation of the Federation of Malaysia the 1957 
Defense Agreement between Britain and Malaya would be 
extended to cover the additional territories. Malaysia 
would allow Britain to maintain bases at Singapore for the 
defense of Malaysia, Commonwealth defense and the 
maintaining of peace in Southeast Asia. 5 Hansard 646 (24 
October 1961): 85; 650 (28 November 1961): 242-248. 
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present "semi-colonial" status of Singapore as completely 

unacceptable. He emphasized that a Federation of Malaysia 

would be an "economically strong, noncommunist state in 

Southeast Asia," and he predicted that, without the 

Federation, Britain would be forced to return to colonial 

rule in Singapore or to evacuate the base. While admitting 

that the Borneo territories were still too politically 

underdeveloped for such a union, he argued that the 

government should not allow this to prevent implementation 

of the plan.2^ 

The editors of Venture agreed with Strachey's views. 

They viewed the proposal as offering hope for a viable 

future for the region and stressed its potential as a 

counter to the increasing communist strength in Singapore. 

As a solution to the problem of underdeveloped Borneo, 

Venture recommended the idea of an "unequal merger" as a 

temporary stage. The MCF responded in a letter to the New 

Statesman written by John Eber, accusing Strachey of 

overemphasizing the communist threat to Singapore. The 

Labour Party should offer its support to left-wing groups on 

the island. He described the Malaysia proposal as designed 

"to put into the hands of the reactionary Federation 

government the task of stopping the leftward trend in 

Singapore," and he joined the Barison Socialists in setting 

2̂5 Hansard 647 (20 June 1961): 1171-1172; New 
Statesman, 18 August 1961, pp. 205-206. 
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independence for Singapore and a British withdrawal as 

preconditions to a merger. He expressed his hope that the 

leadership of the Labour Party did not share Strachey's 

29 views.*' 

Following the November conference with the Tunku in 

London, Labour MPs initiated a sharp debate in the Commons 

regarding the exact meaning of the defense agreement. L. J. 

Callaghan, Chairman of the NEC Commonwealth Sub-Committee, 

charged that the defense agreement was vaguely worded and 

likely to become a source of future conflict. He pointed 

out that the Tunku's interpretation of the agreement would 

not allow Britain to use the Singapore base for SEATO 

purposes without Malaysian consent. In response the 

government maintained that the section which gave Britain 

the responsibility to "preserve peace in Southeast Asia" 

clearly included SEATO operations. Despite intense 

pressure, he denied that any conflict of interpretation 

existed. The editors of Venture, commenting on the defense 

issue, warned the government that SEATO considerations must 

not be allowed to disrupt the merger plan. They argued that 

for Britain to demand use of the base for SEATO purposes 

^^"Singapore," Venture 13, No. 7 (July 1961): 564; 
"Malaysia," Venture 13, No. 9 (October 1961): 588-589. the 
PAP split over the issue of merger. This resulted in the 
formation of the Barisan Socialist Party on 26 July 1961. 
The Barison Socialist, a party of the far left, advocated 
independence before merger, proportional representation in a 
federal parliament and full control of internal security. 
Watt, Survey of International Affairs. 1963. pp. 125-128. 
New Statesman, 8 September 1961, p. 306. 

169 



would only strengthen the extremists in Singapore and 

ultimately lead to the "surrender of the base under 

conditions of political defeat.""' 

The Cobbold Commission submitted its report in June 

1962 and the government published it as a White Paper in 

August. Despite the difficulties involved in ascertaining 

the views of an often illiterate and inaccessible 

population, the Commission reported in favor of the creation 

of Malaysia. In July, Tunku Abdul Rahman returned to London 

for further talks that resulted in the signing of a joint 

Anglo-Malayan Agreement which provided for the establishment 

of Malaysia on 31 August 1963. A referendum, held in 

Singapore on 1 September 1962, indicated majority support 

for the merger. The Barisian Socialist Party, however, 

rejected the results of the referendum and continued to 

oppose the creation of Malaysia. Additional complications 

developed on 7 December when an opposition group in Brunei, 

with assistance from the Philippines and Indonesia, launched 

a revolt against the government. Although British troops 

easily crushed the uprising these events revealed that the 

"5 Hansard 650 (28 November 1961): 241-248; 
"Singapore Talks Urgent," Venture 13, No. 10 (November 
1961): 600; "Singapore Defence-A Long Shot," Venture 14, 
No. 1 (January 1962) : 3. 
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future Federation of Malaysia would face significant 

challenges. ̂^ 

By mid-1962 the issue of Malaysia had divided the 

Labour Party into two groups. The majority of the party, 

although recognizing the many potential dangers, supported 

the proposal, but the MCF opposed Malaysia as an example of 

"Neo-Colonialism." On 1 August when the government 

announced the Anglo-Malayan Agreement in the Commons, Denis 

Healey praised the plan and noted that a "great majority" on 

both sides of the House believed it to be in the best 

interest of all concerned. Creech-Jones also expressed 

support and described the plan as "the consummation of a 

policy which some of us ardently desired in the early days 

after the war."" 

Venture. while supporting the proposal, presented a 

more restrained analysis of its origins and potential. The 

editors stated that Malaysia was designed to "contain" the 

communist elements in Singapore and that it involved placing 

on Malaya "Britain's colonial responsibility for policing 

Singapore and the Borneo territories." They described the 

merger as "one of the most precarious federations yet pieced 

together out of the old British Empire" and warned that 

Britain must resist the urge to adopt a "neo-colonialist" 

^̂ Report of the Commission of Enquiry. North Borneo and 
Sarawak. 1962. Parliamentary Papers. August 1962, Cmnd. 
1794, pp. 41-42; 5 Hansard 664 (1 August 1962): 584-590. 

"5 Hansard 664 (1 August 1962): 586-589. 
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policy. The government, they suggested, should set a goal 

of a complete "military and economic withdrawal" within ten 

years. New Statesman agreed with this assessment of the 

motivations behind the Malaysia proposal, and characterized 

it as an "artificial creation" justifiable only because 

there existed "no satisfactory alternative."" 

The MCF strongly opposed the Federation of Malaysia. 

The organization charged that the government was imposing 

the plan against the wishes of the people solely for the 

benefit of "British colonialism." It supported the 

rebellion in Brunei, which it defended as the only way 

available for the people to express their views. John Eber 

harshly attacked the Malayan government for trying to "bully 

the people of Singapore into accepting a merger" by threats 

to close the causeway. He ridiculed the results of the 

referendum in Singapore as representing a "shot-gun 

marriage," resulting from overwhelming government propaganda 

and threats. Eber rejected the report of the Cobbold 

Commission and argued that it had, during its visit to North 

Borneo, repressed opposition groups and listened only to 

those who supported the plan." 

""The Gamble of Malaysia," Venture 14, No. 8 
(September 1962): 93. Following the failure of the revolt 
in Brunei, Venture argued that the Malaysian Federation 
could still succeed, but that Brunei should not be forced to 
join against its will. 

*̂MCF Papers, Annual Report. 1962. p. 6; Press Release, 
Statement on Brunei, 11 December 1962. The MCF pointed out 
that the party opposing the merger had won every elected 
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Movement for Colonial Freedom opposition to Malaysia 

centered on the issue of neo-colonialism. In 1962 the 

Central Council published a pamphlet entitled What is Neo

colonialism? The authors described neo-colonialism as the 

methods by which imperialist power maintain control over 

former colonies after the achievement of political 

independence. They explained that the goal of this policy 

was the continuation of economic exploitation and the 

maintenance of military bases in the former territories. 

Governments, they argued, often established this control 

politically by placing in power regimes of their own choice, 

rather than those desired by the people. The pamphlet 

pointed to Britain's relationship with Malaya as an example 

of neo-colonialism, and it pledged to help end the military, 

economic and political arrangements that prevented genuine 

self-determination." 

The use of military force to crush the rebellion in 

Brunei and the suppression by the government of Singapore in 

early 1963 intensified the divisions in the party over the 

issue." The Parliamentary Labour Party sent a delegation 

seat in the legislature. The legislature, however, still 
possessed a majority of nominated seats. Colonial Freedom 
News, May 1962, pp. 6-7; October-November 1962, pp. 11-14; 
Tribune, 20 July 1962, p. 12. 

"jack Woddis and Leon Szur, What is Neo-Colonialism? 
(London: Movement for Colonial Freedom, 1962), pp. 3-11. 

"On 2 February 1963 the Singapore Internal Security 
Council ordered the arrest of one-hundred and ten persons 
who were described a "deeply implicated in the Untied Front 
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to the region in May, composed of Arthur Bottomley, Reginald 

Sorensen and Fenner Brockway, to report on the proposal. 

After visiting all of the areas involved, Bottomley and 

Sorensen supported the plan, but Brockway was opposed. The 

MCF, supported by Tribune, which published numerous articles 

by Eber and Brockway, continued its strong opposition with 

Brockway specifically attacking the federation idea as 

unworkable. He reminded the government of the failure of 

the Central African Federation and warned that the Malaysian 

plan would collapse as well. The use of British troops, he 

argued, demonstrated that "the old methods of imperialism 

which we hoped had been discarded are still being 

practiced." He insisted that to impose Malaysia against the 

wishes of the people would lead to disaster, and he called 

for a conference, organized by the United Nations, to review 

•57 
the future of the entire region." 

The arrest of suspected communists in Singapore in 

February provoked a response that indicated the depth of 

division in the party. In the Commons Brockway charged that 

the arrests were carried out, not because those detained 

working for communists." The Council also banned certain 
communist United Front publications. 5 Hansard 671 (12 
February 1963): 35-38, 171-172. 

"Brockway, Towards Tomorrow, pp. 221-222; MCF Papers, 
Fenner Brockway, Report on Malaysia. 12 June 1963. Bottomly 
and Sorenson were not listed as sponsors of the MCF. 
"Background to Malaysia," Venture 15, No. 7 (July 1963): 
216-217; Colonial Freedom News, December-January 1963, pp. 
2-3; Tribune, 8 February 1963, p. 7. 
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were communists, but due to their support for the Brunei 

revolution. The MCF described the action as "without the 

slightest justification," carried out by "terrified men who 

have lost hope of mass support." It urged the Labour Party 

to resist the establishment of Malaysia with the same fervor 

that it had opposed the Central African Federation. 

Venture, however, in a direct response to MCF charges, 

rejected the claim that Malaysia was only a product of "Cold 

War Anti-Communism" and defended the integrity of the 

Singapore referendum. The editors insisted that Malaysia 

remained a "worthwhile cause," that those arrested presented 

a clear threat to democracy and that the government had 

acted properly."" 

By early 1963 the MCF was actively working to build 

support for its opposition to Malaysia. In a communication 

to its affiliates the Central Council requested that they 

take specific actions to prevent the creation of the 

federation. These actions included the sending of letters 

to the Colonial Secretary urging the government to withdraw 

support for the plan, the ordering of copies of an MCF 

leaflet to distribute to their membership, the sending of 

money to the MCF to support its campaign against Malaysia 

and the inviting of an MCF speaker to inform their members 

"5 Hansard 671 (4 February 1963): 35-37; MCF Papers, 
Press Statement, Arrests in Singapore, 5 February 1963; 
"Threatened Malaysia," Venture 15, No. 3 (March 1963): 162-
163. 
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on the issue. The Council also provided detailed speakers' 

notes for those wishing to participate in the campaign 

against Malaysia." 

As the target date for the creation of Malaysia 

approached, both the Philippines and Indonesia intensified 

their opposition. Indonesia argued that the elections held 

in the Borneo territories did not accurately reflect the 

wishes of the people, while the Philippine resistance 

centered on a claim to North Borneo. Diplomatic efforts to 

improve relations between these nations and Malaya led to a 

Foreign Ministers meeting in June, followed by a summit, 

held between 30 July and 5 August, attended by each of the 

leaders. The conference appeared to ease tensions when 

Indonesia and the Philippines agreed to accept Malaysia 

provided that the people of the Borneo territories indicated 

their support to an international commission headed by the 

Secretary General of the United Nations. In addition, the 

leaders approved a plan to create a confederation of the 

three countries to be called Maphilindo.*" 

The MCF strongly supported these diplomatic efforts to 

reduce tensions in the area. Fenner Brockway described the 

"MCF Papers, Letter to Affiliates, Malaysia. 8 
February 1963, Speakers Notes, Brunei and the North Borneo 
Territories, 1963. 

*Wans, Malaysia Politics, pp. 313-318; D. C. Watt, 
James Mayall and Cornelia Navari, Documents on International 
Affairs. 1963 (London: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 
344-352. 
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Foreign Ministers meeting as "a chance for peace," and he 

produced a report, the result of his trip to the region, 

defending his rejection of Malaysia. In part he called for 

the postponement of the target date to 1 January 1964, a 

clear "yes or no" plebiscite to be held in all five 

territories and continued negotiations concerning a wider 

confederation including Indonesia and the Philippines.*-

The British Government, however, pressed on with discussions 

designed to finalize the arrangements for Malaysia. These 

talks reached a successful conclusion when all parties 

except Brunei signed an agreement on 9 July. Unwilling to 

wait for the Summit scheduled for 30 July, the government 

chose to ask Parliament to pass the necessary legislation in 

all its stages in one day. Brockway, writing in Tribune, 

accused the government of "incredible irresponsibility," and 

he encouraged Labour MPs to oppose the legislation.*2 

The House of Commons debated the bill on 19 July. All 

Labour speakers except Brockway expressed support for 

Malaysia. Gordon-Walker, who opened the debate for Labour, 

directed his remarks primarily against the challenges of the 

*^Tribune. 21 June 1963, p. 12; MCF Papers, Fenner 
Brockway, Report on Malaysia. 12 June 1963, p. 5; Press 
Statement. 14 June 1963; Press Statement on Malaysia. 12 
June 1963. 

*2Malaysia. Agreement Concluded Between the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
Federation of Malaya. North Borneo. Sarawak and Singapore. 
Parliamentary Papers. 9 July 1963, Cmnd. 2094, pp. 1-3; 
Tribune. 19 July 1963, p. 12. 
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MCF. He reminded the House that official Labour Party 

policy advocated voluntary federations as the best method of 

granting independence to smaller territories. He stated his 

belief that the Federation of Malaysia could provide an 

important stabilizing effect in a dangerous region. Gordon-

Walker denied that the British government was imposing the 

union on unwilling territories, and he rejected the claim 

that the Singapore referendum was "Phoney." He argued that 

Brunei's decision to join was a strong argument against the 

charge of neo-colonialism. In response to those who 

advocated delay, he insisted that this would represent 

unwarranted intervention that would only lead to continued 

colonial control.*^ 

In a direct challenge to the MCF, Gordon-Walker 

depicted the literature against Malaysia as "echoing the 

same words and arguments" as the communists. He noted that, 

although such literature emphasized Britain's imperialism 

and neo-colonialism, it seldom maintained the danger posed 

by China and Indonesia or the views of the Socialist PAP. 

He also dismissed the charge that the union would only 

substitute Malayan control for British. He defended the 

plan as one that grew out of "local desires" to create a 

*̂ 5 Hansard 681 (19 July 1963): 929-933. In response 
to the charge that the referendum was unreliable because it 
only gave voters a choice of different methods of 
federation, he argued that this approach was valid because 
a majority of the legislature had voted for federation. 
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"racial partnership" based on sound democratic 

principles.** 

Brockway's speech focused on the manner in which the 

government presented the bill to the House. He asserted 

that the importance of the legislation demanded that more 

time be allotted for debate. He warned that Britain should 

have learned from experiences that federations succeed only 

when they are "spontaneous and natural," and he restated his 

view that the motivation for Malaysia was "ideological and 

strategic" rather than natural. Brockway also criticized 

the rapid passage of the bill because of the possible 

negative effects on the progress achieved at the Manila 

Conference. He argued that Britain should delay passage of 

the legislation and the creation of Malaysia until the 

United Nations could clearly determine the will of the 

people .*' 

Sorensen, who had visited the area with Brockway, 

identified four major arguments against Malaysia. He 

focused his attention, however, on the charge that the 

federation was an example of neo-colonialism. He stressed 

the danger of communism to the region and defended the 

defense arrangements that would continue Britain's role in 

**Ibid. , 933-935. 

'"̂ The bill was considered on a Friday, a day when many 
MPS were absent, and the government asked that the House 
pass the bill through all its stages in one day. Other 
Labour speakers joined Brockway in this complaint. 5 
Hansard 681 (19 July 1963): 942-950, 982, 986. 
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the area. While admitting that strategic considerations 

played a role in the creation of Malaysia, he denied the 

charge that such treaties indicated a neo-colonial 

relationship. Independent nations, he insisted, enjoyed the 

right to seek agreements to enhance their security, and to 

exercise this right did not make them imperialistic. 

Agreeing with Gordon-Walker, he deplored the lack of 

emphasis on the communist threat in the literature against 

Malaysia, and he rejected as invalid any comparisons between 

Malaysia and other federations.*^ 

Although the results of the Manila Conference offered 

hope for a peaceful settlement of the regional conflict, 

disputes soon developed over the implementation of the 

agreements. As the United Nations observers prepared to 

assess opinion in North Borneo, the British government 

refused to allow Indonesia to send the number of observers 

it desired. This controversy produced increased tensions, 

and, as the United Nations representatives arrived in the 

North Borneo, British troops were engaged in combat with 

guerrillas supported by Indonesia. From 16 August to 5 

September the United Nations commission investigated the 

validity of the Borneo elections. Before the report was 

published, however, a visit by Duncan Sandys, Secretary of 

*^Ibid., 955-966. The arguments included the British 
attempt to impose the federation against the will of the 
people, that Malaysia was solely a product of the Cold War, 
that it disrupted relations with Indonesia and the 
Philippines and that it was a product of neo-colonialism. 
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state for Commonwealth Relations, to Malaya resulted in the 

postponement of the Malaysia inauguration date until 16 

September. The setting of a new date before the completion 

of the United Nations report drew an angry protest from 

Indonesia. Despite a report, published on 14 September, 

that defended the accuracy of the Borneo elections, 

Indonesia and the Philippines refused to recognize the new 

nation and adopted a policy of armed opposition.*^ 

As these events unfolded, the MCF continued its 

opposition to Malaysia and its attacks on government policy. 

In early September John Rankin, a Labour MP and Chairman of 

the Southeast Asia Committee, informed MCF affiliates of a 

conference entitled "Further Steps to Smash Malaysia." The 

conference, scheduled for 8 October, would educate members 

on methods of continuing the struggle against the "neo-

colonialist plot" after the official establishment of 

Malaysia. The organization also planned a protest meeting 

and march for the day of the inauguration. Fenner Brockway 

led the march, which delivered letters of protest to the 

Colonial Office, Commonwealth Office and Malaya House. The 

letters reiterated the standard MCF arguments against 

Malaysia with the additional charge that the government, by 

*^Watt, Survey of International Relations. 1963. pp. 
158-159; New Statesman, 16 August 1963, p. 188; 13 September 
1963, p. 307; 29 November 1963, p. 769; Daily Herald, 23 
August 1963, p. 1; "Indonesia Changes Step," Venture 15, No. 
7 (July 1963): 211-212; Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 316-
318. 
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announcing a date in advance of the report and displaying a 

harsh attitude toward Indonesian requests for observers, had 

violated the "spirit" of the Manila Agreement. The letters 

also urged the calling of an international conference, 

including China, to discuss the entire Southeast Asian 

situation.*^ 

President Sukarno of Indonesia responded to the 

establishment of Malaysia by increasing military operations 

in Borneo and extending the attacks to include terrorist 

operations against Malaya and Singapore. Britain and Malaya 

also committed more troops, and by January 1964 six thousand 

British troops were attempting to guard the one thousand 

mile border with Indonesia. American concern over the 

stability of the region led to a January peace mission 

headed by Robert Kennedy, Attorney General of the United 

States. Kennedy's efforts, which included meetings with 

Sukarno and Tunku Abdul Rahman, produced a cease fire and a 

meeting of Foreign Ministers at Bangkok in February.*̂  

The situation worsened, however, when the talks broke 

down and the cease fire failed to hold. Following the 

collapse of another Bangkok conference in March and a Tokyo 

summit attended by the heads of state, the conflict 

'°MCF Papers, Statement on Malaysia, 8 August 1963; 
Further Steps to Smash Malaysia, 4 September 1963; Malaysia 
Protest, 6 September 1963; Letter to Duncan Sandys Secretary 
of State for Commonwealth Relations from MCF. 16 September 
1963; Tribune, 27 September 1963, p. 12. 

*'Means, Malaysian Politics, pp. 318-322. 
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continued to escalate. When Indonesia landed troops in 

Malaya in August, Malaysia requested a meeting of the United 

Nations Security Council to consider the aggression. The 

Security Council debated the issue between 9 and 17 

September. Indonesia defended its policy of confrontation 

by placing the conflict in the context of the struggle 

against neo-colonialism. Even though the Security Council 

failed to pass a weak resolution condemning the use of 

force, Indonesia subsequently withdrew from the United 

Nations following Malaysia's election to a temporary 

Security Council seat. Sukarno continued to employ military 

force against Malaysia until he was deposed in September 

1965." 

During the Malaysian conflict with Indonesia the Labour 

Party remained divided. The leadership continued to support 

Malaysia and the British defense commitments in the region. 

Harold Wilson, who had assumed leadership of the party in 

1963 following the death of Hugh Gaitskell, admitted to the 

Commons that more troops might be required in Borneo, and he 

declared "we wholeheartedly back the pledge of full support 

to Malaysia." Venture agreed with this position, but it 

warned of the dangers of emphasizing a military solution. 

The editors cautioned that Britain must avoid "chauvinistic 

anti-Indonesian bitterness" and that the government should 

now allow British forces to become an "army of occupation." 

"ibid. 
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The ultimate solution, the insisted, must involve a "face-

saving formula" acceptable to Indonesia, and Britain must 

prevent the development of a "fight to the finish" 

mentality. ̂^ 

In a major foreign policy speech delivered in the 

Commons on 17 June, Denis Healy, who was now the leading 

party spokesman on foreign affairs, adopted a bipartisan 

position toward the conflict in Borneo. He explained that 

the most common reasons for defending military involvement 

in Malaysia, to protect Britain's national interests and to 

prevent communist expansion, were not adequate to justify 

the expense. Many of the conflicts, he argued, originated, 

not from the communist threat, but from the political 

instability of the region resulting from rapid change. As a 

result, the most important role of British troops was the 

maintenance of regional stability. He noted that Britain, 

due to her Commonwealth relationships with Asian nations, 

possessed an obligation and a unique ability to perform this 

task." 

Specifically referring to the problem of Malaysia, 

Healy praised the Malaysian government for its democratic 

and social achievements. British troops were protecting a 

5^ Hansard 687 (16 January 1964): 427, 550; 
"Malaysian Hopes," Venture 15, No. 9 (October 1963): 233-
234; "No Success for Sukarno," Venture 15, No. 9 (October 
1963): 233-234. 

"5 Hansard 696 (17 June 1964): 1287-1299. 

184 



nation that stood as "a shining example of human welfare and 

racial cooperation" from a "flagrant violation of an 

international frontier" by an aggressor. He defended 

British retention of the Singapore base and called for the 

government to provide the troops with all necessary military 

equipment." 

The left wing of the party, led by the MCF and Tribune, 

continued to criticize both the Labour leadership and 

government policy. During January of 1964 Tribune published 

three editorials concerning the conflict. The editors 

attacked the government for its willingness to fight in 

Borneo and declared that the presence of British troops was 

harmful to Malaysia's image in the region because they made 

"nonsense" of Malaysia's claim to independence. They urged 

that the government submit the dispute to the United Nations 

and insisted that there could "be no question of Labour 

accepting the Tories commitment to a long-drawn-out struggle 

in Borneo." The editors warned that if Labour failed to 

work to reach a negotiated settlement the party might 

achieve power only to face "a long and unpopular guerrilla 

war. "5* 

The MCF, maintaining its established position, 

described the conflict as a result of British 

"ibid., 1290, 1297-1298. 

^*Tribune, 17 January 1964, p. 16; 24 January 1964, p. 
16; 31 January 1964, p. 20. 
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neo-colonialism. John Eber defended Sukarno's policy by 

pointing out that he did not wish to destroy Malaysia, but 

only to end "British Colonialism" in the region. William 

Warbey, a Labour MP and member of the MCF, writing an 

article in Tribune entitled "The Mad War in Borneo," accused 

the government of establishing Malaysia in circumstances 

that were "morally, politically and militarily 

indefensible." The MCF also initiated a campaign to close 

British overseas military bases, end "one-sided defence 

treaties" and force British withdrawal from CENTO and SEATO. 

Brockway continued to demand that the Labour Party 

reconsider its policy and support the removal of British 

troops from foreign bases." 

During the period from 1957 to 1964 Malaya was the 

focus of contention within the Labour Party in the area of 

colonial policy. As Singapore gained independence and the 

concept of the Federation of Malaysia began to emerge, the 

party leadership found itself faced with a left wing that 

adopted positions in direct opposition to the official party 

policy. By the early 1960s the party leaders, who had begun 

to focus their attention on winning power in the next 

election, sought to establish their ability to govern by 

following a bipartisan approach to the Malaysia controversy. 

"colonial Freedom News, February 1964, pp. 7-8; March 
1964, pp. 3-4; Tribune, 7 February 1964, p. 8; 28 February 
1964, p. 2; 27 March 1964, p. 8; 10 April 1964, p. 16; MCF 
Papers, Leaflet, Close the Military Bases, August 1964. 
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This involved emphasizing the communist danger in the Far 

East and maintaining connections with former colonies 

through defense agreements and a British military presence, 

even after the granting of independence. 

The left, however, as represented by the MCF and 

Tribune, charged the Conservative government with using the 

Cold War as an excuse to continue an exploitative military 

and economic relationship with the former colonies after 

independence. They were determined to expose this tactic 

and to convince the Labour Party to lead the struggle 

against this neo-colonialism. Although on many colonial 

issues the party leadership and the MCF held similar views, 

Malaya emerged as a major point of disagreement largely due 

to the intrusion of the Cold War into the process of 

decolonization. 

In the Far East, the success of the communists in 

China, the tensions created by the Korean War and the French 

defeat in Vietnam and the emergency in Malaya, gieatly 

complicated the task of granting independence to former 

colonies. Britain faced not only the problem of providing 

the territories with stable democratic governments, but the 

difficult challenge of achieving this without suffering 

losses in the global battle to contain communist expansion. 

Much of the division in the Labour Party resulted from the 

differing opinions between the leadership and the left on 

how to achieve this goal. Controversy was certain when the 

187 



left demanded the very thing the leadership could not agree 

to, that Britain abandon all military presence and allow the 

former colonies to make their own decisions concerning their 

place in the Cold War struggle. 
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CHAPTER VII 

FROM RECOGNITION TO CONFRONTATION: THE 

BRITISH LABOUR PARTY AND CHINA, 

1945-1953 

Arguably the most crucial event in the history of post-

World War II Asia was the communist victory in China in 

1949. This triumph, a major defeat for the policy of 

containment, shifted the focus of the Cold War from Europe 

to Asia and transformed American policy in the region. 

American leaders were now driven by a desire to resist 

communist expansion in Asia, and, as the issue became 

increasingly politicized, they were prevented from accepting 

the reality of the Chinese revolution and forced into 

support for near dictatorial, but anti-communist leaders. 

Furthermore, the intransigent American attitude toward China 

led to a significant ambiguity in Anglo-American relations 

concerning the China issue. British leaders, concerned 

primarily with maintaining cooperative relations with China 

in order to preserve trading opportunities, found themselves 

faced with the challenge of restraining America without 

endangering the special relationship. Within the Labour 

Party, however, controversy emerged when the left rejected 

the policy of following the American lead toward China, and 

advocated accepting the fact of the communist victory. 

On 1 October 1949, after having defeated the 

nationalist forces of Chiang Kai-shek, the communist leaders 
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of China formally established a new government and invited 

recognition from the nations of the world. The communist 

victory forced the British government to make important 

decisions regarding its future policy toward China. The 

most immediate question facing the Labour leadership was 

that of recognition. Although many factors influenced this 

decision, including economic concerns, the position of 

Commonwealth nations and the attitude of the United States, 

Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin supported recognition as a 

counter to Russian influence in China.^ 

Following the collapse of the Nationalist resistance, 

opinion within the Labour Party endorsed an immediate 

recognition of the new government. New Statesman argued 

that British interests in Hong Kong demanded cordial 

relations with the communist government and that Britain 

must follow the lead of the Asian members of the 

Commonwealth. The editors encouraged British action, 

despite American hesitancy, because delay "played straight 

into the hands of communist propagandists throughout 

5̂ Hansard 469 (16 November 1949): 2012-2014; Alan 
Bullock, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secretary. 1945-1951 (New 
York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1983), p. 744; Brian 
Porter, Britain and the Rise of Communist China; A Study of 
British Attitudes, 1945-1954 (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1967), pp. 25-44; Peter Calvocoressi, Survey of 
International Affairs, 1949-1950 (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1953), pp. 332-338. 
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2 
Asia." The leader of the opposition, Winston Churchill, 

added his support during a foreign affairs debate on 17 

November 1949. He emphasized that recognition did not 

indicate approval and that Britain's goal was "not to confer 

a compliment, but to secure a convenience." Nevertheless, 

British interests required diplomatic relations with a 

government which controlled so large a nation. He also 

pointed out the inconsistency of maintaining full diplomatic 

relations with Russia while refusing the same to China.-

On 6 January 1950 Bevin addressed a note to General 

Chou En-Lai announcing Britain's recognition of the Central 

People's Government as the de jure government of China and 

offering full diplomatic relations.* Because the 

government acted while Parliament was in recess, a major 

debate on the issue was not held until 24 May. While 

agreeing in principle with the need for recognition, the 

opposition criticized the government on the timing, method 

%ew Statesman, 8 October 1949, p. 374; 15 October 
1949, p. 414; 22 October 1949, p. 414; 29 October 1949, p. 
474. India recognized the new Chinese government on 30 
December 1949. Pakistan followed on 4 January 1950 and 
Ceylon on 6 January. Australia, Canada, New Zealand and 
South Africa decided to follow the American lead. 
Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs, 1949-1950. 
pp. 334-335. 

5̂ Hansard 469 (17 November 1949): 2225-2226; The 
Times also expressed support for recognition, adopting a 
similar approach to that of Churchill. The Times. 6 October 
1949, 5b; 7 January 1950, 7b. 

*Margaret Carlyle, ed., Documents on International 
Affairs. 1949-1950 (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 
pp. 540-541. 
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and results of its action. Anthony Eden charged that the 

announcement of recognition before the Colombo Conference of 

Commonwealth nations, which had opened on 9 January, 

indicated to the world a lack of Commonwealth unity. In 

addition, he accused the government of failing to coordinate 

action with the United States, and he described Britain's 

decision as "embarrassing" in light of the refusal of the 

United States, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and France to 

extend recognition. Eden also pointed to the failure to 

achieve full diplomatic relations with China, and he 

concluded that, had the government postponed recognition 

until more united action was possible, the benefits would 

have been greater."' 

Bevin argued that it was vital for Britain to consider 

the opinions of India, Pakistan and Ceylon. These nations, 

he insisted, were not great powers in the region, and 

Britain needed their assistance in dealing with Asian 

Commonwealth countries and adopted the American attitude 

would "have thrown away our position in the Far East 

forever."^ Bevin explained that he had consulted with the 

United States and the Commonwealth nations before the 

Colombo Conference and, despite clear disagreements, had 

decided to offer recognition. While admitting that the 

Chinese had not reacted as favorably as he had hoped, he 

5̂ Hansard 475 (24 May 1950): 2071-2073, 2049. 

^Ibid., 2081-2083. 
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noted that foreign policy decisions must be judged on their 

long-term results.' 

By 1 January 1950 the communists had established 

control over the mainland of China and forced the 

Nationalists to take refuge on Formosa. These events, 

followed by British recognition, focused international 

attention on the issues of Chinese representation on the 

U.N. Security Council and the future of Formosa. The 

Chinese demanded that the Security Council expel the 

Kuomintang representative and seat the delegate of the 

People's Republic. On 13 January, when the Council refused 

to comply, the Russian representative withdrew from the 

Council. Despite appeals from Chiang Kai-shek for 

assistance, the United States refused to intervene and 

seemed resigned to the communists gaining control of the 

island.^ 

The Labour government responded to the Russian attempt 

to force the Security Council to expel the Nationalist 

delegate by directing its representative. Sir Alexander 

Cadogan, to abstain. During the debate he argued that. 

^Ibid., 2081-2086. Kenneth Younger, Minister of State, 
supported Bevin's position when he claimed that, while not 
producing the desired results, recognition had provided some 
contact with China and created hope for improvement. Ibid., 
2086-2088. 

^Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs. 1949-
1950, pp. 344-335; United Nations, Yearbook of the United 
Nations. 1950 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1951), 
pp. 52, 74-75 (hereafter cited as Yearbook of the U.N., 
1950. 
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because a majority of Security Council members had not yet 

recognized the new government of China, expulsion would be 

"premature."^ Bevin later confirmed that British policy 

supported the admission of the People's Republic and that 

Labour was working to achieve that goal. He blamed Russia 

for the lack of success. The Russians, Bevin insisted, by 

their attempt to force the issue so quickly after 

recognition and through their boycott, were frustrating 

British attempts to find a solution. Left-wing MPs, while 

praising the government's policy, urged Bevin to be more 

aggressive in pushing for the admission of the People's 

Republic. Clearly departing from Bevin, Emrys Roberts 

expressed sympathy with the Russian boycott as an 

understandable response to the "farcical" presence of the 

Nationalist representative. Roberts and Tom Driberg argued 

that the admission of the communists was necessary both to 

create respect for the United Nations and to improve 

in 
relations with China.-' 

After the communist victory in China and Britain's 

recognition of the People's Republic, the British government 

expected the communists quickly to extend their control to 

Formosa. Based on the Cairo and Potsdam declarations, 

Britain viewed Chiang Kai-shek's occupation of the island as 

^Yearbook of the U.N., 1950, p. 422. 

^̂ 5̂ Hansard 475 (24 May 1950): 2084-2085, 2188, 2107-
2109, 2131. 
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provisional. The government considered Formosa de jure 

Japanese territory until the conclusion of a peace treaty 

with Japan. The anticipated conquest of Formosa by the 

communists would have eliminated a major obstacle to the 

admission of the People's Republic into the Security 

Council. Opinion within the Labour Party supported this 

policy and expressed alarm that elements in the United 

States advocated military assistance to the Nationalists." 

The outbreak of the Korean War on 25 June 1950 forced 

the Labour government to reconsider its policies toward 

these issues. Immediately following the North Korean 

attack, the British position on the admission of Communist 

China to the U.N. remained unchanged. In New York Britain 

supported a resolution to allow representatives of the 

People's Republic to meet with the Security Council.** As 

late as 1 November Ernest Davies, the Undersecretary of 

State for Foreign Affairs, informed the Commons that the 

government hoped a change in the representation of China 

would "take place as soon as possible. "̂^ 

^̂ 5 Hansard 478 (26 July 1950): 60; 469 (14 November 
1949): 1679; J. P. Jain, China in World Politics: A Study 
of Sino-British Relations. 1949-1975 (New Delhi: Radiant 
Publishers, 1976), pp. 82-89; New Statesman, 7 January 1950, 
p. 1. 

^^Yearbook of the U.N., 1950, pp. 287-292, 425. The 
meeting was called in response to a charge by the People's 
Republic that President Truman's order of 27 June directing 
the U.S. Seventh Fleet to neutralize Formosa represented 
aggression against China. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 480 (1 November 1950): 241-242. 
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The Chinese attack on United Nations forces, however, 

modified British attitudes. While continuing to encourage 

the admission of the People's Republic, the government 

refused to state clearly what action it would take if the 

matter came to a vote. This ambiguous position placed the 

Labour leadership between the Conservatives and the left-

wing of their own party. In a major foreign affairs debate 

on 29-30 November, Eden argued that the communists should 

not be admitted while they were engaged in aggression 

against United Nations forces. Anthony Nutting, accused the 

government of following a "contradictory" policy of 

"undignified neutrality." Left-wing Labour leaders 

responded forcefully to these charges. Silverman and 

Driberg insisted that the conduct of the People's Republic 

should not influence the question of admission to the United 

Nations. They warned against using the organization as a 

"weapon in the Cold War or an instrument to spread 

democracy," noting that it was not intended to be a "club" 

of like-minded nations, but an association bringing together 

those of differing views.'' 

while not adopting this extreme position, Attlee and 

Bevin argued in favor of admitting Communist China to the 

United Nations as a necessary step to achieving peace in 

^*Ibid., 481 (29-30 November 1950): 1177-1274; 1347-
1349. 
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Asia.̂ - During late 1950 and early 1951 Britain advised 

caution and restraint as the United Nations attempted to 

achieve a cease fire in Korea. The People's Republic, 

however, rejected all offers to negotiate and continued to 

exert military pressure. As a result, on 1 February 1951 

the British representative voted in favor of a resolution 

which condemned Chinese aggression in Korea, but he also 

emphasized that Britain continued to hope for improved 

relations with China.̂ ^ 

The British condemnation marked a change in government 

policy which led to intense criticism by the party's left-

wing. The Labour leadership now adopted the position 

expressed by the Conservatives that, although the communist 

government should represent China in the United Nations, the 

Chinese actions in Korea forced the postponement of any 

consideration of the Security Council seat. The Labour left 

completely rejected this position. It accused the 

government of bowing to American pressure and of following a 

policy that would lead to war. This policy further widened 

^^Ibid., 482 (14 December 1950): 1353-1450. Bevin 
viewed Chinese intervention in Korea as part of a Russian 
strategy to tie up United States forces in Asia in order to 
obtain a free hand in Europe. 

^^Ibid., 483 (23 January 1951): 1353-1458; 484 (12 
February 1951): 141-155; Yearbook of the U.N., 1951, pp. 
207-225. Despite the belief that the resolution would 
reduce the chance for successful negotiations, the 
government, recognizing that it would pass, decided to 
support a milder version which provided for continued talks. 
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the developing split between the Labour government and the 

left.̂ ^ 

Events in Korea also led to a change in British policy 

toward Formosa. Although still basing their position on the 

Cairo Declaration, the government pointed out that their 

declaration called for a free and independent Korea and for 

all nations involved to refrain from aggression or attempts 

to acquire territory by force. Herbert Morrison, Secretary 

of State for Foreign Affairs following Bevin's resignation, 

argued that Chinese actions in Korea violated these 

principles and that the United Nations should postpone 

consideration of the Formosa problem pending a peaceful 

settlement of the conflict. This position angered the 

party's left-wing. They responded with predictions of world 

war and charged that Britain had ceased to operate 

independently of the United States. Tribune noted that the 

Cairo Declaration promised to return Formosa to China 

irrespective of the type of government China possessed. A 

communist occupation of the island, the editors argued, 

10 

could only be viewed as a legal act.'" 

^̂ 5 Hansard 488 (6 June 1951): 978-980; (11 June 
1951): 159-160; 489 (27 June 1951): 1370-1372; Talking 
Points, 3 February 1951, pp. 1-8; New Statesman, 2 December 
1950, p. 529; 3 February 1951, p. 7; Yearbook of the U.N.. 
1951, pp. 265-266. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 482 (14 December 1950): 1462; 487 (11 May 
1951): 2301-2302; 483 (23 January 1951): 38-42; Tribune. 9 
February 1951, p. 7; Yearbook of the U.N., 1951, pp. 265-
266. 
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Another major issue created by the Korean War and the 

Chinese intervention was the question of trade with China. 

From the outset of the war the Labour government had imposed 

restrictions on the shipment of certain military goods to 

China but it stopped short of a complete trade embargo. Sir 

Hartley Shawcross, President of the Board of Trade, assured 

the Commons that the government maintained "close 

consultations" with the United States and that the matter of 

trade with China was under consideration by the Additional 

Measures Committee of the United Nations.^^ 

During May 1951 this policy received increasing 

criticism from both the Conservatives and the Labour left. 

The opposition charged that the failure of the government 

adequately to control the flow of material into China was 

producing a dangerous strain on Anglo-American relations.^^ 

Left-wing MPs, however, while agreeing that military 

supplies must be restricted, argued that any greater embargo 

on trade with China would only reduce the possibility of a 

negotiated end to the war. On 10 May, Sidney Silverman 

insisted in the Commons that the Chinese conditions for 

^̂ 5 Hansard 487 (7 May 1951): 1589; 483 (29 June 
1951): 572; 478 (10 May 1951): 2173-2182. The Additional 
Measures Committee was established on 1 February 1951 to 
consider additional measures that might be employed to meet 
Chinese aggression. Yearbook of the U.N.. 1951. p. 225. 

'̂̂ Conservative critics were especially concerned about 
material being shipped into China through Hong Kong, and 
about shipments of rubber. 5 Hansard 487 (7 May 1951): 
1589-1600; (10 May 1951): 2183-2218, 2157-2170. 
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negotiation were legitimate, and that the government should 

"make a new and constructive initiative" to achieve a 

peaceful settlement. He blamed the lack of progress on 

American intransigence, and suggested that Britain was 

becoming a "satellite" of the United States rather than an 

"ally. "2̂  

Despite these criticisms Britain supported a resolution 

of the Additional Measures Committee which recommended that 

all member nations impose an embargo against China and North 

Korea of all materials of military value. The United 

Nations General Assembly passed the resolution on 18 May, 

and on 19 June Shawcross described to the Commons the impact 

of the embargo on British trade with China. He explained 

that beginning on 2 5 June the government would require 

export licenses for all goods destined for China. He noted, 

however, that Britain did not intend to establish a full 

embargo, and authorities would continue to provide licenses 

for goods not considered to have "military or strategic" 

importance .** 

The Labour government, therefore, from the communist 

victory in 1949 had pursued a policy based on recognition of 

the fact of communist control and the continuance of trade, 

even though this deviated from American policy. The Korean 

2̂ Ibid., 487 (7 May 1951): 1589; (10 May 1951): 2193-
2195. 

^^Yearbook of the U.N.. 1951, pp. 225-229; 5 Hansard 
489 (19 June 1951): 245-252. 
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War, however, and the Chinese involvement in that war had 

forced Attlee and Bevin, despite the objections of the 

Labour left, to follow the American lead in the condemnation 

of China and restrictions on that trade. Following the 

Conservative victory in the election of October 1951, the 

Korean War continued to dominate British relations with 

China. As the war developed into a stalemate, the debate in 

Parliament over China policy focused on three major issues: 

Chinese representation in the United Nations, the future of 

Formosa and trade with China. As with other Asian issues, 

the Labour Party's efforts to mount an effective opposition 

were negated by the policies it had followed while in power 

and by the divisions within the party over foreign policy. 

Discussion in the Commons soon illustrated the problems 

Labour would face in opposition. Herbert Morrison, Foreign 

Secretary from March to October 1951, explained Labour's 

views concerning Britain's China policy. He argued that 

Britain should not make the mistake of viewing China as a 

"slavish and subservient satellite" of the Soviet Union. He 

insisted that such an approach failed to recognize China's 

unique characteristics and would only drive her into a 

permanent relationship with Russia. He defended the Labour 

government's policy of recognition, and he encouraged the 

conservative leaders to press for China's admission to the 

United Nations as soon as an armistice was signed in Korea. 
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The United Nations, Morrison warned, must never become an 

"instrument of anti-Communist propaganda and activity.'"-

Left-wing MPs, however, adopted a more radical 

position. Desmond Donnelly charged that Britain was 

"blinding" herself and "hoping for the moon" by believing 

that a genuine peace in the Far East could be attained 

without conceding "the legitimate demands of the Chinese 

7i government."*- He argued that the resolution condemning 

China as an aggressor in Korea did not invalidate her right 

to a seat on the Security Council. Donnelly accused the 

former Labour government of weakness in challenging the 

United States on the issue, and demanded that the 

Conservatives act in a more aggressive manner. Michael Foot 

suggested that all the blame for Far Eastern problems should 

not be placed on China; Western powers must also "examine 

71 

their policies and their consciences."" 

Despite these differences, the Labour leadership 

attempted to present a united front. In June 1952 the NEC 

published a pamphlet entitled Labour's Foreign Policy, which 

described as a "travesty" the representation of China by the 

Nationalist delegate. The pamphlet concluded that there 

"5 Hansard 494 (19 November 1951): 58-60. 

2*Ibid., 101-103. 

"ibid., 153-154. Sidney Silverman supported Donnelly 
by insisting that China was not bound to accept a resolution 
that was passed only as a result of her exclusion from the 
Security Council. Daily Herald, 20 November 1951, pp. 2, 4. 
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could be no lasting peace in the Far East until this 

situation was corrected.^^ Other publications controlled 

by the leadership also expressed support for the policy 

adopted by Attlee's first government, and they attempted to 

minimize conflicts within the party.^' 

Differences emerged, however, as left-wing MPs took the 

lead in attacking the Conservative government in Parliament, 

and the conservatives utilized every opportunity to exploit 

Labour divisions. On 18 June 1952 Silverman argued that the 

absence of the de facto government of China from the 

Security Council rendered that body's decisions illegal. 

Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden rejected this charge, 

reminding the House that his government had merely continued 

Labour policy of postponing Chinese representation on the 

Security Council because of communist aggression in 

Korea." 

Labour speakers introduced the issue again during a 

major debate on 4 and 6 November 1952. William Keenan and 

Tim Driberg suggested that the major obstacle to ending the 

"Labour Party, Labour's Foreign Policy (London: 
Labour Party, 1952), pp. 6-7. The pamphlet was 
overwhelmingly endorsed by the 1952 Party Conference. 

^^Fact, March-April 1952, pp. 26-27; August 1952, pp. 
100-101; September 1952, pp. 11-12; Daily Herald, 7 January 
1952, p. 4; 25 January 1952, p. 2; 1 February 1952, p. 2; 4 
February 1952, p. 4; 6 February 1952, pp. 1-2; 13 February 
1952, p. 4; 18 February 1952, pp. 2, 4; 25 February 1952, p. 
2. 

"5 Hansard 502 (18 June 1952): 1183-1184; 503 (2 July 
1952): 403-405. 
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war in Korea was the failure to allow the Peking government 

its rightful place in the United Nations. They encouraged 

the government to take a "new line" on the matter and to 

intensify its efforts to moderate the American position. 

This drew a harsh response from Conservative MPs who 

described the view as "flimsy almost beyond belief" and an 

obvious call for a policy of "appeasement" toward Chinese 

aggression. Silverman maintained that the desire of the 

People's Republic to participate in the United Nations was 

"reasonable and legitimate," and he accused the United 

States of attempting to use the organization for a 

7Q 

"democratic crusade against Communism."*' 

As the Korean stalemate continued into 1953, Labour MPs 

offered a variety of proposals for ending the deadlock in 

the United Nations. Bevan, while agreeing that the 

inclusion of Communist China must be postponed, suggested 

that the Nationalist representative should be removed from 

the Security Council and the seat left empty. This 

approach, he argued, would "create a better atmosphere" and 

have a positive effect on the peace negotiations."^ Labour 

speakers also warned the government of the dangers of 

"ibid., 507 (4 November 1952): 73-74; (6 November 
1952): 324, 351-352, 357-360. 

"ibid., 510 (21 January 1953): 200-201. The 
Conservatives held that the United Nations Charter provided 
for Chinese representation on the Security Council and it 
would therefore be illegal to leave the seat empty. 512 (17 
March 1953): 2075-2076. 

204 



treating China as an "outlaw" among nations. Other ideas 

included submitting the matter to the International Court 

and amending the Charter to allow the Chinese seat to be 

declared vacant.̂ ^ 

By mid-1953, as it became apparent that a truce would 

soon be reached in Korea, the debate increasingly focused on 

how this would affect British policy. Labour insisted that 

"as soon as aggression has been halted" Britain should 

return to her original policy of working to have the "real" 

China admitted to the Security Council. All sections of the 

party expressed fear that the United States would adopt a 

belligerent and interventionist attitude that could prevent 

any progress. They argued that American views toward China 

were not consistent with the ideologically neutral position 

that should characterize the United Nations. Labour 

speakers encouraged the government to take a firm stand 

against American resistance, and forcefully to assert the 

British position. The government, however, while agreeing 

to reevaluate policy after the conclusion of an armistice, 

promised no immediate action, but it indicated that any 

changes in policy must be preceded by an acceptable 

?7 

political settlement in Korea." 

^4bid., 507 (6 November 1952): 359; 511 (11 February 
1953): 392; 512 (9 March 1953): 815; 513 (18 March 1953): 
29. 

"ibid., 515 (11 May 1953): 914-920, 970-972, 1000-
1004; (12 May 1953): 1066-1068, 1076-1077; 517 (16 July 
1953): 2247-2248; 518 (21 July 1953): 213. 
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On the issue of the future of Formosa and British 

relations with Chiang Kai-shek, the Labour Party, despite 

some differences in rhetoric, presented a generally united 

front. Both the leadership and the left-wing strongly 

condemned the Nationalist regime, and they sharply 

criticized American policy in the region. Labour viewed the 

Conservative government's approach toward Formosa as an 

example of British subservience to the United States and a 

departure from the course followed by the Labour 

government." 

Michael Foot initiated the attack in late 1951 when he 

attempted to explain to the House the Chinese view of the 

Far Eastern situation. The Chinese, he insisted, were only 

seeking the right to "settle their own affairs in their own 

country." He argued that it was "natural" for them to feel 

threatened by the "corrupt political regime" on Formosa. 

Attlee followed this same theme on 5 February 1952. While 

accusing Churchill of leaving the impression in a speech to 

Congress that Britain now supported Chiang Kai-shek, he 

asserted that Chinese fears concerning Formosa were 

understandable, and he rejected the policy of "maintaining 

Formosa as a point of arms for a rival Chinese government." 

He recommended that Formosa be neutralized for a specified 

"Daily Herald, 25 January 1952, p. 1; 4 February 1952, 
p. 4; 13 February 1952, p. 4; 25 February 1952, p. 2; Fact, 
March 1953, pp. 4-5. 
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period, warning that support for the Nationalists would 

prevent a settlement of Far Eastern problems.^* 

Jennie Lee, wife of Aneurin Bevan, illustrated during 

this debate the more extreme socialist rhetoric that often 

distinguished the left from the party leadership. She 

pointed to American support for Chiang and to the presence 

of Nationalist troops in Northern Burma as aggressive 

actions by the West against communism." Lee declared that 

Britain and the United Nations, as a result of their refusal 

to resist American policies, could not absolve themselves 

from sharing responsibility for these troops. She predicted 

that the people of Asia would view the Western powers as 

"nauseating hypocrites" if they resisted aggression in Korea 

only to support aggression in Burma." 

*̂5 Hansard 494 (19 November 1951): 153-154; 495 (5 
February 1952): 838-839; Daily Herald. 25 February 1952, p. 
2. Also see statements by Aneurin Bevan in 5 Hansard 496 
(26 February 1952): 989-994. 

"5 Hansard 495 (5 February 1952): 888. Following the 
Nationalist defeat in 1949 approximately 12,000 of Chiang's 
troops, under the command of General Li Mi, remained in 
Northern Burma. These troops made periodic, but 
unsuccessful, excursions into China. Calvocoressi, Survey 
of International Affairs, 1952, pp. 445-446; The Times. 30 
January 1952, 7d; 11 February 1952, 7d. 

"5 Hansard 495 (5 February 1952): 888-890. Also see 
Woodrow Wyatt's comments on the Nationalist troops in Burma. 
Ibid., 515 (11 May 1953): 964. The United States and the 
Chinese Nationalists were cooperating to supply these 
troops. Chiang Kai-shek hoped their attacks would create 
conflict between China and Burma. Oliver E. Clubb, Jr., The 
United States and the Sino-Soviet Bloc in Southeast Asia 
(Washington: The Brookings Institute, 1963), pp. 85-88. 
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Turning her comments to the theme which represented the 

heart of the Bevanite approach to foreign policy, Lee 

asserted that the greatest problem facing the world was 

hunger, rather than communism or any other ideology. She 

pointed to the Western support for rulers such as Syngman 

Rhee and Chiang Kai-shek as evidence of failure to recognize 

this truth. The world's poor could easily view the war in 

Korea as "part of a counterrevolutionary campaign to attack 

the legitimate nationalist and economic interests of poor 

people everywhere."" 

Another area of conflict between the Labour Party and 

the government focused on the peace treaty signed between 

Nationalist China and Japan. While in power the Labour 

government had supported the exclusion of China from the 

peace negotiations, but it had insisted that, once the 

treaty was concluded, Japan should be allowed to decide her 

future relations with China free from United States 

pressure. Problems developed, however, in January 1952 when 

Japanese Prime Minister Yoshida announced that Japan had 

decided, under American pressure, to negotiate a treaty with 

the Nationalists. In an attack on Conservative policy, 

Morrison charged the Americans with threatening Yoshida with 

Senate rejection of the treaty unless he agreed to begin 

talks with the Nationalist government. In addition, he 

"5 Hansard 495 (5 February 1952): 889-890. See 
comments by Bevan. Ibid., 496 (26 February 1952): 992; The 
Times, 16 June 1952, 4f. 
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accused Churchill of bowing to the American will on this 

issue and of a willingness to surrender British freedom of 

action in order to preserve good relations with the United 

States." 

Another key area of conflict concerning relations with 

China was the issue of trade. Following the passage of the 

United Nations resolution recommending a ban on the shipment 

of strategic material to China, the British government 

strictly enforced the embargo. Although continuing to 

encourage non-strategic trade, Eden informed the Commons on 

20 May 1952 that, as a result of restrictions imposed by the 

Chinese, many British firms had decided to suspend their 

operations in China. The President of the Board of Trade 

reported to the Cabinet on 2 March 1953 that Britain had 

"moved further and faster" than any other Western European 

nation in implementing the embargo. He indicated that, 

while this gap in enforcement had produced criticism in 

Parliament, negotiations were in progress to encourage other 

nations to tighten their controls. He suggested that as a 

matter of "last resort" Britain should consider joining 

"calvocoressi. Survey of International Affairs, 1952, 
pp. 355-361; 5 Hansard 496 (26 February 1952): 949-956. 
Morrison believed that John Foster Dulles had agreed to 
allow Japan to make this decision. Daily Herald, 19 January 
1952, p. 4. 
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America in a total embargo, but warned that such a policy 

would have serious consequences in other areas." 

The issue of trade with China also revealed the 

divisions that existed within the Labour Party. While the 

party leadership supported the embargo, the left-wing did 

not hesitate to criticize the policy as "foolhardy" and to 

warn of the dangers of isolating China. In a speech 

delivered in June of 1952 Bevan called for Britain to trade 

with China "as much and as soon as possible." A major 

controversy erupted in March of 1953 when the government 

issued new regulations designed to increase the 

effectiveness of the embargo. In early March Eden traveled 

to Washington for discussions with Dulles, and the new 

restrictions were presented to the House on 13 March.*" 

On 28 April Chuter Ede, who had served as Labour Home 

Secretary, laid before the Commons a prayer requesting the 

government to withdraw the order. In defense of his motion 

"5 Hansard 499 (1 May 1952): 1657-1658; 501 (20 May 
1952): 265-270; Cabinet, 128, V. 24, 9 April 1952; Cabinet, 
129, V. 59, 2 March 1953. These consequences included: the 
loss of non-strategic trade with China, a weakening of 
Britain's ability to resist American pressure to enact 
embargoes on exports to the Soviet bloc and a crippling of 
the Hong Kong economy resulting in possible internal 
conflict. 

*°5 Hansard 499 (1 May 1952): 1657-1658; 501 (20 May 
1952): 265-270; The Times, 16 June 1952, 4e. Calvocoressi, 
Survey of International Affairs, 1953, pp. 244-245; 5 
Hansard 513 (18 March 1953): 30; (1 April 1953): 1188. 
The action was taken under Defense Regulation No. 46 and 
instituted a licensing system that sought to prevent any 
British or colonial ships from carrying strategic goods to 
China from any port. 
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Ede reviewed the policy instituted by the Labour government, 

emphasizing the rejection of a total embargo on trade with 

China. While recognizing that the purpose of the order was 

to prevent leaks in the control system, he argued that the 

amount of goods arriving in China through this method was 

"trivial," and he noted that the American press had 

described the order as a major change in British policy. 

Ede questioned the wisdom of actions that might be 

interpreted in the United States as "a blockade in fact if 

not in form," and he encouraged the government to continue 

the policy established by Labour.*̂  

The attack on the new order which followed Ede's motion 

was led by Labour's left wing. Three leading Bevanite 

supporters, Silverman, Castle and Wedgwood Benn, strongly 

criticized the new regulations. Their arguments against the 

measures fell into four major categories: an emphasis on 

the limited nature of the conflict in Korea, the charge that 

the scope of the order was too wide, the argument that trade 

was a method of promoting peace, and the accusation that the 

orders were politically motivated." 

Silverman pointed out that the war in Korea was limited 

in nature and that the government's economic policy must 

reflect those limited objectives. He argued that to lose 

sight of these moderate goals would produce economic 

*^ Hansard 514 (28 April 1953): 2070-2074. 

*2lbid., 2075-2104. 
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restrictions that would harm British trade more than was 

necessary. In discussing the scope of the order, each 

speaker noted that the regulations, instead of being limited 

to China and North Korea, would "make it impossible for any 

British shop to leave any British port without a license 

from the Board of Trade." They suggested that the order 

represented "an abuse of the process of delegated 

legislation" and actually gave the government the power to 

control "all shipping and all trade." They insisted that 

the order should have been "strictly and rigidly defined," 

and they feared that it could be interpreted so widely as to 

"bring a blockade in at the back door."*̂  

Silverman also attacked the basic rationale for the 

policy of trade restrictions on China. Although he agreed 

that strategic materials must be banned while fighting 

continued, he rejected the idea that "world trade can be 

postponed until international peace has been established." 

He argued that the best way to achieve peace among nations 

was to build close trading relationships with all nations 

"without regard to ideological differences or political 

considerations."** Barbara Castle emphasized the role of 

the United States in her criticism of the government's 

*̂ Ibid., 2076, 2086-2088, 2096, 2075-2088. Anthony 
Nutting, the Undersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
explained that the broad nature of the order was necessary 
to successfully prevent British ships from calling at a 
foreign port and then proceeding to China. 

**Ibid. , 2082. 
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actions. She pointed to the recent visit of the Foreign 

Secretary to Washington and to the attitude of many 

Americans, led by Senator Joseph McCarthy, who wanted 

Britain to join in a total blockade of China. She accused 

the government of issuing the new rules for "purely 

political reasons" as a concession to the foreign policy 

goals of the United States.*^ 

Labour also criticized the government's broad 

definition of the word "strategic" in its enforcement of the 

embargo. This debate focused primarily on the banning of 

certain drugs. On 15 May 1953 Tom Driberg urged the 

government to lift the ban on drugs such as penicillin and 

streptomycin. He based his request on humanitarian and 

economic concerns. The civilian use of these drugs, he 

argued, was more important than their strategic value. He 

also insisted that a "code of chivalry" should motivate 

Britain to supply the drugs to China for the treatment of 

wounded soldiers. In addition, Driberg expressed concern 

over the impact of the ban on employment in Britain's 

chemical industry. H. R. Mackeson, Secretary for Overseas 

Trade, responded that the policy of the Conservative 

government was to limit drug exports to the amount required 

for "normal civilian requirements." He explained that this 

policy, by rejecting a total embargo, was consistent with 

*^Ibid., 2088. Also see comments by Wedgwood Benn, 
2092-2097. Daily Herald, 20 March 1953, p. 4. 
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humanitarian principles, and reminded Driberg that it was 

only a continuation of the policy set by the Labour 

government.*^ 

As the possibility for a truce in Korea increased. 

Labour MPs began to press the government for a commitment on 

lifting the embargo. They held that Britain was bound only 

by the United Nations resolution designed to stop Chinese 

aggression and that after the conclusion of a truce the 

resolution would no longer apply. On 22 July Donnelly 

presented to the House a proposal for renewing trade. He 

suggested a plan to withdraw the restrictions in stages, and 

recommended that the government appoint a commission to 

travel to China to investigate trading possibilities. In 

return, he proposed inviting the Chinese to send a similar 

trade mission to Britain. Donnelly warned that if Britain 

did not move quickly the Chinese market would be lost to 

other nations, and urged the government to place a higher 

value on Britain's interests than on American approval.*' 

Although Attlee's government had taken the initiative 

to recognize the People's Republic of China in 1949 and had 

attempted to maintain trade relations with the communist 

govern! ent, the outbreak of the Korean War had interfered 

with this policy. The Labour government's support for 

*̂ 5 Hansard 515 (15 May 1953): 1653-1664. 

*'lbid., (11 May 1953): 1002; 517 (16 July 1953): 
2247; 518 (22 July 1953): 466-467. Donnelly feared 
Japanese intrusion into the Chinese market. 
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United Nations intervention in Korea and the participation 

of China in that war raised the difficult issues of trade, 

the Chinese presence on the Security Council and Formosa. 

After Labour occupied the opposition benches, the 

continuation of the Korean War and the acceptance by the 

Conservative government of Labour's basic policy toward 

Asia, limited the opposition of the front bench and created 

increasing division between the leadership and the left 

wing. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE POST-KOREA ERA: LABOUR'S CHINA 

POLICY, 1953-1964 

Despite the conclusion of an Armistice in Korea in 

1953, the divisions that the war had created in the Labour 

Party over China policy intensified during the remaining 

period of opposition. The key issues raised by the war 

continued to produce conflict between the party leadership 

and the left, and the Labour left, unhampered by the 

restraints of power, led the way in launching an aggressive, 

sometimes irresponsible, attack on Conservative policy. The 

major issues of Chinese membership in the United Nations and 

the trade restrictions continued to produce extensive 

debate, while the problem of Formosa led to crises with the 

potential for world conflict. 

On 27 July 1953 an armistice was signed that ended the 

Korean War. The agreement, which provided for a political 

conference to be held within three months, offered hope for 

a general easing of tensions in the Far East. On 30 July 

Attlee, as a result of the armistice and the approaching 

recess of Parliament, asked for a debate on Far Eastern 

policy. Following a moderate opening speech by the 

opposition leader, R. A. Butler, Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, presented the government's position. He argued 

that any changes in Chinese representation must be decided, 

not by the upcoming political conference, but by the United 
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Nations. While he hoped that the armistice might soon lead 

to a solution, he explained that the government regarded any 

immediate policy changes as "impracticable until the 

situation is clearer." Britain, therefore, would maintain 

the attitude established by the former government until the 

political conference was completed.^ 

Several Labour MPs, led by the left-wing, responded to 

Butler's speech. They described the government's position 

as unclear and weak. Now that the fighting had stopped, 

they insisted, Britain should return to the policy she held 

before the Chinese aggression and actively press for the 

admission of the People's Republic. Strachey and Silverman 

argued that the communists must represent China for the 

goals of the United Nations to be achieved, and they warned 

that there was no hope of a Far Eastern peace as long as the 

de facto government of China was excluded. They pointed to 

the "illogical" policy of including a Communist Russia while 

excluding a Communist China. Woodrow Wyatt predicted that 

Britain would soon lose the support of neutral Asian 

countries if she continued to treat China as an outcast. 

Speaking to the problem of American resistance, Driberg 

^Denise Folliot, Documents on International Affairs. 
1953 (London: Oxford University Press, 1956), pp. 386-410. 
5 Hansard 518 (30 July 1953): 1578-1579. Although the 
government recognized the emotional nature of American views 
on China and hoped to encourage a softening of their 
position, Churchill and Eden were also committed to the 
maintenance of strong Anglo-American relations. Cabinet, 
129, V. 64, 24 November 1953. 
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suggested a two-stage plan in which America would first "de 

recognize" Chiang, and, after a suitable period of time, 

allow the People's Republic to take China's place in the 

United Nations.^ 

On 15 September 1953 the United Nations General 

Assembly passed a proposal made by the American and British 

delegates that the organization postpone consideration of 

Chinese representation for another year. This move led to 

further criticism of the government in both the House and 

the Labour Press. By early 1954, however, the focus of 

attention had turned to the upcoming Geneva Conference, and 

Labour MPs encouraging the government to include Chinese 

representation in the conference discussions. The 

conference began on 26 April and, despite the lack of 

discussion of United Nations representation, an agreement 

was reached on 21 July."' 

During the Geneva Conference, Churchill and Eden 

traveled to Washington for talks with Eisenhower and Dulles 

On 12 July Churchill reported to the Commons on the results 

of these discussions. On the issue of Chinese 

representation in the United Nations, he stated that "it 

5̂ Hansard 518 (30 July 1953): 1561-1596; Daily 
Herald. 28 July 1953, p. 4; 19 August 1953, p. 4; 29 August 
1953, p. 2. 

5̂ Hansard 525 (15 March 1954): 10; 526 (5 April 
1954): 19-20; Daily Herald, 15 September 1953, p. 4; 17 
September 1953, p. 4; Fact, May 1954, p. 7; June 1954, p. 3; 
Carol Bell, Survey of International Affairs, 1954 (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1957), pp. 42-65. 
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played no noticeable part in our discussions," and he 

indicated that the government's policy remained unchanged. 

For the first time, however, he linked a resolution of the 

problem with events in Indo-China.* 

This led to intense Labour criticism during a foreign 

affairs debate held on 14 July. Attlee delivered a strong 

speech m which he harshly attacked the American refusal 

to accept the reality of the Chinese revolution and accused 

Churchill of neglecting the most vital issue in a Far 

Eastern settlement. Other Labour speakers insisted that the 

new situation in Korea warranted a reconsideration of 

policy. Castle described Churchill's linkage of Chinese 

representation to progress at Geneva as an "unhappy 

retreat," and she charged that while in Washington the Prime 

Minister had given in to the American position.^ 

Bell, Survey of International Affairs. 1954, pp. 58-
60; 5 Hansard 530 (12 July 1954): 45-46; Tribune, 18 June 
1954, p. 1; 16 July 1954, p. 1; New Statesman, 17 July 1954, 
p. 64. 

•Attlee's speech was so critical that it pleased the 
Bevanites and angered the right, who felt that his desire 
for unity led him to make concessions to left-wing views. 
Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 337-339; Philip M. Williams, 
ed., The Diary of Hugh Gaitskill, 1945-1956 (London: 
Jonathon Cape, 1983), p. 332. 

'5 Hansard 530 (14 July 1954): 495-496, 505-510, 542-
548, 583-590; Tribune, 16 July 1954, p. 1; New Statesman. 17 
July 1954, p. 64. the opinion of the far left, as expressed 
in Socialist Outlook, was even more critical. The editors 
accused the leaders of the two nations of planning for war, 
and attacked the Labour MPs for adopting a "carefully non-
controversial" stance. Socialist Outlook, 2 July 1954, pp. 
1, 4. 

219 



On 21 September, during the opening meeting of the 

United Nations General Assembly, the Soviet representative 

submitted a resolution calling for the Assembly to allow the 

People's Republic to represent China in the Uni:^; Nations. 

In response, the United States representative offered a 

resolution which stated that the Assembly would not consider 

any changes in the representation of China during the 

current year. Acting in harmony with government policy, the 

British representative supported the American motion. He 

argued that the timing was "unwise" for a debate on the 

issue and that, due to the intensity of differences, a vote 

would only serve to increase tensions. The Assembly passed 

the United States resolution by a substantial margin. 

Labour MPs attacked this decision as damaging to the peace 

process and inconsistent with the government's stated view 

that the United Nations should serve as a forum for 

international debate.^ 

Throughout late 1954 and 1955 Labour continued to 

pressure the government on the issue of Chinese 

representation. When the crisis erupted over the control of 

the offshore Chinese islands in 1954, Labour MPs pressed the 

argument that the admission of the communist government 

would assist in reaching a solution. The government, 

however, maintained its position and again followed the 

'Yearbook of the U.N., 1954. pp. 50-51. 

'5 Hansard 531 (25 October 1954): 1595-1596 
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United States by supporting a motion to prevent debate on 

the matter at the 1955 session of the General Assembly. 

This led to an angry and frustrated response by Labour 

speakers in the Commons. They demanded to know why the 

government had taken this action, describing the policy as 

"stupid" and "nonsense." By the end of 1955 the admission 

of the People's Republic was supported by an overwhelming 

majority of the party, and at its 1955 annual meeting the 

Trades Union Congress easily passed a resolution demanding 

that the government alter its policy.^ 

Following the signing of the Korean armistice the issue 

of trade restrictions on China remained a major source of 

conflict between the Labour Party and the government. Only 

three days after the signing, Attlee described the trade 

embargo as a "double-edged weapon," and he suggested the 

government should give early consideration to relaxing the 

restrictions. Butler, speaking for the government, held 

that any change in policy must be made in cooperation with 

the other nations participating in the embargo. He 

promised, however, that, if the armistice held and the 

^Ibid., 536 (26 January 1955): 158-164; (19 February 
1955): 1900-1901; 537 (14 February 1955): 29; 545 (31 
October 1955): 669-671; (7 November 1955): 1453-1454; 546 
(30 November 1955): 2293; 547 (19 December 1955): 241-242; 
Yearbook of the United Nations. 1955, p. 59; Daily Herald, 
28 September, p. 1; Fact, November 1954, p. 10; Sir Vincent 
Tewson, ed.. Report of the Proceedings of the 87th Annual 
Trades Union Congress, 1955 (London: Trades Union Congress, 
1955), pp. 470-471. 
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political conference achieved acceptable progress, the 

government would reevaluate its trade policy.^' 

Unwilling to accept this answer. Labour MPs argued that 

the signing of the armistice had removed the reason for the 

embargo. The government, they insisted, could now adopt an 

attitude that was less "rigid and unyielding" and move to 

relax the restrictions on certain items of doubtful 

strategic value. They demanded to know when the government 

would consider the time "appropriate" for changing the 

policy, and they charged that the Conservative leadership 

was concerned primarily about the American reaction. 

Throughout the remainder of 1953, they continued to raise 

the issue. They especially expressed concern that other 

nations, such as Germany and Japan, were ignoring the trade 

restrictions while Britain was enforcing them. This 

situation, which enabled China to obtain the embargoes goods 

from other countries, rendered British policy "inconsistent" 

and "ridiculous. "̂-

During 1954 Labour increased the pressure on the 

government to alter its trade policy. Party spokesmen, from 

both the left and the right, expressed dissatisfaction at 

^̂ 5̂ Hansard 518 (30 July 1953): 1550, 1558-1559, 1605-
1607. 

'4bid., 1562, 1570-1571, 1580-1581, 1594; (27 October 
1953): 2609-2610; 520 (9 November 1953): 16; (12 November 
1953): 1124; (19 November 1953): 1878-1880; 521 (25 
November 1953): 348; (1 December 1953): 935-937; (8 
December 1953): 1778-1781. 
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the "excessive rigidity" with which the controls were being 

enforced. During a major debate held on 22 March, Harold 

Wilson, who had served as President of the Board of Trade 

under Attlee, delivered the major speech for the opposition. 

He harshly attacked the government for its failure to 

balance the economic needs of Britain against "alleged" 

security threats. The trade controls, he insisted, were no 

longer justifiable in light of present circumstances. 

Despite the fact that many of the restrictions had long been 

considered "nonsense" and "self-defeating," the government, 

as a result of United States pressure, had failed to adopt a 

new attitude. Wilson charged that the Conservatives were 

willing to sacrifice British industry and employment for 

"phoney political considerations," and he demanded the 

17 

repeal of the boycott.'* 

Wyatt and Silverman, while echoing the arguments of 

Wilson, emphasizing an inconsistency of allowing increased 

trade with the Soviet Union while maintaining a strict 

embargo on goods sold to China. Conservative speakers 

responded by reminding the House of Chinese actions in 

Korea, urging that China must adopt a more cooperative 

attitude before the embargo could be lifted. Heathcoat 

Amory, President of the Board of Trade, linked a review of 

trade controls with the outcome of the Geneva Conference, 

^^Ibid., 525 (22 March 1954): 889-901. 
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and he held that the situation had not improved enough to 

warrant a change of attitude.^^ 

Despite the agreements reached at Geneva, the 

government refused to change its position on the embargo. 

As a result. Labour intensified its attacks in late 1954 and 

throughout 1955. Both in the Commons and in the Labour 

press, party spokesmen expressed outrage at the continuation 

of the embargo so long after the end of the Korean War. 

They continually pressed the government to explain why it 

persisted in such an ineffective policy. In response, the 

Conservative leaders stressed that the policy was not solely 

British policy, but the result of a United Nations 

resolution, which could only be rescinded by joint 

action.'^ 

A key element in the debate over both Chinese 

representation in the United Nations and the trade embargo 

was the division that existed in the Labour Party over the 

nature of Anglo-American relations. The speeches of left 

wing MPs and articles in New Statesman and Tribune sounded a 

^̂ Ibid. , 913-1004. 

*̂Ibid. (24 May 1954): 16-17; 528 (17 June 1954): 
2275; 529 (22 June 1954): 214; (29 June 1954): 1083-1084; 
(5 July 1954): 1774-1776; (6 July 1954): 1958-1960; 531 
(28 July 1954): 466-467; 531 (25 October 1954): 1595-1596; 
Daily Herald, 14 October 1954, p. 4; New Statesman, 26 June 
1954, p. 818; 17 July 1954, p. 65; 5 Hansard 536 (27 January 
1955): 416; 538 (21 March 1955): 1728-1729; 539 (5 April 
1955): 975; 545 (7 November 1955): 1453-1455; 546 (30 
November 1955): 2289-2293; Labour Party Annual Report, 
1955, pp. 181-185. 
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consistent anti-American theme. The left seized every 

opportunity to criticize American foreign policy, especially 

on Far Eastern issues. They accused the United States of 

departing from the United Nations policy of resisting 

aggressive and of following instead a path of counter

revolutionary activity" designed to destroy communism. 

Britain, they insisted, must not join in this policy.̂ " 

Bevan, writing in Tribune in April 1954, illustrated 

this attitude. He argued that since 1945 the guiding force 

of British foreign policy had been "fear of American 

isolationism." This had left Britain open to "blackmail" 

and had reduced her influence on American policy. He argued 

that the British desire to please America had resulted in 

the adoption of policies contrary to the nation's interests 

and to the goal of world peace. The government, he asserted 

must be willing to break with America rather than 

participate in an alliance which sought to oppose communism 

instead of preventing war.̂ ° 

The right-wing of the party, seeking to preserve the 

appearance of unity in the Commons, responded to these 

charges largely through the pages of Socialist Commentary. 

In two articles, written in November 1953 and June 1954, 

^̂ 5 Hansard 514 (28 April 1953): 2094, 2088-2092; 515 
(11 May 1953): 915-990, 1001-1004; 518 (30 July 1953): 
1562-15-::; New Statesman, 9 December 1950, p. 576; 28 June 
1952, pp. 772-757. 

^^Tribune, 16 April 1954, p. 1. 
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Philip Noel-Baker cited resolutions approved by the party 

conference in 1952 and 1953 supporting "close cooperation" 

with the Untied States. He argued that only by maintaining 

a strong relationship with America could Labour achieve its 

goals of "freedom, peace, prosperity, and social justice 

through democratic socialism."^^ Denis Healey, taking an 

even stronger position, stated that because of Britain's 

economic and security needs her "survival" required 

friendship with America. He described British anti-

Americanism as "simple xenophobia," and he expressed regret 

that such attitudes existed in the Labour Party. In March 

1955 the journal published an editorial response to Bevan's 

Tribune article which characterized his neutralist ideas as 

"pipe-dreams" and insisted that "Britain could never let 
10 

America go it alone."'" 

In late 1954 the Labour leadership demonstrated their 

genuine desire to improve relations with China by 

authorizing a visit by an official party delegation. The 

idea for such a visit, which first appeared as a resolution 

at the 1953 Party Conference, suggested sending a "mission 

of goodwill" to Russia and China with the goal of achieving 

^̂ "Why Co-operate with the U.S.?" Socialist Commentary 
17 (November 1953): 250-253; "Foreign Policy and Brass 
Tacks," Socialist Commentary 18 (June 1954): 144-146. 

^^"Working With the U.S.," Socialist Commentary 18 
(January 1954): 41-43; "Divide and Triumph," Socialist 
Commentary 18 (March 1955): 65-67. 
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"more friendly relations between East and West."^' The 

International Sub-Committee agreed on 17 November 1953 to 

inquire into the feasibility of such a visit. The committee 

sent a letter to the Chinese Minister in Switzerland 

requesting that he communicate Labour's desire to his 

government. The Chinese government responded with an 

invitation which the NEC accepted at its May 1954 

70 

meeting." 

The delegation, which left Britain on 9 August, 

traveled to Moscow and then to China. Despite criticism 

from the Conservative press that they would only be the 

tools of Communist propaganda. Labour papers from both the 

left and right defended the visit. Writing in Tribune, 

Bevan blasted the United States for refusing to accept the 

Chinese revolution, and, pointing to the Russian example, he 

noted that such an attitude "only serves to embitter, 

prolong and exacerbate the excesses which are the invariable 

accompaniments of all revolutionary processes."^^ In 

contrast, the Labour Party, while not sanctioning all the 

^^Archives of the British Labour Party, National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 18 May 1954, Delegation 
to China, p. 504; Labour Party Annual Report, 1954,. p. 5. 

"An eight member delegation, led by Attlee, was chosen 
by a vote of the NEC. The only left-wing member was Aneurin 
Bevan. The other delegates included right-wing party 
leaders and trade union representatives. Archives of the 
British Labour Party, NEC meeting Minutes, 24 February 1954, 
p. 80; 18 May 1954, p. 504; 26 May 1954, p. 428; Labour 
Party Annual Report, 1954, p. 5. 

^^Tribune, 4 June 1954, p. 1. 
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actions of the Chinese government, hoped to search for 

"friendly intercourse and fruitful cooperation." The Daily 

Herald also attacked the critics and warned that the 

"pursuit of ignorance by avoiding contact" offered the world 

no hope for the future. Attlee, the editors insisted, was 

wise enough to avoid being deceived by communist 

propaganda." 

The Daily Herald, although emphasizing the role of 

Attlee over Bevan, gave extensive coverage to the activities 

of the delegation in China. These activities included 

sightseeing tours, meetings with trade union leaders, social 

gatherings and talks with both Chou En-lai and Mao Tse-tung. 

The Labour press in general stressed that the Labour leaders 

were the first Western statesmen to meet with Mao Tse-tung. 

Morgan Phillips, Labour Party Secretary, described the 

discussions as "informal" and "frank," covering a wide 

variety of international topics. Tribune, emphasizing the 

role of Bevan, published the entire text of a speech he 

delivered before the National Committee of the Chinese 

People's Consultative Conference. Bevan praised the 

successes of the Chinese revolution, and he pointed to the 

combination of nationalism and socialism as the key factor 

^̂ Ibid.; Daily Herald, 10 August 1954, p. 4; 19 August 
1954, p. 1; 27 August 1954, p. 4; 14 September 1954, p. 1; 
New Statesman, 21 August 1954, p. 197; 18 September 1954, p 
312; Fact, October 1954, p. 4; The Times, 26 August 1954, 
7b. 
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that distinguished socialism in China from that in 

Britain." 

After their return to Britain the members of the 

delegation reported on their experiences in various journals 

and party publications. On 22 September Morgan Phillips 

submitted a report to the NEC. He described the Chinese 

leaders in largely positive terms, noting their willingness 

to seek advice on the problems facing China and their 

success in achieving reforms in areas such as public health, 

marriage laws and elimination of corruption. Although the 

theme of the discussions was "peaceful co-existence," 

Phillips indicated that the Chinese were fearful of American 

policy, and he warned of the potential for conflict over 

Formosa. He concluded by stressing the importance of 

"Asianism" in understanding Chinese policies. Chinese 

leaders, he argued, were determined to assert themselves as 

a major force in Asia. He predicted that the communist 

government would survive, and urged the West to develop 

better relations in the interest of peace." 

In his speech on foreign affairs at the party 

conference in late September Attlee included a report on the 

China trip. His speech presented many of the same ideas 

"pailv Herald, 19 August 1954, p. 1; 25 August 1954, 
p. 1; 27 August 1954, p. 4; Tribune, 3 September 1954, p. 2. 

*̂East and West (Winter 1953-1954): 10-15; Archives of 
the British Labour Party, National Executive Committee 
Meeting Minutes, 22 September 1954, pp. 920-922. 
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expressed in Phillips' report. Attlee judged the trip a 

success because of the knowledge gained by each side and the 

personal contacts that were established. He rejected the 

idea that China was a "satellite" of the Soviet Union, and 

he identified the revolution in China as an expression of 

the rising of Asian peoples against imperialism. He 

indicated that the trip had strengthened his feeling that 

the People's Republic should take China's place in the 

United Nations. Despite some behind-the-scenes bickering 

between Bevan and Phillips, both the left and the right in 

the party proclaimed the trip a success. The common 

assessment, as expressed by New Statesman, was that Attlee 

had proved the critics wrong, and he had promoted better 

relations through his courage and statesmanlike conduct. 

The trip, however, as subsequent events indicated, failed to 

reduce international tension in Asia or conflict in the 

Labour Party." 

In August 1954 aggressive actions by the communist 

government of China revived the issue of the control of 

Formosa. The dispute on this occasion focused on a few 

small islands, located only a few miles off the Chinese 

coast, and controlled by Nationalist forces. Chiang 

"Labour Party Annual Report, 1954, pp. 70-73; Morgan, 
The Backbench Diaries of Richard Crossman, pp. 347-348; 
Williams, The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell, 1945-1956. pp. 340-
341; Daily Herald, 26 August 1954, p. 4; 27 August 1954, p 
4; 4 September 1954, p. 2; 14 September 1954, p. 2; New 
Statesman, 18 September 1954, p. 312. 
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Kai-Shek sued the islands to observe the mainland and launch 

attacks on communist shipping. During August, the People's 

Republic strongly proclaimed its intention to "liberate" 

Formosa, and President Eisenhower responded by stating 

American determination to defend the island. In September 

the communists initiated an intense artillery bombardment of 

the island of Quemoy. Chiang's forces responded with air 

and naval attacks, and a major outbreak of hostilities 

seemed possible." 

Prior to the onset of the crisis Attlee had explained 

to the Commons Labour's attitude toward Formosa. In an 

attempt to further understanding of the communist position, 

he had compared the Nationalist occupation of Formosa to a 

hypothetical occupation of Long Island by General Burgoyne 

during the American Revolution. He argued that British 

policy toward Formosa must be part of a general settlement 

in the Far East which would include the admission of the 

People's Republic to the United Nations. Formosa, Attlee 

suggested, should be neutralized and held in "trusteeship" 

by the United Nations for a period of years. At the end of 

^^Bell, F•rvey of International Affairs, 1954, pp. 250-
253; Michael Dockrill, "Britain and the First Offshore 
Islands Crisis, 1954-55," in Michael Dockrill and John W. 
Young, eds., British Foreign Policy, 1945-1956 (New York: 
St. Martin's Press, 1989), pp. 173-177. The Labour press 
supported Attlee's position. Daily Herald, 7 September 
1954, p. 4; 15 September 1954, p. 4; Forward, 29 January 
1955, p. 1. 
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this time the people of the island would decide its 

future. ̂^ 

Churchill completely rejected Attlee's comparison of 

Chiang Kai-shek's control of Formosa with an imagined 

occupation of Long Island by General Burgoynen. He 

described the analogy as "far-fetched comparisons," and he 

reminded Attlee of the long association between the United 

States and Chiang in the struggle against communism. 

Clearly determined to stand by the Americans, he held that 

nothing in the conduct of the People's Republic might induce 

the United States to give up Formosa. Although admitting 

that Attlee's plan might have value in the future, Churchill 

insisted that his speech would only aggravate the present 

Situation. *" 

On 1 December the United States and Nationalist China 

concluded a Mutual Defence Treaty. Foreign Secretary 

Anthony Eden had pressed the Americans specifically to 

exclude the offshore islands from the treaty and to sign an 

agreement which would prevent Formosa from becoming a 

"privileged sanctuary for Chinese Nationalists." Despite 

receiving these assurances, Eden reported to the Cabinet 

that the final document was "obscure in both respects."" 

2̂5 Hansard 530 (14 July 1954): 487-488. 

"ibid., pp. 493-494. 

"Eden was not pleased with the treaty and felt it 
would have a negative effect on plans to defuse the crisis 
Cabinet, 128, V. 27, 24 November, p. 35; Cabinet, 129, V. 
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On 8 December Labour MPs questioned the government 

concerning Britain's role in the negotiation of the treaty 

and sought a pledge that the agreement would not involve 

Britain in the defense of Formosa. Eden told the House that 

the United States had kept Britain well informed concerning 

the treaty, and he insisted that it was strictly defensive 

in nature and would lead to tighter restrictions on Chiang 

Kai-shek's actions." 

As the crisis intensified in early 1955, Labour 

continued, both in Parliament and in the press, to attack 

the government's position. Responding to Labour questions, 

Eden explained that, while the government considered the 

offshore islands to be a part of China, the de jure 

sovereignty of Formosa remained "uncertain or undetermined." 

Labour speakers rejected this view, arguing that Formosa was 

legally a part of China. They held that, since Britain 

recognized the People's Republic as the de lure government 

of China, a solution to the crisis must involve the transfer 

of control of the island to the communist government.^^ 

72, 29 November 1954, pp. 55-57; Folliot, Documents on 
International Affairs, 1954, pp. 328-330. 

30 5 Hansard 535 (8 December 1954): 938-940. 

"5 Hansard 536 (26 January 1955): 158-164; (31 
January 1955): 683-686; (1 February 1955): 900-902; (4 
February 1955): 159-160; 540 (4 May 1955): 1865-1874; 
Forward, 29 January 1955, p. 1; 12 February 1955, p. 4; New 
Statesman, 29 January 1955, p. 121; 5 February 1955, p. 161; 
12 February 1955, p. 199; Daily Herald, 21 January 1955, p. 
4; 25 January 1955, p. 1; 26 January 1955, p. 4; 28 January 
1955, p. 1; 31 January 1955, p. 1; 5 February 1955, p. 1; 
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The efforts of the British government to defuse the 

crisis included a plan developed in conjunction with the 

United States and New Zealand. It called for the United 

Nations to invite the People's Republic to send 

representatives to discuss the matter before the Security 

Council. The invitation was extended on 31 January, and the 

Chinese replied on 3 February. They harshly rejected the 

offer, refusing to meet with the United Nations as long as 

the Nationalist representative occupied the Chinese seat. 

Another possible solution involved a Soviet suggestion that 

Britain, India and the Soviet Union should convene a 

conference of interested powers, including Communist China, 

to work for a resolution of the crisis. This plan, however, 

failed due to the American refusal to participate in any 

talks which excluded Chiang Kai-shek." 

Despite the evacuation of the Tachen islands by 

Nationalist forces in early February the potential for 

escalation of the conflict still existed. As part of 

Britain's continuing efforts to ease the tension Churchill 

sent a personal message to Eisenhower on 15 February. He 

Archives of the British Labour Party. National Executive 
Committee Meeting Minutes, 15 September 1955, pp. 195-200 

"''Dockrill, "Britain and the First Offshore Islands 
Crisis," pp. 183-185; Geoffrey Barraclough and Rachael F. 
Wall, Survey of International Affairs, 1955-1956 (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1960), pp. 7-14; Cabinet, 129, V 
71, 12 October 1954, p. 34; Noble Frankland, Documents on 
International Affairs. 1955 (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1958), pp. 441-464. 
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assured the President that his "strongest resolve" was to 

maintain the friendship between the United States and 

Britain. He recognized that it was a "matter of honor" that 

America not allow Chiang Kai-shek and his forces to be 

"liquidated and massacred" by the communists. Churchill 

emphasized, however, that the issue of the offshore islands 

must be separated from the protection of Formosa, and he 

warned that "a war to keep the coastal islands for Chiang 

would not be defensible here." America, he insisted, while 

defending Chiang, should also restrain him from attacking 

the mainland. The message offered a specific three point 

plan for ending the crisis which included the defense of 

Formosa and the Pescadores, evacuation of all offshore 

islands, and a clear warning to the Chinese not to interfere 

in this withdrawal."" 

In early 1955 the NEC of the Labour Party began 

discussions to formulate an official policy for the party 

toward the Formosan situation. Although there was no major 

disagreement within the party on dealing with the crisis, 

the left-wing expressed its tendency to attack the British 

government and the United States with stronger language than 

the party leadership. At its meeting on 15 February the 

International Sub-Committee of the NEC considered a 

background report on the situation, and it adopted a 

resolution stating party policy. The NEC, which reviewed 

"cabinet, 129, V. 73, 15 February 1955, pp. 412-418 
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the resolution at its meeting on 23 February, defeated an 

amendment offered by Crossman that would have labeled the 

fighting as part of a "civil war" and accused America of 

prolonging the conflict by its intervention. The NEC also 

failed to act on a suggestion by Castle and Crossman that 

the party hold a public demonstration in London at which 

Attlee would offer solutions to the crisis."-

The NEC resolution conformed to previous statements by 

party leaders. Based on the Cairo Declaration of December 

1943 it recognized Formosa as an "integral part of China," 

and reaffirmed the policy statement of the 1953 Labour Party 

Conference that the people of Formosa should decide the 

future of the island. It proposed the neutralization of 

Formosa and the Pescadores "for a period," during which time 

Britain would contribute to an international naval force 

designed to prevent any outbreak of hostilities. This 

policy, the resolution argued, could have averted the 

present crisis. As a first step it called for the cessation 

of hostilities by both sides and the evacuation of all 

offshore islands by the Nationalists. The statement also 

urged the British government to inform the United States 

^*Archives of the British Labour Party. National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 15 February 1955, 
pp. 191-200; 23 February 1955, pp. 164-166. 
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that it would not participate in any military action to 

defend the offshore islands." 

Despite intense efforts by the British government to 

find a peaceful solution to the crisis, tensions remained 

high during the early months of 1955. On 25 January the 

Congress of the United States passed a joint resolution 

giving the President the power to use the armed forces as he 

considered necessary to defend Formosa and the Pescadores. 

In both the House of Commons and the press the Labour Party 

maintained its pressure on the government and continued to 

blame America and the Chinese Nationalists for the crisis. 

In early March Eden, after returning from a visit to the Far 

East, told the House that, despite some improvement in the 

situation, the conditions necessary for genuine progress 

still did not exist." 

The crisis ended with Bandung Conference of African and 

Asian nations held between 18 and 24 April. The conference, 

which produced no major achievements, was sponsored by 

Burma, Ceylon, India, Pakistan, and Indonesia and attended 

by 29 nations. The impact of the conference on the Formosan 

"ibid., 15 February 1955, p. 193. On Labour's policy 
also see: Daily Herald, 31 January 1955, p. 1; 5 February 
1955, p. 1; New Statesman, 5 February 1955, p. 161. 

"Prankland, Documents on International Affairs, 1955. 
pp. 446-447; 5 Hansard 536 (7 February 1955): 1542-1545, 
1533-1539; 537 (14 February 1955): 28-32; 538 (8 March 
1955): 159-166; Forward, 19 March 1955, p. 1; 16 April 
1955, p. 1; New Statesman, 12 February 1955, p. 199; 19 
February 1955, p. 233; 2 April 1955, p. 460; 16 April 1955, 
p. 524; Daily Herald, 8 February 1955, p. 2, 4. 
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crisis resulted from the conciliatory attitude displayed by 

the Prime Minister of the People's Republic, Chou En-lai. 

His declarations concerning the Chinese willingness to 

negotiate with America produced an easing of tensions and 

led directly to talks between the United States and 

Communist China."' 

The Labour press responded favorably to the Chinese 

indication of their willingness to negotiate with the United 

States. New Statesman described the conference as a 

"victory for common sense," and it suggested that such talks 

could be the first stage in a general settlement for the Far 

East. The editors praised Chou En-lai for being willing to 

negotiate before the People's Republic was admitted to the 

United Nations and while the Nationalist government was 

still in control of Formosa. They warned, however, that 

Britain must not give in to American pressure to join in a 
•10 

guarantee of Chiang's position in Formosa.•̂ ° 

Churchill resigned as Prime Minister on 6 April and was 

replaced by Eden. On 15 April Eden announced that an 

election would be held on 26 May. Although the reduction of 

tensions prevented the Far East from becoming a major issue 

"Barraclough and Wall, Survey of International 
Affairs. 1955-56. pp. 397-400, 457-464. 

"New Statesman. 30 April 1955, pp. 597, 599; 30 July 
1955, p. 122; Daily Herald, 25 April 1955, p. 4; 2 August 
1955, p. 4; 5 Hansard 540 (25 April 1955): 615-617. 
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in the campaign," Labour's manifesto. Forward With Labour, 

advocated the admission of Communist China to the United 

Nations and the neutralization of Formosa. Campaign notes 

for candidates prepared by the party research department 

focused on Labour's efforts, both in power and in 

opposition, to improve relations with Communist China. The 

notes criticized the Conservative handling of the offshore 

islands crisis as "slow and ineffective," and contrasted the 

government's action with Attlee's response to the Korean 

crisis in 1950. The Conservatives easily won the election, 

increasing their Parliamentary majority over Labour from 

twenty-six to sixty-seven.*° 

The decisive defeat would produce extensive debate 

within the party over the next few years as leaders sought 

an explanation and attempted to institute changes in party 

organization and ideology. The most pressing issue 

following the defeat, however, was the question of the party 

leadership. By the fall of 1955, many believed that Attlee 

would and should soon resign to make way for a younger, more 

aggressive leader. When he officially announced his 

decision to step down on 7 December, Morrison, Gaitskell and 

Bevan emerged as the most likely candidates for the 

TO 

"'The issue of Britain's nuclear role emerged as the 
major foreign policy issue. 

*"D. E. Butler, The British General Election of 1955 
(London: Macmillan, 1955), pp. 1-16, 22-26, 31-34, 154; 
Labour Party, Campaign Notes, General Election 1955, The Far 
East, Formosa, pp. 25-28. 
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position. Morrison's age and Bevan's unpredictability led 

to the election of Gaitskell by a wide margin on 14 

December.*^ Despite the hopes for a new unity following 

Gaitskell's election the left-wing indicated that it would 

continue to urge the party leadership to adopt a more 

radical foreign policy. A New Statesman article entitled 

"What Are They Waiting For?" described the party as "limping 

along the routes charted in the cold war," and asserted that 

it was still viable to speak of a "socialist foreign 

policy." The editors called for a "complete reassessment" 

of foreign policy, and suggested that, initially, the 

leadership should renew the attack on the government's China 

policy.*̂  

The first major foreign policy event of 1956 was a trip 

to Washington by Eden and his new Foreign Secretary, Selwyn 

Lloyd. Following a series of talks, which began on 30 

*̂ The vote was Gaitskell 157, Bevan 70 and Morrison 40. 
Although Gaitskell received support from the more moderate 
Bevanites such as Wilson and Crossman, Bevan and his 
committed followers continued to express suspicion 
concerning Gaitskell's socialist commitments. After losing 
a close contest to Griffiths for deputy leader, Bevan 
reluctantly accepted the post of shadow Colonial Secretary. 
This marked, however, the beginning of a period of increased 
ccoreration between the two rivals. The Times, 14 October 
1955, 9b; 8 December 1955, 10a; 15 December 1955, 10a; New 
Statesman, 15 October 1955, p. 456; 10 December 1955, p. 
777; Philip M. Williams, Hugh Gaitskell: A Political 
Biography (London: Jonathan Cape, 1979), pp. 348-417; John 
Campbell, Aneurin Bevan: And the Mirage of British 
Socialism (London: W. W. Norton and Company, 1987), pp. 
311-314. 

*̂ New Statesman, 31 December 1955, p. 869. 

240 



January, the two leaders signed a joint declaration which 

affirmed the commitment of each nation to the principles of 

the Atlantic Charter. Although not agreeing on all matters, 

the declaration asserted the determination of each nation to 

stand firm against communist aggression. The Labour press, 

although recognizing the need for such discussions, 

criticized the failure of the British leaders to produce 

changes in American policy towards China and Formosa. The 

Daily Herald argued that, given these results, the British 

people could not consider the conference a success.*-

Following the Washington conference, Selwyn Lloyd 

circulated a memo to the Cabinet concerning the issue of 

Chinese representation in the United Nations. He noted that 

in recent years the British government had supported a 

resolution calling for a "moratorium" on the consideration 

of any proposals on the subject of Chinese representation. 

He informed the Cabinet that the Americans had requested a 

pledge from the government that Britain would support the 

same procedure for 1956 and 1957. The Foreign Secretary 

emphasized the intensity of American feeling on the issue. 

He revealed that, during the conference Eisenhower had 

indicated the possibility of American withdrawal from the 

U.N. and the expulsion of its headquarters from New York if 

Communist China were seated. Lloyd argued that the seating 

*̂ The Times, 31 January 1956, 8a; Daily Herald, 1 
February 1956, p. 1; 2 February 1956, p. 2; 3 February 1956, 
p. 4; Fact, March 1956, p. 2. 
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of the Chinese would bring no tangible benefit to Britain 

and would have harmful effects on Malaya and Singapore. In 

addition, he contended that any possible gains would be 

offset by the damage to British-American relations if the 

government refused to cooperate. He concluded that Britain 

should continue to support the United States, while working 

to achieve a more flexible attitude on the part of the 

Americans .*-

The Cabinet accepted the recommendation of the Foreign 

Secretary, land in both 1956 and 1957 the British 

representative at the U.N. voted in favor of the resolution 

preventing discussion of Chinese membership. When 

challenged in Parliament by Labour members, the government 

defended this action by arguing that the issue was so 

divisive that a debate would not benefit the organization. 

During this period, the Suez crisis dominated foreign policy 

debate and led to a change in Prime Ministers. On 9 January 

1957 Eden resigned and was replaced by Harold Macmillan." 

The two problems of Chinese representation in the U.N. and 

the future of Formosa would not emerge again as critical 

until they became intertwined in the second offshore islands 

crisis of 1958. 

44 Cabinet, 129, V. 82, 13 July 1956 

^h Hansard 548 (30 January 1956): 601-602; 563 (22 
January 1957): 7; 572 (26 June 1957): 197-198; Cabinet, 
128 V. 31, 28 October 1957. 
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The first offshore islands crisis had ended in August 

1955 with the initiation of Chinese-American talks in 

Geneva. These discussions, however, failed to produce any 

meaningful results, and during the period from 1955-1958 

booth sides significantly increased their military presence 

in the area. The communists continued to threaten an attack 

on Formosa, while the Nationalists used the islands as bases 

for commando attacks, aircraft reconnaissance and propaganda 

activity against the mainland. The second crisis began on 

24 August 1958 when the communists launched a heavy shelling 

of the island of Quemoy.*̂  

In early September belligerent statements by both sides 

increased the potential for a major conflict between the 

United States and China. On 7 September 1958 the Soviet 

Union escalated the crisis when Khrushchev sent a letter to 

Eisenhower protesting American naval activities in the area 

and warning that his government would consider an attack 

upon the People's Republic as an attack on the Soviet 

Union." Eisenhower responded with a speech to the nation 

in which he recalled the failure of appeasement during the 

1930s, arguing that the communist occupation of the islands 

would be a step toward their domination of "at least the 

*''Edmund Clubb, 20th Century China (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1964), pp. 369-373; G. Barraclough, Survey 
of International Affairs, 1956-1958, pp. 566-567. 

* Gillan King, Documents on International Affairs. 1958 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1962), pp. 172-189. 
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western half of the now friendly Pacific Ocean."̂ " The 

greatest danger of a military confrontation ended on 15 

September when, following an offer from Peking, the People's 

Republic and the United States renewed discussions in 

Warsaw. These talks, however, produced no agreement on the 

basic issues, and the potential for future conflict remained 

high.*̂  

In response to the crisis, the British government 

expressed regret that the communists were attempting to 

solve the problem of the islands by force, and it offered 

strong support for the American position that the issue 

should be settled by negotiation. The Foreign Office, 

however, emphasized the Britain had "no obligation or 

commitment of any kind to take military action for the 

defence of Quemoy, Matsu or Formosa" and that the United 

States had "neither sought nor received" assurances of 

British support should the crisis lead to war.'" 

The Labour Party responded to the crisis with a 

generally united voice that criticized both American and 

British policy and offered an alternative solution. The 

Labour press strongly attacked the United States' apparent 

*̂ Ibid. , p. 192. 

*^Barraclough, Survey of International Affairs. 1956-
1958, pp. 569-574. 

"Foreign Office statement, 13 September 1958, quoted 
in Jain, China in World Politics, p. 106; The Times, 12 
September 1958, lOd. 
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willingness to go to war in defense of the islands with 

words such as "ridiculous" and "foolish." Most of the 

Labour contempt, however, focused on the attitudes and 

statements of Secretary of State Dulles. The New Statesman 

consistently pictured Dulles as a leader of the "China 

Lobby," attempting to push Eisenhower toward a more 

aggressive course. The Warsaw talks, the editors asserted, 

were only a "sham" because of the Secretary's refusal to 

make any concessions. Forward described Dulles as a 

"Chinese Fire-Cracker," and it printed large headlines 

reading "Dulles and Damnation" asking "shall we let him 

destroy the world?"^^ 

In addition to this harsh evaluation of American 

policy. Labour also denounced Macmillan's handling of the 

crisis and attempted to present a viable Labour alternative. 

On 8 September 1958 party secretary Morgan Phillips 

recommended that, due to the ambiguous nature of the 

government position and the opportunity to gain public 

support, the Executive Committee should issue an official 

statement of party policy. The statement urged the 

government to inform the Americans that Britain would not 

provide military assistance in a war connected with the 

islands, and it reaffirmed Labour's previous position 

^̂ New Statesman, 30 August 1958, p. 241; 13 September 
1958, p. 340; 20 September 1958, p. 365; Forward, 12 
September 1958, p. 1; 19 September 1958, p. 1, 6; 28 
November 1958, p. 9. 
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calling for neutralization of the islands and Formosa under 

U.N. supervision and the removal of Chiang Kai-shek so the 

people of Formosa could freely decide their future." 

Shortly after the party issued this statement, it 

renewed its attack on the government's policy. On 11 

September, Randolph Churchill wrote an article for the 

Evening Standard in which he gave assurances that Britain 

would "stand by the United States in the Far East," and 

would "not let the United States down over Quemoy or 

Matsu." ̂  This produced an immediate response from a 

government spokesman, who described Churchill's remarks as 

his "own view" and reiterated that Britain had "no 

commitment of any kind" with the United States concerning 

the Far East.̂ * 

Gaitskell reacted quickly, calling the statement 

"obscure and evasive" and contrasting it with the clarity of 

the Labour position. He followed this criticism by sending 

a letter to the Prime Minister, characterizing the official 

statements as "not clear enough" and warning that public 

opinion would not support a war over the islands. He 

suggested that Macmillan should be willing to travel to 

Washington if necessary to restrain the Americans from going 

"Archives of the British Labour Party. National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 8 September 1958; The 
Times. 9 September 1958, 8a. 

"The Times. 12 September 1958, lOd. 

5*Ibid. 
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to war. Macmillan's reply reaffirmed the government's 

earlier statements and noted that the Foreign Secretary was 

traveling to Washington for consultations. Macmillan 

refused, however, to accede to Labour's censure, and he 

argued that "we would be playing into the hands of the 

communists if we allowed ourselves to take public attitudes 

on difficulties which we hope to jointly overcome."" 

Despite this exchange of letters, the debate over 

British policy continued. Gaitskell pressed the issue in a 

speech on 16 September 1958 in which he insisted that the 

government's position remained unclear. Referring to 

Macmillan's letter, he asserted, "Nobody can honestly say 

whether our troops will or will not be engaged," and "Nobody 

can say whether the government have quietly acquiesced in 

American intentions."'° This "complete obscurity," he 

predicted, would soon weaken the Atlantic alliance by 

creating a "great gulf between official American policy and 

public opinion in Britain and Western Europe."^' 

Although the period of greatest danger was over by the 

time the annual party conference was held in late September, 

the National Executive Committee decided to present an 

emergency resolution on the crisis. On 30 September 

"ibid., 16 September 1958, 8b. 

"ibid., 17 September 1958, 3a; Forward, 12 September 
1958, p. 1; New Statesman. 20 September 1958, p. 369. 

"The Times. 17 September 1958, 3a. 
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Gaitskell placed the resolution before the conference. 

While the resolution merely restated Labour's previously 

explained position, Gaitskell's speech was highly partisan 

in tone and very critical of Macmillan. The events in the 

Far East, he argued, represented only the last phase of a 

civil war in which western nations should not interfere. He 

insisted that Britain should not be a silent partner of 

America, and he described Macmillan's statements opposing 

the use of force as untrustworthy in light of the 

Conservatives' actions in the recent Suez crisis." 

During the crisis a crucial element in the Labour 

argument was the need to allow the People's Republic to be 

represented in the United Nations. All sections of the 

party agreed that the communists must take China's seat on 

the Security Council as an "essential first step" in any Far 

Eastern settlement. A party pamphlet argued that, because 

the Chinese Communists were not allowed to take part in U.N. 

affairs, it was unreasonable to expect them to abide by the 

principles of the Charter. Throughout 1958 and 1959, Labour 

MP's continued to press the government on this question. 

"ibid., 16 September 1958, 8b; 27 September 1958, 6a; 
29 September 1958, lOd; 30 September 1958, 4c; 3 October 
1958, 4f:New Statesman, 4 October 1958, p. 433; Forward, 19 
September 1958, p. 6; 28 November 1958, p. 9; Labour Party 
Annual Report, 1958, pp. 219-220, 259-261; The General 
Council of the Trades Union Congress also issued a statement 
similar to the Labour Party resolution and sent a deputation 
to the Prime Minister to discuss the issue. Trades Union 
Congress Report. 1959, pp. 225-226; For discussion of the 
issue in the Commons see, 5 Hansard 595 (19 November 1958): 
1140-1142; 596 (2 December 1958): 23-24. 
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The Conservatives, however, maintained their previously 

stated position that the issue created such deep divisions 

in the organization that a debate on the matter should be 

postponed. Acting on this conviction, each year during this 

period the British representative at the U.N voted in favor 

of a resolution preventing debate on the Chinese seat." 

In early September 1959, Macmillan announced that the next 

election would be held on 8 October. Following a campaign 

in which China was not a primary issue, the Conservatives 

were returned to power with a comfortable majority." 

During 1960 Labour MPs intensified their attack on the 

government's policy concerning Chinese representation in the 

United Nations. While repeating many of the arguments made 

in the past. Labour speakers responded to the changing 

international situation of the early 1960s by introducing 

new reasons for allowing the People's Republic to take 

China's seat. In Parliament and in the press. Labour 

continually demanded, often in very strident language, that 

the government take the initiative on this issue. This 

"Forward, 8 August 1958, p. 1; 28 November 1958, p. 9; 
5 Hansard 592 (30 July 1958): 130; 594 (5 November 1958): 
70; 595 (19 November 1958): 1128-1130; 596 (26 November 
1958): 338-339; 603 (7 April 1959): 603; 612 (2 November 
1959): 20; Yearbook of the U.N.. 1956, pp. 136-138; 1957, 
pp. 96-97; 1958, pp. 89-91; 1959, pp. 176-77; Labour Party, 
Britain and the Modern World (London: Labour Party, 1959), 
pp. 32-33. 

"D. E. Butler and Richard Rose, The British General 
Election of 1959 (London: Macmillan and Co., 1960), pp. 54' 
55, 64-65, 70-72, 189. 
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Labour offensive culminated in a motion to censure the 

government, which led to a major debate on 12 December 

1960.̂ ^ 

The new arguments advanced by Labour during 1960 fell 

into four major categories. The first resulted from the 

developing tension between China and the Soviet Union. This 

dispute led to a reevaluation of the nature of the communist 

revolution in China. During a debate on 12 May, Konni 

Zilliacus, a left-wing MP, argued that China's attitude was 

primarily a result of the Cold War. He predicted that if 

the United States ended its state of "chronic cold 

aggression" toward China, the revolution would soon follow 

the same evolutionary pattern as that of the Soviet Union 

and discover a "vital interest in international peace and 

67 

co-operation.""* The Chinese revolution, he explained, was 

much "younger and rawer—still in its manic phase," but it 

could be hastened toward maturity if granted greater respect 
63 

by the world community." 

^̂ 5 Hansard 616 (1 February 1960: 85-86; 623 (12 May 
1960): 687-741; (16 May 1960): 904; 624 (30 May 1960): 
1100-1102; 627 (25 July 1960): 1065-1068; 629 (4 November 
1960): 515, 541, 557, 593-594; 630 (16 November 1960): 
375-377; 631 (8 December 1960): 1434-1437; 632 (12 December 
1960): 38-110. The motion of censure was defeated by a 
vote of 259 to 177. 

^̂ Ibid., 623 (12 May 1960): 687; See also Tribune. 
9 August 1963, p. 1. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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A second argument developed from the increasing fear of 

a nuclear confrontation between the major powers and the 

efforts to prevent such a disaster through disarmament 

negotiations. Speaking on 12 May, just prior to the 1960 

Paris Summit, Gaitskell argued that due to size of China and 

her potential nuclear capability the government should press 

for Chinese participation in future Summit talks. Following 

the U-2 incident and the subsequent failure of the Summit, 

Labour speakers insisted that the isolation of China must be 

ended by admitting her into the U.N. and by inviting her to 

join any future disarmament talks. Anthony Benn warned that 

the West must recognize that China was a world power and 

that any disarmament agreement achieved without Chinese 

participation would be "useless."^* 

A third argument focused on the need to develop a 

positive relationship with the growing bloc of African and 

Asian nations in the U.N. Labour MPs pointed out that 

Britain's support for the American position placed her among 

a "dwindling majority" of nations. Defending his motion of 

censure, Desmond Donnelly noted that each year the majority 

favoring the resolution banning discussion of the issue 

decreased and the number of nations opposed or abstaining 

*̂5 Hansard 623 (12 May 1960): 639, 645, 687, 741; 624 
(30 May 1960): 1022, 1058, 1101; 627 (25 July 1960): 1066; 
632 (12 December 1960): 43; Daily Herald. 21 September 
1960, p. 6; 10 March 1960, p. 2; Labour Party Leaflet, 
Foreign Policy and Defence: Declaration by the Labour Party 
and the Trades Union Congress (July 1960), p. 2. 

251 



increased. Britain must recognize, he argued, that the 

majority of those abstaining were recently admitted members 

from Africa. Continued "procrastination" would soon result 

in a "humiliating defeat."" 

The final new dimension was the election of John F. 

Kennedy to the Presidency of the United States in November 

1960. Labour viewed this as a positive development, 

bringing the hope of a softening of the American position on 

China. Donnelly described Kennedy's style as 

"revolutionary" when measured against the "malaise of the 

Eisenhower-Dulles era." As a result. Labour urged the 

government to take advantage of these changes by launching 

an "independent British initiative" in the 1961 session of 

the United Nations." 

In addition, the Party published a foreign affairs 

pamphlet in February 1961 entitled China and the West, which 

called for a "thorough reappraisal" of Britain's China 

policy. The authors stated that Britain had traditionally 

tended to view relations with China as only one part of the 

nation's Asian policy. China's emergence as a world power, 

however, required a "revolution in thinking" that would lead 

"5 Hansard 629 (4 November 1960): 593; 632 (12 
December 1960): 41; Also see Denis Healey's comments, 
ibid., 95-96. 

"ibid., 632 (12 December 1960): 43-45, 52, 94; Daily 
Herald, 6 April 1961, pp. 1, 2; 8 April 1961, p. 1; Labour 
Party, China and the West (London: Labour Party, 1961), p, 
29. 
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the government to relate to China on a level equal to the 

United States and the Soviet Union. As a step in this 

direction, the pamphlet suggested direct contact between 

British and Chinese leaders at the highest level. The 

government should invite Chou En-lai to visit Britain and 

indicate the willingness of Macmillan to journey to the 

People's Republic. Such contact, the authors hoped would 

lead to communist participation in disarmament talks and 

progress in cultural and trade relations.^^ 

During 1961 the British government revealed a slight 

change in its voting pattern in the U.N. on the China issue. 

Although the assembly approved a resolution permitting 

discussion of the admission of the People's Republic, 

Peking's demand that the Formosan representative be expelled 

prevented any genuine progress and led to two separate 

resolutions being placed before the assembly. The first, 

sponsored by the Soviet Union, called for the expulsion of 

the Nationalist representative and the seating of the 

representative of the People's Republic. The second, 

sponsored by the United States, provided that no "important 

question" could be decided without a two-thirds majority. 

The assembly defeated the Soviet resolution and approved the 

one supported by the United States. The British 

representative voted in favor of the Soviet resolution, 

arguing that the international situation demanded the 

^̂ Labour Party, China and the West, pp. 27-31 
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presence of the People's Republic. Britain also, however, 

voted for the United States resolution, insisting that a 

solution to the problem must be "acceptable to a wide 

majority of member states."" 

The approach allowed Britain to support the principle 

that a change in Chinese representation was needed and to 

appear to be acting free of American pressure, while 

avoiding an open break with the United States. Although 

this move initially elicited some slight praise from Labour, 

criticism of the government's policy returned when it became 

apparent that the change was one of form rather than 

substance. From December 1961 until the Conservative 

government was defeated in October 1964 the British 

representative at the U.N. continued to vote in this manner. 

Throughout this period. Labour MPs demanded that Britain 

abandon this "irrational and ineffective" policy and press 

with "greater energy" for the admission of the People's 

Republic." 

Another major issue on which the Labour opposition 

focused during the period 1956 to 1964 was trade with China. 

Labour MPs maintained intense pressure on the government to 

"jain, China in World Politics, pp. 208-209; The 
Times, 16 December 1961, 8a. 

"5 Hansard 654 (21 February 1962): 380; 660 (24 May 
1962): 787-788; 676 (29 April 1963): 55; 680 (2 July 
1963): 230, 243; 696 (17 June 1964): 1294, 1330-1334; 
Tribune, 22 February 1963, p. 5; 9 August 1963, pp. 1-2; 25 
October 1963, p. 12. 
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abandon the trade restrictions on China established as a 

result of the Korean War. Although the British leaders 

clearly felt this pressure and sought ways to relax the 

controls, they were seriously limited by American resistance 

and their concern for the maintenance of strong Anglo-

American relations. When Eden traveled to Washington in 

late January of 1956 for talks with Eisenhower, he attempted 

to convince the President to allow an immediate relaxation 

of the controls. The Americans, however, remained 

inflexible, and Eden could only secure a promise to review 

the restrictions before the China Consultative Committee in 

Paris. ̂'̂  

Labour, however, rejected this approach and continued 

to demand an end to the controls. Labour MPs accused the 

government of meekly submitting to American policy and 

charged that the trade restrictions were "seriously out of 

date."'' In addition. Labour insisted that there was no 

valid justification for maintaining tighter controls on 

China than those applied to the Soviet Union and Eastern 

Europe. Speaking on 28 March 1956 Gaitskell described this 

^̂ 'Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden: Full 
Circle (Boston: Houghton Mifflen Co., 1960), pp. 370-371, 
376-377. This group, which was formed in September 1952, 
included those nations participating in the embargo against 
the People's Republic. Robert Broadman, Britain and the 
People's Republic of China, 1949-1974 (London: Dalhousie 
University, 1976), p. 95. 

^̂ 5 Hansard 548 (30 January 1956): 584; 550 (28 March 
1956): 2151-2152; 567 (20 March 1957): 385-386. 
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distinction as "without sensible foundation."'^ During 

early 1957, as the date approached for a conference between 

Eisenhower and Macmillan, Labour intensified its pressure on 

the government. If the Americans failed to modify their 

policy, Barbara Castle warned, the government must show "a 

little spirit and guts" and take unilateral action.'̂  

In late March 1957 Macmillan met with Eisenhower at 

Bermuda in a conference designed to improve Anglo-American 

relations. Although they discussed the issue of China trade 

and the Prime Minister explained Britain's position "very 

frankly," the Americans remained unwilling to alter the 

embargo. The government, however, under increasing pressure 

from the Labour Party and business groups, decided to risk 

American anger by unilaterally acting to adopt the same 

controls for China as those applying to the Soviet bloc. 

This change, which was announced by Foreign Secretary Selwyn 

Lloyd on 30 May 1957, drew qualified praise from Labour MP 

Sidney Silverman, who expressed approval of the government's 

It "belated if partial return to common sense." • 

This change in policy largely eliminated trade with 

China as a major focus of Labour's opposition. On 3 

^̂ Ibid., 550 (28 March 1956): 2152. 

'̂ Ibid., 567 (21 March 1957): 529. 

*̂Ibid., 571 (30 May 1957): 618-620; 568 (1 April 
1957): 37-38; The Times, 28 May 1957, lOd; 30 May 1957, 9g; 
31 May 1957, 10a, lib; 1 June 1957, 5a; 3 June 1957, 14g; 
Daily Herald, 1 April 1957, p. 2; New Statesman, 13 April 
1957, p. 462. 
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December 1957 Labour MP John Rankin attributed the 

government's decision to the "long campaign" conducted by 

the opposition. He noted, however, that this was only a 

"partial" step in the right direction, and he urged the 

government to go the "whole way" by removing the remaining 

restrictions on trade with China. Although between 1958 and 

1960 Labour speakers occasionally reminded the government 

that Britain must not allow "ideology and politics" to lead 

to the neglect of a "market of 600 million people," the 

issue was rarely mentioned in the 1961-1964 period.̂ ^ 

During late 1959 a dispute erupted between the People's 

Republic of China and the Soviet Union which threatened to 

destroy the unity of the communist world. The disagreement 

grew out of differing interpretations of Marxist-Leninist 

doctrine, and it led to divergent views concerning the most 

effective strategy for the advancement of communism. 

Following Khrushchev's rise to power in 1956 he began to 

advocate a policy of "peaceful coexistence" with capitalist 

countries. Recognizing the potentially destructive power of 

a nuclear exchange, he argued that war with the West was not 

inevitable, and that communism could also be extended by 

demonstrating its superior economic capabilities. The 

Chinese, however, rejected this approach as a dangerous 

^̂ 5 Hansard 579 (3 December 1957): 332-333, 335-337, 
343, 346; 589 (12 June 1958): 403-404; 591 (15 July 1958) 
977-978; 613 (12 November 1959): 593-594; 624 (30 May 
1960): 1100; 627 (19 July 1960): 219; 629 (10 November 
I960): 1193-1194; 631 (13 December 1960): 368-378. 
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revision of Lenin's teachings, and, accepting the 

possibility of nuclear war, insisted on the certainty of the 

eventual triumph of communism through violent revolution. 

Beginning in earnest in late 1959, this ideological debate, 

exacerbated by events such as the American U2 flights, the 

Cuban missile crisis and the Chinese-Indian border conflict, 

increased in intensity and complicated the nature of East-

West relations. ̂^ 

This change in Chinese-Soviet relations produced 

considerable discussion within the Labour Party concerning 

the explanation for the dispute and its effects on British 

policy. Addressing the subject in the Commons, Jennie Lee 

pointed to the economic differences between the two nations. 

She argued that in its early stages the Russian revolution 

had produced the same militant attitude, but Lee noted that 

economic advancement had led to a less belligerent approach. 

China, she predicted, would become "less of a menace to 

world peace as her poverty recedes." The Daily Herald 

agreed with this assessment, arguing that the world could no 

longer be divided between communists and non-communists. 

Rather, the split was between the "haves and the have-nots, 

the arriving nations and the arrived, the rich and the 

'°0. Edmund Clubb, China and Russia: The Great Game 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1971), pp. 451-479; 
G. Barraclough, Survey of International Affairs, 1959-1960. 
pp. 193-201; D. C. Watt, Survey of International Affairs. 
1961, pp. 149-210. 
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poor." Russia, having become a great industrial nation, 

must now associate herself with other industrial nations.^' 

Another explanation suggested by Labour focused on 

China's isolation in the world. The New Statesman 

attributed Chinese "unrealism" to the isolation that had 

been "imposed" by Western nations. In a House of Commons 

Debate, Tony Benn argued that the Chinese refused to support 

"peaceful co-existence." Raymond Fletcher, writing in 

Tribune, insisted that attitudes are produced by experience, 

and the rejection endured by Chinese "would have induced 

bitterness and dogmatism in a community of saints."^" 

W. N. Ewer, in a Daily Herald article entitled "The Truth 

About China," explained that among communist countries power 

struggles were often expressed in highly ideological 

language. It was a mistake, therefore, to view this 

conflict as simply a dispute over the correct interpretation 

of Lenin. Despite the adoption of communism, the Chinese 

continued to view russia as the imperialist power of the 

past and to remember her participation in the humiliation of 

China. The present conflict, he asserted, was "national" in 

^̂ 5 Hansard 632 (12 December 1960): 72; Daily Herald, 
10 July 1963, p. 6. 

^̂ New Statesman, 3 September 1960, p. 289; 3 April 
1964, p. 508; 5 Hansard 696 (17 June 1964): 1331; Tribune. 
17 April 1964, p. 5. 
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nature, a struggle of "power politics" between two ambitious 
79 powers." 

An official party pamphlet China and the West, 

described the dispute as more than just an ideological 

disagreement. The central problem, it argued, was a split 

over the most effective political strategy for the 

advancement of communism. The Soviet Union, as a result of 

being a member of the world "establishment," preferred to 

make concessions to the West designed to promote better 

relations. China, however, prevented from entering the 

community of nations and threatened by the American military 

support for Formosa, advocated a policy of confrontation and 

assistance to revolutionary groups around the world." 

The division in the communist world also led to a 

discussion of its effects on British policy. Labour MPs 

warned the government that this was not an "artificial" or 

"shallow" argument, but a genuine conflict between the two 

powers. They called on the government to recognize this 

fact and to abandon their view of the communist world as a 

"monolithic bloc." Efforts to evaluate the dispute, 

however, produced some disagreement within the party. 

Jennie Lee argued that the break was positive and, by 

destroying the myth of the communist monolith, would lead to 

a safer world. On 12 December 1960 she placed a motion on 

^̂ Dailv Herald. 5 July 1963, p. 2. 

"Labour Party, China and the West, p. 20 
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the Order Paper calling for Britain to send a "message of 

appreciation" to Khrushchev for adopting a policy of 

peaceful co-existence. The motion, however, failed to gain 

the support of the party leadership. Denis Healey, while 

expressing sympathy for her motives, rejected the language 

as being too supportive of the Russian position and 

therefore inappropriate for the British government." 

New Statesman presented an alternative view of an 

editorial, which, while admitting some positive aspects of 

the conflict, warned that it would be "short-sighted" to 

overlook the potential dangers. The article noted that the 

Chinese-Soviet alliance had provided the West with an 

"element of Security" because the Russians had exercised a 

restraining influence on Chinese adventures. The dispute, 

however, in addition to removing restraints from Chinese 

conduct, might also force the Soviets into competition with 

the Chinese in "urging extreme courses on the developing 

nations."" 

Despite such disagreements. Labour was clearly united 

on how the split should affect Britain's China policy. The 

new situation demanded that Britain reject the inclination 

to widen the split and further to isolate China and actively 

support policies that would bring China into "maximum 

^^5 Hansard 629 (4 November 1960): 539-541; 632 (12 
December 1960) : 70-72. 

"New Statesman, 3 April 1964, p. 508. 
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communication" with the world community. New Statesman 

predicted that once relations with China were "normalized," 

the West would find the Chinese "just as approachable as 

Khrushchev."" 

In late 1959, the People's Republic initiated a 

confrontation with India that would place its defenders in 

the Labour Party in a difficult position. Tibetan refusal 

to accept Chinese control led to outbreaks of fighting in 

which the communists harshly suppressed the Tibetan 

nationalists. The Dalai Lama fled the country and was 

welcomed by India. China responded with a major propaganda 

campaign, which charged that India possessed expansionist 

goals and was backed by Western imperialists. In addition, 

as a result of Chinese incursions, fighting broke out along 

the disputed border between the two nations."* 

Seeking to settle the dispute, Nehru invited Chou En-

lai to India for talks. These discussions, held in April 

1960, produced only an agreement that provided for future 

meetings of experts to present the viewpoint of each nation 

Despite sincere efforts by Nehru to settle the dispute, in 

September 1962 the Chinese launched a major military 

"5 Hansard 632 (12 December 1960): 73; 696 (17 June 
1964): 1294, 1331; New Statesman, 3 September 1960, p. 289; 
12 July 1963, p. 38; 3 April 1964, p. 508; Tribune, 17 April 
1964, p. 5. 

^*Charles H. Heimsath and Surjit Mansingh, A Diplomatic 
History of Modern India (Bombay: Allied Publishers, 1971), 
pp. 455-462. 
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offensive across the border which occupied sections of 

Indian territory. Although by late 1962 the Chinese had 

declared a unilateral cease fire and withdrawn their troops 

from India, China's victories had threatened Indian 

neutralism by forcing Nehru to ask for British and American 

aid." 

The Labour leadership responded to the Chinese attack 

on India by condemning the People's Republic and expressing 

support for India. In a foreign policy debate held on 30 

October 1962 Gaitskell viciously attacked the Chinese. He 

described the attack as "a straightforward example of 

aggression," and he accused Chou En-lai of acting with 

duplicity by appearing to accept the boundary while 

preparing for war. Harold Wilson joined the condemnation of 

China by discounting the various theories presented to 

explain the Chinese attack, concluding that it was nothing 

more than "simple naked aggression" and a violation of 

"agreements solemnly entered into by the Chinese 

government."" In addition to offering verbal support, 

Wilson urged the government to consider a massive lend-lease 

program of military aid to India accompanied by economic 

assistance from concerned Western nations. 

"ibid., pp. 462-475. 

"5 Hansard 666 (30 October 1962): 21-23; (31 October 
1962): 152-154. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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Another major theme in Labour's response to the crisis 

was concern over the neutral status of India. On 2 November 

1962 left-wing MP William Warbey, while admitting that the 

conflict was a result of Chinese aggression, warned that the 

West must allow India to maintain her neutrality and to 

avoid becoming a part of the "world power struggle between 

Capitalism and Communism." New Statesman, also emphasizing 

this point, argued that it was in the interest of peace that 

Nehru's "experiment" in non-alignment continue and become 

"the successful pattern growth in ex-colonial and developing 

territories." In November 1962, during the height of the 

Chinese invasion, the editors expressed concern about the 

prospect of large amounts of Western aid to India. Such 

assistance, they feared, might lead China to seek Russian 

support and place Indian "at the center of the Cold War."°" 

The Chinese invasion of India clearly presented 

problems to those in the Labour Party, especially on the 

left, who had been forcefully advocating increased trade and 

Chinese admission to the United Nations. In a Fabian 

Society pamphlet written in 1960, Kenneth Younger recognized 

this when he noted that "in the last couple of years China 

"5 Hansard 666 (2 November 1962): 547-549; New 
Statesman, 5 September 1959, p. 261; 2 November 1962, p. 
601; 23 November 1962, p. 725. 
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has not been making things particularly easy for those who 

have been supporting her claim to recognition."" Although 

the border dispute failed to move the Party to reconsider 

its position on these issues, the leadership did not 

hesitate harshly to condemn the invasion. The left-wing, 

however, while criticizing Chinese policy, used the crisis 

to focus attention on the isolation of the People's Republic 

and to argue that the situation demanded Chinese admission. 

The only dissenting voice came from the far left; the 

Movement for Colonial Freedom rejected the premise of 

Chinese aggression, challenged India's position on the 

boundary line, and called for genuine negotiations on the 

issue. '^ 

From the Korean armistice until late 1964 Sino-British 

relations remained a major area of debate between the 

Conservative government and the Labour Party. On issues 

such as the Chinese presence on the Security Council, 

relaxation of trade restrictions, American policy and the 

future of Formosa Labour maintained constant pressure on the 

government to alter its policy. Because of the potential 

for world conflict the Labour Party viewed relations with 

"Kenneth Younger, Britain's Role in a Changing World 
(London: Fabian Society, 1960), p. 4. Kenneth Younger was 
a moderate Labour MP from 1945-1959 and Minister of State in 
the Labour government from 1950-1951. 

"5 Hansard 613 (18 November 1959): 1131; 664 (31 July 
1962): 408-409; 666 (2 November 1962): 548; Colonial 
Freedom News, December-January 1963, pp. 3-11. 
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China as the most crucial factor in Britain's Asian policy. 

The problems of Asia, they insisted, could only be solved by 

a general Far Eastern settlement that would include American 

acceptance of the Chinese revolution, admission of China to 

the Untied Nations and the neutralization of Formosa as a 

prelude to a plebiscite on the island's future. 

Although Labour was generally untied on these major 

issues, the left-wing clearly led the attack and 

distinguished themselves from the leadership by the harsher 

tone of their rhetoric. A major reason for this lay in the 

complete acceptance by the Labour right of the necessity of 

strong Anglo-American relations, while the left, freed from 

the realities of power and able to adopt a more 

ideologically pure position, openly voiced their strong 

anti-American feelings. This same desire, expressed in the 

call for a more socialist foreign policy, grew out of the 

left's admiration for the Chinese revolution and their 

hatred of Chiang Kai-shek. 

During the early 1960s, with the emergence of the 

Chinese-Russian ideological dispute and the increasing 

threat of nuclear war. Labour adopted new arguments for 

ending Chinese isolation. These arguments, which emphasized 

the Chinese-Russian dispute as an opportunity to end Chinese 

isolation, the change in the composition of the U.N. with 

the entrance of new Asian and African nations and a longed-

for change in American attitudes with the election of 
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Kennedy, were produced by the changing political and 

international conditions of the early 1960s. Another event 

of the 1960s, the conflict between India and China, also 

illustrated the differences in the Labour left and right. 

The Labour leadership, revealing the depth of their anti

communist outlook, argued that Britain should consider 

providing military and economic aid to India. The left, on 

the other hand, placed in a difficult position by the 

Chinese aggression, insisted that the most important goal 

was to maintain the neutrality of India in the Cold War. 

Thus basic differences that had haunted Labour throughout 

its opposition remained in place and, while appearing to be 

solved during the 1964 election, would emerge again during 

the 1964-1970 Labour government. 
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CHAPTER IX 

FROM BAO DAI TO GENEVA: THE BRITISH 

LABOUR PARTY AND INDOCHINA, 

1945-1954 

The abrupt end of World War II left all of Southeast 

Asia in a very unsettled condition. This uncertainty 

concerning the future was especially prevalent in French 

Indochina. The French, determined to reassert their control 

in the region, faced strong nationalist and anti-colonial 

feelings among their former subjects. Far from being just 

an issue of imperial control, however, the development of 

the Cold War and communist leadership of nationalist groups 

complicated the situation. Unlike Malaya, where the 

communist rebels were racially isolated from a population 

which largely supported the British, in Indochina the French 

had been completely discredited and their efforts to resume 

imperial control enabled the communists to win the support 

of the nationalist elements. The French struggle against 

the Vietminh, therefore, became, in the eyes of both the 

British and Americans, not a colonial war, but a part of the 

effort to prevent communist domination of all of Asia. The 

guiding principle of British policy in postwar Indochina was 

the avoidance of a communist victory that might present a 

threat to Malaya. This overriding concern led the Labour 

government, and later the Conservative government, to place 

Britain on the side of French colonialism. This decision 
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would outrage the Labour left and significantly contribute 

to the divisions that tormented the Labour Party. 

The surrender of Japan in August 1945 produced a state 

of general confusion in French Indochina.- Rival 

nationalist groups had proclaimed independence for 

Vietnam, and a substantial Japanese army, in addition to 

allied prisoners of war, remained in the region. Although 

the French desired to regain their prewar control as quickly 

as possible, their inability to land sufficient troops in 

the area placed the immediate responsibility for disarming 

the Japanese and evacuating prisoners on the British South-

East Asian Command. In August, Admiral Mountbatten, Supreme 

Commander SEAC, dispatched British troops to the region 

under the command of Major-General D. D. Gracey. These 

troops, however, operated only in the area around Saigon, 

and Foreign Secretary Bevin stressed that Britain's sole 

The area known as French Indochina included the 
Vietnamese provinces of Cochin-China, Annam and Tongking, 
the Kingdom of Cambodia and Laos. Before the war they had 
all been linked together as the Indochinese Union under a 
Governor-General. Great Britain, Documents Relating to 
British Involvement in the Indo-China Conflict, 1945-1965. 
Cmnd. 2834 (London: H.M.S.O., 1965), p. 5. 

^These groups were led by Emperor Bao Dai and the 
communist Ho Chi Minh. C. Mary Turnbull, "Britain and 
Vietnam, 1948-1955," War and Society 6, No. 2 (September 
1988): 105-106. 
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purpose was to facilitate the reestablishment of French 

authority."" 

By January 1946 enough French troops had arrived to 

allow the British to transfer authority to French officials. 

The French encountered resistance, however, from Vietminh 

forces led by Ho Chi Minh, who had proclaimed independence 

for the Democratic Republic of Vietnam and had established, 

with Chinese assistance, control over much of North Vietnam. 

As the French moved to reoccupy the north, fighting broke 

out between their forces and the Vietminh, and, despite 

attempts at negotiation, by December the situation had 

deteriorated into a state of general war. Although Ho Chi 

Minh appealed to Attlee for recognition of the new republic, 

British officials, fearful of the danger to Malaya from a 

communist-dominated Vietnam, argued that the status of the 

region remained "unsettled."* 

The French, determined to reassert their authority, 

attempted to solve the problem in Vietnam by establishing a 

government capable of gaining non-communist nationalist 

support. In order to accomplish this goal they turned to 

T̂he Potsdam Conference had provided for SEAC control 
in Indochina south of the 16th parallel and Chinese control 
north of that line. Documents Relating to British 
Involvement in Indochina, pp. 6-10; 5 Hansard 414 (24 
October 1945): 2149-2150. 

*Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 8-11; Geoffrey Warner, "The Settlement of the 
Indochina War," in David Sanders, ed., Losing an Empire. 
Finding a Role (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1986), pp. 
234-235; 5 Hansard 431 (2 December 1946): 18. 
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c the former Emperor Bao Dai.-' Following extensive 

negotiations during 1947 and 1948, Bao Dai accepted the 

Elysee Agreement on 8 March 1949. This plan placed the 

emperor at the head of an independent, united Vietnam, but 

it allowed the French to retain control of defense and 

foreign affairs. The French Assembly approved the agreement 

on 22 May, and by 19 July Bao Dai had returned to Vietnam 

and formed a government. Ho Chi Minh, however, rejected 

this French policy as imperialistic, denounced Bao Dai as a 

puppet, and vowed to continue the war.̂ ' 

The British Labour government, although not completely 

satisfied with the concessions made by the French, believed 

that the fall of Indochina to communism would threaten the 

entire region and viewed support of the Bao Dai government 

as the best way to oppose the Vietminh. In late 1949 the 

government began to consider assisting the French by 

offering recognition to Bao Dai. British leaders initially 

hoped to strengthen the Emperor's position by persuading key 

Asian nations to recognize his government before the Western 

powers. When this effort failed, primarily as a result of 

Nehru's refusal to cooperate, Britain, on 7 February 1950, 

in response to the ratification by the French assembly of 

^Unable to compete with the Vietminh for popular 
support Bao Dai had abdicated in 1945 and gone into exile in 
France. Turnbull, "Britain and Vietnam," p. 106. 

^Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 9-10; Turnbull, "Britain and Vietnam," p. 
106. 
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the Elysee Agreement, recognized Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia 

as "Associate states within the French union."" 

This action by the government merely exacerbated the 

developing split in the Labour Party over foreign policy.^ 

Although clearly consistent with Bevin's strong stand 

against communism, it produced an angry response from the 

party's left-wing. Since the early stages of the conflict 

in Indochina the left had criticized the government's 

policy. On 8 February 1947 New Statesman warned that 

British aid to France in Indochina would damage the nation's 

moral influence in Asia, and described French policy as 

"morally disgusting and politically idiotic."^ In the 

House of Commons, left-wing MPs charged that the 

government's foreign policy was a failure and based on the 

"same intellectual and moral premises as the policy of the 

Leader of the Opposition."*' In late 1949, with the Bao 

The decision to recognize was made in close 
consultation with the United States, which also offered 
recognition on the same day. United States, Foreign 
Relations of the United States, 1949, Vol. VII, The Far East 
and Australasia (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1975), pp. 49-50, 55-56, 76-80, 83-86; Documents Relating to 
British Involvement in Indochina, pp. 11, 56; Turnbull, 
"Britain and Vietnam," pp. 109-113; The Times, 26 February 
1949, 5c; 29 April 1949, 5c; 11 January 1950, 5c. 

"'AS expressed in Keep Left and Keeping Left. 

N̂ew Statesman, 8 February 1947, pp. 102-103. 

°̂5 Hansard 459 (10 December 1948): 616. Koni 
Zilliacus described Bevin's policy as "Winston and water" 
with "larger doses of Winston." 5 Hansard (10 December 
1948): 706. 
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Dai government in place and recognition a real possibility, 

Woodrow Wyatt pleaded with Bevin not to support French 

imperialism by recognizing such a "puppet government."" 

Following recognition of Bao Dai, the left intensified 

its condemnation of the government's Asian policy. During a 

debate on 4 April 1950 Tom Driberg and Wyatt expressed the 

views of the left-wing critics. Driberg blamed the French 

for the war in Indochina and described their colonial 

administration as the most "backward and corrupt" in all of 

Asia. The Attlee government, he insisted, in its 

determination to support the Americans in the Cold War, had 

placed Britain on the side of French imperialism. He 

characterized Bao Dai as a "puppet," who could not gain the 

support of the people and "would not last a single day" 

without the French military presence. The government's 

action illustrated the need for a complete "rethinking" of 

an Asian policy that would lead Britain to support such a 

1 ** "bogus" group of "stooges."^* 

Woodrow Wyatt, speaking after Driberg, argued that the 

recognition of Bao Dai was completely out of step with 

previous British support for nationalist movements in Asia, 

and it would cause the people of the region to question 

British sincerity. While admitting that Ho Chi Minh was a 

communist, he compared the Bao Dai regime with those 

^̂ Ibid., 469 (16 November 1949): 2017-2018 

^̂ 5 Hansard 473 (4 April 1950): 1150-1154. 
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established by the Russians, against the will of the people, 

in Eastern Europe." Kenneth Yonger, Minister of State, 

responding for the government, chided Driberg and Wyatt for 

their "intemperate language," and he accused them of 

presenting a biased view of the situation. He explained 

that British recognition was merely the appropriate response 

to French efforts to move toward independence for the states 

of Indochina and that the government intended to encourage 

that process.-* 

A debate on policy in southeast Asia held in May 

further revealed the split that existed between the left-

wing and the government on Indochina. Anthony Eden, 

speaking for the opposition, praised the government's policy 

and warned of the danger to Malaya should Bao Dai fail. 

Bevin defended the French, arguing that while sincerely 

committed to independence, the war hampered their efforts to 

move in that direction. The left, however, remained 

unconvinced and continued to attack, blaming the problems in 

the region on "a Churchillian policy carried to its logical 

conclusion."-- Wyatt suggested that Britain and America 

summon a conference to solve the problems of Vietnam, and he 

"ibid., 1154-1156. 

^*Ibid., 1156-1160. 

-^Ibid., 475 (24 May 1950): 2077-2078, 2088-2089, 
2105-2106. 
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proposed inviting certain rebel leaders into the government 

in an effort to split the nationalists and communists.*" 

By late 1950 the Labour government believed that only 

an impressive transfer of power by the French could produce 

success in Indochina. Malcolm MacDonald, Commissioner-

General in Southeast Asia, was dispatched to Paris in 

November to encourage the French in this direction. Despite 

a favorable response, military setbacks in Vietnam prevented 

any progress in the political arena. In December 1950, the 

French government appointed General de Lattre Tassigny as 

High Commissioner and Commander-in-Chief, a change which 

signaled a renewed effort to win a military victory over the 

Vietminh. These events drew an increasingly pessimistic 

assessment from the Labour left. New Statesman encouraged 

Bevin to refuse any French requests for British assistance, 

and it sadly noted the "MacArthurian flavour" of the new 

Commander's statements, while Tribune accused the French of 

attempting to "hold up the course of history" and predicted 

an early defeat.-

Following Labour's defeat in the election of 1951, the 

situation in Indochina continued to deteriorate. Although 

de Lattre achieved some brief militciry successes, his death 

^̂ Ibid., 2106-2108, 2129-2137, 2189; New Statesman. 11 
November 1950, p. 331; Tribune, 20 October 1950, p. 4. 

^^Turnbull, "Britain and Vietnam," pp. 111-115; New 
Statesman. 13 May 1950, p. 534; 13 January 1951, p. 26; 
Tribune, 20 October 1950, p. 4; Daily Herald, 9 October 
1951, p. 4. 
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in January 1952 severely damaged any French hopes of 

victory. A Vietminh invasion of Laos, which began in late 

1952 and left Ho Chi Minh's forces in control of much of the 

country, further contributed to the bleak military picture. 

In the Commons the Labour leadership was forced to temper 

its opposition because of the policies adopted during the 

Labour government. The strongest attacks, therefore, came 

from the left-wing and were characterized by typically harsh 

rhetoric." 

In a foreign affairs debate on 11 May, Churchill, 

responding to the incursions into Laos, informed the House 

that the situation seemed to be under control. In addition, 

he noted that the Americans were encouraging the French to 

present the Indochina problem to the United Nations. On 

both points, however. Labour speakers challenged his 

position, describing his view of the invasion as "airy and 

optimistic" and completely rejecting the idea that a 

"colonial" war was a matter of U.N. concern." The French, 

they insisted, could have avoided the war by following the 

British example in India and Burma. France must grant 

genuine independence and adopt a system similar to the 

British Commonwealth.*" 

"Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, p. 12; 5 Hansard 515 (4 May 1953): 32-35. 

"5 Hansard 515 (11 May 1953): 885, 951, 963. 

"ibid., 903-904, 965; See also: Daily Herald. 5 May 
1952, p. 4; Forward, 9 January 1954, p. 4. 
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On 3 July 1953 the French, acting largely out of 

desperation, expressed a willingness to allow the states of 

Indochina complete independence with the French Union. This 

concession led R. A. Butler, Chancellor of the Exchequer, to 

praise the French for their "heroic" efforts and to promise 

that Britain would continue to provide "all such material 

aid as lies within our resources." This statement, which 

produced only a weak response from Attlee, drew an angry 

outcry from the left. Ernest Davies demanded that the 

Chancellor clarify his pledge and expressed his fear that, 

following the conclusion of a truce in Korea, the 

Indochinese war might be intensified and British troops 

introduced to the region. Driberg characterized the 

government's position as "the height of folly," and he 

called for the war to be ended by negotiation rather than by 

an "absolutely futile and suicidal" military policy.̂ -

In early 1954, although a truce had been reached in 

Korea, the war in Indochina continued with no end in sight. 

The first major diplomatic event of the year, however, the 

Berlin Conference, raised international hopes for a possible 

solution. While the conference focused primarily on 

European problems, the delegates agreed to attend another 

2^ Hansard 518 (21 July 1953): 213-214, 232, 263-264, 
301-302; (22 July 1953): 398, 490-491. For the attitude of 
the left-wing press see: New Statesman, 18 April 1953, p. 
443; 25 April 1953, p. 475; 9 May 1953, p. 536. 
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meeting in Geneva to discuss Korea and Indochina." All 

sections of the Labour Party supported the idea of a 

conference in principle, but the left-wing expressed fear 

that any chances for peace might be destroyed by the 

Americans. There would be peace in Asia, they believed, 

only when the Americans changed their attitude toward China. 

British leaders must realize this and stand firm against any 

American efforts to sabotage the conference." 

During the months of March and April, the Vietminh 

attack on the French base at Dien Bien Phu threatened the 

success of the Geneva Conference. By early April it was 

clear that the French could not hold the fortress without 

help from their allies. Fearful of a complete French 

collapse in Indochina, the Americans began pressing the 

British to join in immediate military intervention and to 

initiate discussions for the establishment of a collective 

security pact, similar to NATO, for Southeast Asia. In the 

weeks preceding the conference these two issues would 

77 

**The conference, held between 25 January and 18 
February, was attended by the Foreign Ministers of Great 
Britain, France, United States and Russia. The Geneva 
Conference was to open on 26 April and invited nations 
included the United States, France, Great Britain, Russia, 
China, Republic of Korea and Democratic Republic of Korea. 
Coral Bell, Survey of International Affairs, 1954 (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1957), p. 131; Documents Relating 
to British Involvement in Indochina, p. 12. 

"5 Hansard 524 (22 February 1954): 11-12; 525 (15 
March 1954): 11; Daily Herald, 30 January 1954, p. 4; 8 
April 1954, p. 4; Tribune, 16 April 1954, p. 2; Forward, 27 
February 1954, p. 1; 3 April 1954, p. 1. 
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produce, not only a strain in Anglo-American relations, but 

also a division within the Labour Party that would reduce 

the effectiveness of its opposition.^* 

On 29 March, in response to the deteriorating situation 

at Dien Bien Phu, Secretary of State Dulles made a speech 

calling for "united action" to prevent a communist victory 

in Indochina. Eisenhower followed this on 4 April with a 

personal letter to Churchill requesting British 

participation, and the Cabinet discussed the matter on 7 

April. Eden informed the Cabinet that the Americans wanted 

Britain to join a coalition of nations in issuing a demand 

that China halt aid to the Vietminh or face military action. 

In addition, the President suggested the formation of an 

organization of nations that would guarantee freedom from 

aggression in Southeast Asia, and he offered to send Dulles 

to London for more detailed discussions. The Foreign 

Secretary expressed serious misgiving regarding a warning to 

China or actual military intervention, but he welcomed the 

idea of a collective defense organization, provided that its 

timing would not damage the Geneva negotiations. The 

Cabinet agreed with this assessment and approved further 

discussions with Dulles. " 

^*Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina. 1954. pp. 12-13; Bell, Survey of International 
Affairs, pp. 21-42. 

"Eden feared that such a warning would lead to 
military intervention, which would prove ineffective and 
could never gain the support of public opinion. He also 
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During the talks with Dulles, held from 11-13 April, 

Eden maintained these positions. Although refusing to 

commit Britain to military action, he agreed to consider 

"establishing a collective defence, within the framework of 

the Charter of the United Nations, to assure the peace, 

security and freedom of South East Asia."" By late April, 

however, with the fall of Dien Bien Phu imminent, the 

Americans again attempted to pressure the British into 

joining in military action. Despite admitting that Dien 

Bien Phu could not be saved, Dulles now favored a "dramatic 

gesture of Anglo-American intervention," which would boost 

the "moral commitment" of nationalist forces. Eden 

presented this request at an emergency meeting of government 

Ministers on 25 April. He reaffirmed his opposition to 

military assistance and placed his hopes for peace on the 

upcoming Geneva negotiations. Churchill and the other 

members of the Cabinet supported this approach, and they 

agreed that Britain could only promise to participate in the 

establishment of a defense organization following the 

conference.^ 

wanted negotiations for a defense pact postponed until after 
Geneva. Cabinet, 129, V. 67, 7 April 1954, pp. 162-163; 
128, V. 27, 7 April 1954, pp. 206-208. 

76 

*''Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, p. 67. 

77 

* Eden continued to believe that military action would 
be ineffective and might lead to a third world war. Despite 
American efforts to sue the French to pressure Britain, this 
meeting ended any possibility of British military 
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Dulles's speech calling for "united action" and his 

proposed visit to London created great concern within a 

Labour Party that was united against British military 

intervention in Indochina. Both in the Commons and in the 

press Labour began to demand that the government resist the 

American proposal. The Daily Herald warned that military 

action would lead to a "new Korea," and it described the 

suggested warning as the "diplomacy of threats," which would 

only succeed in disrupting the conference." The New 

Statesman and Tribune argued that the people of Asia viewed 

the Americans and the French as the aggressors rather than 

the Chinese, and they supported Ho Chi Minh, "not because he 

is a Communist, but because he stands for national freedom 

against French Colonialism and American domination." The 

editors charged that Dulles's primary goal was to use 

Indochina as an excuse to justify military action against 

China and the creation of an Asian defense pact. "The door 

to peace had been opened," a Tribune writer asserted, and 

"Dulles must not be allowed to slam it shut."" 

involvement. Cabinet, 129, V. 68, 27 April 1954, pp. 12-17; 
128, V. 27, 27 April 1954, pp. 235-236. For a detailed 
discussion of these negotiations see: Warner, "The 
Settlement of the Indochina War," pp. 241-251. 

"5 Hansard 526 (5 April 1954): 31-32; (12 April 
1954): 784-787; Daily Herald, 8 April 1954, p. 4; 9 April 
1954, p. 1; 12 April 1954, p. 1; 13 April 1954, p. 4. 

"New Statesman, 17 April 1954, pp. 492, 494; Tribune, 
9 April 1954, p. 1; 16 April 1954, p. 2. 
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Despite the agreement against military action, the 

divisions within the party, which had subsided with the end 

of the Korean War, would resurface over the issue of a 

defense pact for Southeast Asia. On 13 April Eden made a 

statement in the House concerning his conversations with 

Dulles. He stated that the two nations had agreed to 

"examine the possibility" of establishing a collective 

defense organization for the region. Attlee cautiously 

seemed to accept the idea in principle, but he argued that 

to be successful such an organization must be open to all 

Asians so that it could not be represented as "a defence of 

obsolete colonialism."" 

In response Bevan quickly rose from his seat, "pushed 

his way along the Table," and "stood literally on Attlee's 

toes." He completely rejected the proposal "in a way which 

made him seem to be repudiating Attlee's leadership." He 

asserted that such a pact would be "deeply resented" by a 

majority of the British people and perceived as nothing more 

than a "surrender to American pressure." Asians, he 

insisted, would interpret the organization as an effort to 

enforce colonial rule, and it would lead to deep divisions 

with Asian Commonwealth countries. The Labour benches were 

clearly stunned by Bevan's action, and the speakers that 

followed attempted to support either Attlee or Bevan. Bevan 

"5 Hansard 526 (13 April 1954): 969-970; Morgan, 
Backbench Diaries, p. 311. 
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had succeeded, to the enjoyment of the Conservatives, in 

changing the focus from the government's policy to the 

divisions in the party."-

Bevan's challenge to Attlee created an uproar in the 

party and, because Bevan had acted without consulting his 

supporters, also led to confusion within his own group. A 

majority of the Labour MPs were outraged with Bevan for 

causing this division at a time when Labour's fortunes, due 

to some positive by-election results, seemed to be 

improving. The next day, at a stormy meeting of the Shadow 

Cabinet, right-wing leaders attacked Bevan, describing his 

action as "insulting to the Leader of the Party and 

generally discreditable." They also pointed out that his 

objections were premature because the party had not yet made 

a decision on the defense pact. Bevan, however, insisted 

that the problem arose from basic disagreements over policy 

^7 

and walked out of the meeting threatening to resign."•* 

"Morgan, Backbench Diaries, p. 311; Phillip M. 
Williams, ed., The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell (London: 
Jonathon Cape, 1983), pp. 327-328; New Statesman. 17 April 
1954, p. 492; Daily Herald, 15 April 1954, p. 1. 

"Although agreeing with Bevan's policy positions, 
Richard Crossman and Harold Wilson were especially upset 
with Bevan for not consulting with them. Williams, The 
Diary of Hugh Gaitskell, pp. 327-329; Michael Foot, Aneurin 
Bevan: A Biography, V. 2 (London: Davis-Poynter, 1973), 
pp. 431-433; Kenneth Harris, Attlee (New York: W. W. Norton 
and Company, 1982), pp. 517-519; John Campbell, Aneurin 
Bevan and the Mirage of British Socialism (New York: W. W. 
Norton and Company, 1987), pp. 287-290; Daily Herald. 15 
April 1954, p. 1. 
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Later that day at a meeting of the Parliamentary Labour 

Party, Attlee concluded a statement on Indochina, in which 

he followed the same line he had taken in the Commons, with 

a harsh attack on Bevan's behavior. In response Bevan 

formally announced his resignation and again walked out of 

the meeting. In a statement defending his decision, Bevan 

explained that his action resulted from profound policy 

differences with the party leadership. He was forced to 

resign, he contended, because, having already split with the 

party on German rearmament, he was "deeply shocked" by 

Attlee's failure to reject a plan that was "tantamount to 

the diplomatic and military encirclement of Republican 

China." He predicted that the government's policy would 

"prejudice, if not entirely frustrate" the Geneva 

conference, and he demanded that the Labour Party must stand 

firm against Eden's meek following of America's lead. In a 

line that recalled the "third force" argument of earlier 

years, he concluded that Labour must align itself with those 

"genuinely seeking to mediate between the two great power 

blocs into which the world is perilously divided.""" 

Two days after his resignation, Bevan discussed his 

views in greater depth in a leading article in Tribune. 

Emphasizing the anti-American theme that was so prominent 

with the left, he argued that following World War II the 

"Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 312-313; Daily Herald. 
15 April 1954, p. 1. 
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"dominant consideration" of British governments had been the 

prevention of American isolationism. On defense, German 

rearmament, the branding of China as the aggressor in Korea, 

and Chinese membership in the United Nations, Britain had 

supported the American position. Now, America sought 

British assistance in undermining the Geneva conference 

before it began. Dulles, by making it clear that the United 

States would refuse to "trade" the recognition of China for 

peace in Indochina, had greatly weakened the West's 

bargaining position. The only solution, Bevan insisted, was 

for Indochina to be completely independent, including the 

freedom to choose communism. He warned that the proposed 

defense alliance was not designed to prevent war, but to 

extend "the defence of American social, political and 

economic values," and that the communist military threat was 

merely "a cover for counterrevolutionary measures." 

Britain, therefore, must tell America to "go it alone."̂ * 

Reaction to Bevan's resignation varied within the 

Labour Party. Many on the right-wing were pleased to see 

him go, while many on the left felt it was a mistake to give 

up a position of power and influence. The Daily Herald, 

primarily concerned with maintaining the appearance of 

unity, denied that his action would split the party, and, 

while questioning the timing, it recognized his right to 

"^Tribune, 16 April 1954, p. 1. The views expressed in 
this article were shared only by the Bevanites and the far 
left, a clear minority within the party. 
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disagree. Attlee, the Daily Herald argued, could be trusted 

to protect the independence of Asians, and Bevan had only 

"jumped off impulsively to run beside the bus, he is not 

going in a different direction." Revealing their bias, the 

editors stressed the disharmony his actions had created 

among the Bevanites and the difficult decision now faced by 

Harold Wilson of whether or not to accept the position 

vacated by Bevan." 

On the left. Forward, while strongly supporting Bevan's 

position, criticized his resignation as dangerous to the 

party's unity and electoral success. The editors urged him 

to reconsider his decision and remain in a position to 

influence party policy. New Statesman defended Bevan 

against charges of excessive ambition, but it admitted that 

he did possess a "streak of willfulness" that influenced his 

decisions. In a key interpretation, however, the editors 

argued that the party lacked strong leaders with "a clear 

sense of direction." In part, they observed, this was a 

consequence of the age of the leadership, men who focused on 

Labour's past achievements and thought in terms of 

"Pailv Herald. 17 April 1954, p. 1; 22 April 1954, p. 
4; 23 April 1954, p. 1; 29 April 1954, p. 1. Harold Wilson, 
a member of the Bevanite group since his resignation with 
Bevan in 1951, was next in line for this position. He faced 
a dilemma in which, if he accepted the position he might 
incur Bevan's wrath, but if he did not he would be viewed as 
Bevan's servant. The NEC offered Wilson the position on 23 
April land he quickly accepted, emphasizing, however, that 
he supported Bevan's position on SEATO. This decision 
marked the beginning of Wilson's move to the right. 
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"consolidation" rather than "a further advance to 

Socialism." This aging group controlled the party machinery 

and were supported by a group of younger men who wanted 

Labour to abandon true Socialist principles. It was against 

this group that Bevan, who represented the party rank and 

file, led the struggle."'̂  

Much of the discussion of the incident has centered on 

the question of Bevan's motives. His supporters have argued 

that it was an act of principle, while his opponents have 

described him as motivated solely by a desire for power. 

Michael Foot contended that, instead of resulting from 

Bevan's character or temperament, his actions were the 

consequence of his frustration at the weak leadership and 

the "chronic timidity" and "lack of vision" which 

characterized their policy decisions. This feeling was 

compounded by his inability to break the firm hold of the 

right-wing and the trade unions on the party. Although 

there is some truth in this, a more accurate view must also 

recognize Bevan's impulsive nature and his desire to be 

party leader. As Gaitskell noted in his diary, Bevan was 

never a "scheming careful plotter," but rather one whose 

"actions are determined far more by emotional reactions, 

particularly anger and pride, than anything else. ^ ^ Z l 

"Forward, 24 April 1954, p. 1; New Statesman, 24 April 
1954, p. 516; Morgan, Backbench Diaries, pp. 318-319. 

"Foot, Aneurin Bevan, pp. 436-437; Williams, The Diarv 
of Hugh Gaitskell, p. 336. 
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In the days just before the opening of the Geneva 

conference, the Americans continued their attempts to 

persuade the British to join in some form of military 

intervention. The Cabinet, however, rejected the proposals, 

and on 27 April Churchill made a statement in the House in 

which he indicated that Britain would not participate in any 

military action or undertake any new political commitments 

until after the conference. Labour MPs responded favorably 

to these comments, although, concerned with Commonwealth 

opinion, they pressed Churchill to endorse a peace plan 

recently offered by Nehru. This plan, presented on 24 April 

during a speech at a meeting of Asian nations, called for an 

immediate cease fire, independence for Indochina and a 

promise by the great powers not to intervene. All sections 

of the party united in support of Nehru's plan, describing 

it as "the most constructive piece of thinking so far" and 

urging Eden to adopt the proposals."''̂  

At a meeting of the National Executive Committee on 28 

April discussion centered on the issue of whether the party 

should issue a resolution on Indochina. Herbert Morrison 

and the trade union members opposed a statement because they 

felt it might embarrass the government, but the idea was 

w V 1 ^Warner, "The Settlement of the Indochina War," pp. 
248-250; 5 Hansard 526 (27 April 1954): 1455-1450; Daily 
Herald, 26 April 1954, p. 4; New Statesman, 1 May 1954, p. 
549; Tribune predicted that Eden would "as usual tamely 
follow an American lead, even against an initiative that 
comes from within the Commonwealth." Tribune, 30 April 
1954, p. 1. 
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supported by Attlee and the centrist and left-wing members. 

During the debate that developed over wording, Crossman 

introduced a paragraph which condemned all efforts "to 

portray this ghastly civil war . . . as a crusade against 

communism which must be prosecuted until final victory is 

achieved" and rejected any alliance that might tie Britain 

to a policy of "massive retaliation." This language, 

however, was considered too anti-American by the right, and 

the committee defeated the motion. The final statement, 

clearly a compromise, opposed British involvement in 

military action and colonial exploitation, and it supported 

the Nehru plan but neglected to mention a defense pact."' 

The Geneva Conference officially opened on 8 May with 

Eden serving as co-chairman along with the Russian 

representative. Little progress was made during the early 

weeks of the conference, and Labour, increasingly fearful 

that Eden would give in to American pressure, pressed the 

"^Archives of the British Labour Party. National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 28 April 1954, pp. 306-
308. The statement said: "The NEC of the labour party is 
strongly opposed to any step which would involve Britain in 
military action in support of imperialist policies in Indo-
China. It reaffirms its opposition to any extension of 
hostilities which might lead to a major war. It is as much 
opposed to Communist imperialism and domination as it is to 
colonial exploitation. The Committee welcomes the 
initiative of Mr. Nehru in formulating proposals for an 
early settlement in Indo-China. It reiterates its view that 
the aim of British policy at the Geneva Conference should be 
to achieve a negotiated settlement which will end the Indo-
Chinese war and permit the peoples of this territory to 
achieve genuine democratic independence." Daily Herald. 
29 April 1954, p. 1. 
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government for information on any talks concerning a defense 

pact. On 17 May Churchill responded to these questions by 

pointing out the continuously changing situation in Geneva 

and reaffirming that the government would enter into no 

commitments prior to the end of the conference. He also 

reiterated the government's willingness to explore a 

collective security arrangement following the conference.*' 

The Labour left continued to criticize this idea, while the 

right offered qualified support. Daily Herald noted, 

however, that there seemed to be more concern about what 

would happen after the conference than during it.*̂  

The Labour press engaged in considerable discussion of 

possible outcomes during the early weeks of the conference. 

Although agreeing on such themes as suspicion of Dulles and 

American intentions, the need for America to recognize 

China, and praise for Eden's skillful diplomacy, the left 

was distinguished from the right by its harsher language, 

more strident anti-Americanism and determined opposition to 

SEATO. Forward, in discussing the lack of Asian interest in 

a defense organization, argued that China was not an 

aggressor and that Chinese intervention in Indochina was not 

equal to that of the United States. The editors credited 

*''5 Hansard 527 (10 May 1954): 833-835; (11 May 1954): 
1012; (13 May 1954): 1431-1433; (17 May 1954): 1670-1672, 
1691-1694. 

*^Ibid., (17 May 1954): 1670-1672, 1691-1694; Daily 
Herald, 12 May 1954, p. 4; 18 May 1954, pp. 1, 4. 
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the Labour opposition with forcing the Conservative 

government to reject the plan for military intervention, and 

they insisted that Eden was able to resist Dulles's 

continuing pressure because "he knows that behind him stands 

a united British Labour movement." Tribune and New 

Statesman criticized Dulles for his "farcical pretense" at 

negotiation, and they warned that, having failed to get 

support for military action, he would try to accomplish the 

same goal through a defense organization.*^ 

After four weeks of negotiations at Geneva, Eden 

returned to London for a Cabinet meeting on 24 May. 

Reporting on the progress of the conference, he expressed 

his belief that there existed a "fair" chance of achieving a 

cease fire agreement. He stated that British objectives 

should be to do everything possible to achieve success 

without severely damaging Anglo-American relations and to 

keep open the possibility of a Southeast Asian defense pact. 

The Foreign Secretary cited the instability of the French 

government and the "uncompromising" attitude of the 

Americans toward China as key difficulties in the talks. He 

believed, however, that Britain could achieve her objectives 
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and received the support of the Cabinet to continue his 

work.*̂  

By the time of Eden's return to London in late May, the 

Labour press had adopted an increasingly pessimistic view 

concerning the conference. Although praising Eden for his 

efforts, the left-wing press feared a stalemate that might 

lead to American military intervention and reaffirmed its 

stand against any British participation. New Statesman 

predicted that if the conference failed there would be great 

pressure on Britain to join in a collective defense 

agreement. The editors warned, however, that this would 

succeed only if it were freely accepted by the "sovereign 

and neutral nations of Asia--particularly India." Without 

Indian participation the result would be a commitment as 

"incapable of fulfillment" as that given by Chamberlain at 

Munich in 1938, and would commit Britain to an organization 

"designed to impose a White hegemony on Asian people."** 

In the June issue of Socialist Commentary the right-

wing responded to rhetoric of the Labour left. Philip Noel-

Baker deplored the confusion that existed concerning 

Labour's view on foreign policy issues. In an attempt to 

*2cabinet, 129, V. 68, 24 May 1954, pp. 80-81; 128, V. 
27, 24 May 1954, pp. 267-269; 5 Hansard 528 (25 May 1954): 
208. 

**Daily Herald, 25 May 1954, p. 4; 11 June 1954, p. 1; 
14 June 1954, p. 1; Forward, 12 June 1954, p. 1; 19 June 
1954, p. 1; New Statesman, 29 May 1954, p. 688; Socialist 
Outlook, 21 May 1954, p. 1; 11 June 1954, p. 2. 
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make the party's stand clear, he attacked those who adopted 

an anti-American stance. Pointing to party conference 

declarations in 1952 and 1953 that emphasized the importance 

of "close co-operation with the United States," he rejected 

the position of those who "suggest that the Americans are 

more dangerous to peace than the Kremlin" and "exploit every 

foolish expression of opinion in the United States."'" 

Concerning Indochina, he cited a conference resolution in 

1953 that called for achievement of peace through 

"negotiations conducted by France and the associated 

states." He argued that left-wing statements that justified 

the intervention of China while decrying that of the United 

States were completely inconsistent with the party's stated 

position. This type of "irresponsible language," he 

charged, misrepresented Labour's policy and made war in the 
ir 

region more likely. 

On 15 June, having achieved little progress toward a 

settlement, the government announced that Churchill and Eden 

would visit Washington on 25-27 June. Following this 

announcement, the communists made significant concessions on 

key points and by the time Eden returned to London on 22 

June it appeared that the conference would be successful. 

Speaking in the Commons on 23 June, he reported on the 

*̂ Phillip Noel-Baker, "Foreign Policy and Brass Tacks," 
Socialist Commentary 18 (June 1954): 150-153. 

*4bid. 
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progress of the negotiations, expressed his hope that an 

agreement was possible and defended that idea of a Southeast 

Asian defense system, which he suggested might take the form 

of either a Locarno or a NATO treaty. Attlee, in a very 

bipartisan speech, argued that there was no possibility of 

winning a military victory in Indochina and admitted that he 

was "attracted" by the idea of a Locarno treaty for Asia. 

This approach, he predicted, would involve all nations in 

protecting the peace, and avoid a plan with "two great blocs 

lined up against each other." Concerning the American 

visit, he stressed the need clearly to state the British 

view, but he also called for each side to attempt to 

understand the viewpoint of the other.*̂  

For the left Harold Davies and Desmond Donnelly 

launched a much harsher attack on the government. Davies 

denied that leaders like Syngman Rhee and Bao Dai were 

worthy of support, and he insisted that to talk in terms of 

a military victory in Indochina was "logistic rubbish." He 

described as "silly" a Southeast Asian defense organization 

that would include only nations like the Philippines and 

Thailand, and he asserted that without India, Pakistan and 

China no defense treaty could ever be successful. Donnelly 

*̂ 5 Hansard 529 (23 June 1954): 428-444. Herbert 
Morrison joined Attlee in supporting a defense pact in 
principle. (23 June 1954): 542. Woodrow Wyatt also 
praised Eden, but attributed his success to following a 
"Socialist foreign policy," and adopting the approach of the 
Labour government. (23 June 1954): 459-460. 
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accused the Conservatives of sounding like the "British 

equivalent of the American China Lobby," and he explained 

that an agreement was now likely because the government had 

resisted American pressure on military intervention and a 

defense pact. This refusal, he asserted, had produced a 

"loosening of the Western alliance" that had allowed Eden to 

act more independently and vindicated those in the Labour 

Party who had called for "an independent British policy 

within the Anglo-American alliance."*^ 

On 22 June the Cabinet discussed the upcoming 

Washington talks. Eden, optimistic that the conference 

would soon be productive, outlined the basic goals of the 

visit. He proposed that Britain continue efforts to prevent 

American military intervention and forestall any public 

discussions on a SEATO treaty until the conclusion of the 

conference.*^ In Washington the British leaders found that 

the Americans had softened their position, and, while hoping 

to avoid immediate elections, they were now ready to accept 

the partition of Vietnam. At the conclusion of the talks, 

they produced a document describing the terms that both 

nations were prepared to accept at Geneva. Key features 

included the preservation of the integrity of Laos and 

Cambodia and the southern part of Vietnam and the 

*^Ibid. , 4 7 7 - 5 3 1 . 

*5cab ine t , 129 , V. 69 , 22 June 1954, pp . 1 7 - 1 8 . 

295 



establishment of a "study group" in Washington to develop 

plans for a collective defense organization." 

On 12 July Churchill reported to the Commons that the 

Washington talks had served to bring the Anglo-American 

discussion of Indochina "back onto a realistic and 

constructive level." He stated that the British view on a 

defense agreement had been clearly explained to the American 

leaders. He stressed, however, that the planning for such 

an agreement would continue regardless of the outcome of the 

Geneva conference. The Prime Minister insisted that the 

preparation of a collective defense organization was "not 

incompatible with the settlement we hope for at Geneva," and 

he assured the House that Britain would make every effort to 

associate all interested Asian states with the treaty." 

Labour presented a generally united reaction to the 

Prime Minister's statement. Attlee, in a skillful speech 

that pleased both the right-wing and the Bevanites, 

emphasized that problems in Indochina would not be solved 

until the Americans agreed to allow China into the United 

Nations. In addition, he continued to stress the importance 

of gaining the support of Asian Commonwealth nations for any 

defense agreement. On the far left, however. Socialist 

Outlook characterized the Washington talks as "preparations 

"warner, "The Settlement of the Indochina War," pp 
253-254. 

CI 
^̂ 5 Hansard 530 (12 July 1954): 43-44. 
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for war," and it charged that the differences between Dulles 

and Eden were "tactical not fundamental." The editors 

attacked the "folly" of those in the Labour Party who, by 

their meek acceptance of government policy, helped to create 

the "illusion" of national unity. The Labour leadership, 

they insisted, must assert their independence and "obstruct 

and oppose" government policy in every way possible. They 

described the right-wing position, as expressed in Socialist 

Commentary, as "hardly distinguishable from the foreign 

policy at present being pursued by the Tories."" 

By 18 July the negotiators at Geneva had achieved 

genuine progress which led to the conclusion of the final 

declaration on 21 July. The agreement included a cease

fire, a Viet-Minh withdrawal from Laos and Cambodia, the 

partition of Vietnam at the 17th parallel and the promise of 

elections in 1956. The United States, while refusing to 

associate itself with the treaty, issued a statement that 

pledged not to use force to disrupt the settlement. On 22 

July Eden explained the results of the conference to the 

House. Labour responded with praise for Eden's efforts, 

approval of the treaty and criticism for the American 

attitude throughout the conference. New Statesman 

specifically praised Eden for his cooperation with the 

-̂ "ibid., 482-588; Daily Herald, 16 June 1954, pp. 1, 4; 
24 June 1954, p. 4; 29 June 1954, p. 1; New Statesman. 19 
June 1954, p. 773; 3 July 1954, p. 2; Socialist Outlook. 2 
July 1954, pp. 1/ 2; 11 June 1954, p. 2; Morgan, Backbench 
Diaries, p. 338. 
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French, and it suggested that this "team-work" would be 

needed in the future when "Washington resumes its pressure 

for a South-East Asian NATO."" 

The decision of the 1945-1951 Labour government to 

offer recognition to Bao Dai was entirely consistent with 

the strong anti-communist policy adopted by Bevin and 

Attlee. It served, however, along with the government's 

European policy, to convince the Labour left that Bevin had 

abandoned any attempt to follow a socialist foreign policy 

and contributed to the division between the left-wing and 

the government. As in other areas, the anti-communist 

stance of the Labour government limited the effectiveness of 

the party front bench when, after the 1951 election, they 

were faced with a Conservative government that continued the 

policies they had initiated. 

During the Geneva conference, when Eden faced American 

pressure on Britain to agree to military intervention to 

save Dien Bien Phu, Labour stood united against any military 

action. The issue of SEATO, however, produced a resurgence 

of the party's internal divisions. Bevan's challenge to 

Attlee, although motivated by personality, generational 

conflict and ambition, was also a result of ideological 

"warner, "The Settlement of the Indochina War," pp. 
256-257; Daily Herald, 20 July 1954, p. 4; 21 July 1954, p 
1; 22 July 1954, p. 4; Tribune, 23 July 1954, p. 1; New 
Statesman, 24 July 1954, p. 89; "Relief After Geneva," 
Socialist Commentary 18 (August 1954): 215; Gary Wint, 
"History is Made at Geneva," Socialist Commentary 18 
(September 1954): 245-247. 
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differences. The Bevanites viewed Attlee's acceptance of 

the principle of SEATO as an association with imperialism 

and subservience to an irrational American policy. Bevan's 

action, however, alienated his supporters and marked the 

beginning of his decline as a potential successor to Attlee 
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CHAPTER X 

FROM SEATO TO THE FAILURE OF GENEVA: THE 

BRITISH LABOUR PARTY AND INDOCHINA, 

1954-1964 

Following the conclusion of the Geneva Conference the 

focus shifted to the proposed Southeast Asian defense 

treaty. The negotiations produced tension between Britain 

and the United States due to differing views of the nature 

and purpose of the treaty. Dulles, who considered the 

Geneva agreements a victory for the communists, sought a 

defense pact for the purpose of preventing further communist 

aggression in the region. British leaders, believing Geneva 

a successful attempt at achieving peace and regional 

stability, desired a broad-based treaty that would include 

the Asian nations of the Commonwealth and guarantee the 

Geneva accords. Although generally pleased with the results 

of Geneva, Labour would remain deeply divided over the issue 

of a regional defense pact.* 

Although Dulles consented to consultations with the 

neutral Asian nations, most followed the lead of India and, 

citing their commitment to neutrality, rejected the 

'India, Ceylon, Indonesia and Burma refused to join and 
Pakistan, Thailand and the Philippines were the only Asian 
nations to participate. Roger Dingman, "John Foster Dulles 
and the Creation of the South-East Asia Treaty Organization 
in 1954," International History Review 11, No. 3 (August 
1989): 457-477; Leszek Buszynski, SEATO; The Failure of an 
Alliance Strategy (Singapore: Singapore University Press, 
1983), pp. 1-43. 
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invitation to participate. A dispute also arose concerning 

the use of the words "Communist aggression" in the original 

draft of the treaty and references to allied action against 

"subversive" activity. Despite initial resistance from 

Dulles, Eden succeeded in having the word "communist" 

removed and the text rewritten to provide for a response to 

only "overt" aggression. Final negotiations were completed 

dt a Conference in Manilla, and the treaty was formally 

signed on 8 September.^ 

As illustrated by the resignation of Bevan in April the 

issue of SEATO clearly possessed the potential to divide the 

party. Before the opening of the Manila Conference, the 

Bevanite left labeled the meeting "absurd" and "dangerous," 

and suggested that Eden refuse to send a British 

delegation." The signing of the treaty merely hardened the 

lines of division in the party. Although admitting a 

positive British influence. New Statesman described the 

treaty as an attempt to "guarantee a status quo which cannot 

and should not be maintained." Daily Herald, however, 

supporting the party leadership, characterized it as a 

"skeleton" of an organization that might be a "stabilising 

^Dingman, "John Foster Dulles," pp. 465-467. 

^Tribune, 20 August 1954, p. 4; New Statesman, 21 
August 1954, p. 1. 
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force in Asia" should more Asian nations be convinced to 

join in the future.* 

The debate continued during the annual party conference 

held between 27 September and 1 October. The left 

challenged the decision of the leadership to support the 

treaty by introducing two resolutions stating that SEATO was 

an attempt to encircle China and requiring opposition to any 

organization that did not include India and China. Speaking 

in favor of the resolutions, Harold Davies argued that the 

conference must force the leadership to abandon a bipartisan 

foreign policy and "tie this executive down to socialist 

principles." He added that the treaty could never be 

considered a security pact because it excluded the vast 

majority of Asians. Jennie Lee argued that the treaty, by 

excluding China, would only make the communists more bitter 

and belligerent and divide Britain from "our best comrades 

in India and Indonesia." The Labour Party, she insisted, 

must remain "true to our own International Socialist 

principles."" 

Defending the leadership's decision to support the 

treaty, Woodrow Wyatt charged that the resolutions were 

"haywire from start to finish." He totally rejected the 

suggestion that it involved the encirclement of China, 

W w Statesman, 11 September 1954, p. 281; Daily 
Herald, 9 September 1954, p. 4. 

-Labour Party Annual Report, 1954, pp. 76-77. 
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reminding the conference of Chinese aggression in Tibet and 

Korea. He noted that SEATO, unlike NATO, possessed no armed 

forces, did not include the defense of Formosa, and provided 

only for consultations in response to aggression. The SEATO 

agreement, he asserted, was the "most unterrifying defence 

pact that could possibly be imagined." While everyone 

supported peaceful co-existence, Wyatt warned that it could 

never be achieved by "abandoning your defences" and that 

"economic aid alone" would not stop communist expansion. 

The Labour Conference must not force Attlee to "eat his 

words" in the House of Commons and turn his back on 

Australia and New Zealand. Following the debate, the 

Conference defeated both resolutions against the Manila 

Treaty.^ 

The Conference vote, however, failed to diminish the 

division in the party over this issue. The conflict emerged 

again on 8 November when, in response to a government motion 

to approve the Manila Treaty, the debate which followed was 

primarily confined to the Labour benches. Eden, opening the 

debate for the government, defended the treaty by pointing 

out that it was defensive in nature, in harmony with the 

Geneva accords and the U.N. charter, and was merely a 

"regional instrument to give effect to our existing 

obligations as members of the United Nations." While 

Îbid pp. 81-82. The first resolution was defeated 
by a vote of 3,669,000 to 2,570,000, and the second by 
4,612,000 to 1,572,000. 
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expressing regret that more Asian nations had declined to 

join, he hoped that they might reconsider in the future." 

Kenneth Younger, in the official Labour reply, 

attempted to steer a middle course between the two wings of 

the party. While stating that the party would not vote 

against the treaty, he expressed serious reservations and 

exposed many of its weaknesses. He described the treaty as 

"rather unconvincing" and "anomalous," and he deplored the 

split produced in the Commonwealth. The treaty, he 

insisted, could not be considered a "policy" for Southeast 

Asia, and it was characterized by "flimsy" military 

provisions. He was especially concerned about the 

references to "subversive activities directed from without" 

in article II and the potential interpretation of article IV 

to include internal subversive activities. This wording, he 

warned, was open to "dangerous interpretation" that might 

broaden the definition of aggression beyond that set by the 

Security Council or allow the inclusion of "almost any form 

0 

of internal revolution."" 

Despite these objections Younger stated that he would 

not call for a division. Because some Asian nations had 

signed the treaty, it was necessary for Britain to 

participate in order to influence future decisions, and it 

was vital to avoid the false impression that Britain would 

'5 Hansard 532 (8 November 1954): 931-932 

^Ibid., 937-946. 
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no t resist aggression. He concluded with the familiar 

Labour theme that predicted failure for a policy that 

emphasized military preparations but neglected economic 

programs. Following his speech Younger found himself caught 

in the middle of a debate between the right and left. On 

the right George Brown, Patrick Gordon-Walker and Joseph 

Sparks offered strong support for the treaty, while for the 

left Harold Davies, William Warbey and Emrys Hughes argued 

for rejection.-

Gordon-Walker, describing his support as "stronger" 

than Younger's, recalled the appeasement of the 1930s and 

praised the treaty for drawing a line that would help 

prevent aggression in Asia. Sparks attacked the left's 

position that SEATO represented the encirclement of China, 

and he insisted that nations like India and Burma, while not 

signing the treaty, recognized the communist threat and were 

grateful for the willingness of Britain and the United 

States to resist communist expansion. Brown criticized 

Labour MPs for their qualified backing of the treaty and 

specifically challenged Younger's objections to article II. 

Aggression, he explained, could take many forms and 

therefore the language of Article II was consistent with the 

U.N. charter. Adopting a firm position in defense of 

containment. Brown argued that communist aggression was a 

'Ibid., 940-1004; New Statesman, 13 November 1954, p 
600. 
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reality in Asia and that past experience with dictators 

proved that clear lines must be drawn to prevent war. He 

condemned Chinese assistance to the Vietminh as an attempt 

to turn them into a "satellite," and he noted that economic 

aid would be useless for a nation that was not 

independent. -• 

For the left Davies charged the Manila treaty indicated 

that Eden had been "bewitched and bewildered" by American 

policy in Asia. Despite all attempts to make the agreement 

"smell sweet," it failed to "cover the hunger, the 

wretchedness and poverty" that had produced the struggle. 

India, he asserted, would never participate, and the only 

results would be to undermine the Geneva accords and hamper 

efforts to unify India and Pakistan. Warbey, focusing on 

the postponement of elections by the Geneva agreements, 

labeled the treaty a part of an attempt to "prevent people 

from self-determining themselves into communism." He 

described the supporters of SEATO as hypocrites for viewing 

Chinese assistance to the Vietminh as aggression while 

referring to the far greater American aid to the French as a 

"defence of the free world. "** 

"'5 Hansard 532 (8 November 1954): 956-965, 979-985. 

"ibid., 970-977, 995-996. While the Conservatives 
delighted in the Labour disputes and attempted to exploit 
them. New Statesman sought to play down the divisions by 
contending that the differences indicated that "the Labour 
benches are thinking while the Tories are acquiescing." New 
Statesman, 13 November 1954, p. 600. 

306 



Following the signing of the Geneva accords, there 

remained the task of putting the agreements into effect. In 

order to ensure the success of this process, the conference 

provided for three International Control Commissions 

composed of representatives from Canada, India and Poland. 

The nations attending the conference, however, agreed to 

receive reports from the Control Commissions concerning 

problems in executing the terms of the treaties. Because 

the conference created no clear machinery for solving such 

difficulties, the task fell to the Co-Chairmen, Britain and 

the Soviet Union. Therefore, despite possessing no legal 

authority to enforce compliance, over the next several years 

the British government played a prominent role in efforts to 

ensure the effectiveness of the Geneva agreements." 

Beginning as early as mid-1955 conflicts developed 

concerning the execution of the conference decisions. The 

Geneva agreements provided for the unification of Vietnam 

through elections scheduled for July 1956. By May 1955, 

however, the Vietnamese governments had failed to make any 

progress in preparation for the elections. In the House of 

Commons Labour MPs, led by the left-wing,*̂  began to 

maintain constant pressure on the government to exercise 

**Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 17-18. 

*"Left-wing MPs who focused on Far Eastern iss.es 
included: William Warbey, Desmond Donnelly, Harold Davies, 
Fenner Brockway and John Baird. 
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greater initiative to ensure that the Geneva accords were 

successful. The major obstacle to the holding of elections 

was the attitude of the South Vietnamese government. In 

October 1955 a referendum had deposed Bao Dai and 

established the Republic of Vietnam with Ngo Dinh Diem as 

President. The new government adopted the position that, 

because it had not signed the Geneva agreements, it was not 

bound to comply with their provisions. Although affirming 

his desire for peace and unification. Diem asserted that 

genuinely free elections were not possible in the communist 

north.-' 

Although the government assured the House that, as one 

of the Co-Chairmen it had "repeatedly advised" the Republic 

of Vietnam concerning the treaty's provisions, it possessed 

no power to control their response.*• By mid-1956, as it 

became apparent that elections would not be held on 

schedule. Labour MPs intensified their criticism of the Diem 

regime and demanded that the government be more aggressive 

in pushing the compliance. On 4 June Brockway charged that 

the elections were being obstructed by the "attitude of the 

-•Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 21-23; 5 Hansard 540 (4 May 1955): 134; (5 
May 1955): 1901-1902; 542 (13 June 1955): 259; 543 (13 
July 1955): 1913-1914; 544 (27 July 1955): 161; 545 (9 
November 1955): 193-194. 

"This included arranging meetings with Soviet 
officials to discuss solutions to the problem. 5 Hansard 
551 (16 April 1956) : 676. 
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South Vietnamese Government supported by the American 

Government." 

In addition, the left-wing press maintained a steady 

criticism of Diem and American involvement in the region. 

New Statesman, beginning in late 1954, raised the 

possibility that the American presence in the south might 

constitute a violation of the cease-fire provisions for 

noninterference. Later articles described Diem's government 

as "ineffective" and characterized by "political chaos," a 

regime that "models itself on the military dictatorships of 

Formosa and South Korea." The editors charged that Diem, 

recognizing he had no chance to win elections, refused to 

allow political dissent and survived solely due to the 

military and economic support of the United States.^ 

During a debate on 7 June 1957 Davies accused Diem of 

violating the Geneva agreements by introducing conscription. 

John Baird focused on the increasing American military aid, 

and he attacked the government's position of recognizing the 

Republic of Vietnam while refusing recognition to the 

Democratic Republic in the north. He referred to the 

reports of the Control Commissions that indicated a much 

greater level of "victimization" of political opponents in 

"ibid., 551 (18 April 1956): 1000; (25 April 1956): 
1767; 553 (4 June 1956): 707. 

-'New Statesman, 2 October 1954, p. 37S; 4 December 
1954, p. 727; 15 January 1955, p. 63; 19 March 1955, p. 374; 
7 May 1955, p. 631. 
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the South, and, introducing a new theme, he called for the 

government to support a recall of the Geneva Conference. 

Government spokesmen responded by emphasizing the communist 

nature of the Democratic Republic and the positive 

accomplishments of Diem and by refusing to accept the Labour 

view that Britain's responsibility as Co-Chairman involved 

accepting an activist role in enforcing the agreements." 

Throughout 1959 and 1960 the Labour left continued to 

demand that the government act more forcefully to stop the 

deteriorating situation in Vietnam. They argued that the 

success of the Geneva Conference depended on the promise of 

elections and that the "honor" of the British government was 

at stake. This was coupled with harsh attacks on American 

policy, which was labeled "hypocritical" and rendered Diem 

nothing more than a "puppet." Recalling the conference was 

the only way to "prevent another Korea" and to enable 

Britain to avoid subservience to United States policy. Even 

Socialist Commentary, while avoiding the extreme rhetoric of 

the left, indicated a significant level of Labour unity on 

the issue by accusing Diem of obstructing elections and 

becoming an "American client state on Korean lines."^' 

"5 Hansard 571 (7 June 1957): 1674-1680; 573 (10 July 
1957): 364-365; 581 (27 January 1958): 14-16. 

"ibid , 600 (16 February 1959): 7; (23 February 
1959)- 812- 601 (9 March 1959): 862; 602 (16 March 1959): 
20- 605 (15 May 1959): 1659-1676; 632 (19 December 1960): 
1025-1036; N^w Statesman, 5 November 1955, p. 562; 18 May 
1957, p. 627; David Ennals, "Danger in the Far East," 
Socialist Commentary (August 1960): 10-12. 
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Despite the escalating tensions in Vietnam, events in 

Laos during the years immediately following the Geneva 

Conference seemed to offer hope for a peaceful future. 

Although the period from 1955 through 1957 produced some 

conflict between the Laotian government and the communist 

Pathet Lao forces who controlled two northern provinces, by 

late 1957 they had reached an agreement that provided for 

Pathet Lao representation in the government and the 

integration of their forces into the Laotian army. 

Following the confirmation of this plan by elections in May 

1958, the Laotian government requested the termination of 

the work of the Control Commission in Laos. On 19 July the 

Commission voted to adjourn, but it left open the 

possibility of reconvening should circumstances change. 

During 1959 and 1960, however, the situation deteriorated 

when Pathet Lao leaders charged the government with 

repression and their forces refused integration. By mid-

1959 the dispute had erupted into civil war. ' 

As conflict redeveloped in Laos, Labour MPs, as in the 

case of Vietnam, insisted that Britain, as a Co-Chairman of 

the Geneva Conference, possessed a special responsibility 

for events in the region. On 2 March Warbey asserted that 

it was an "undoubted fact" that America was supplying 

"substantial" military aid to Laos in violation of the 

"nornments Re]̂ l-ina to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 24-26. 
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Geneva accords, and he called on the government to request 

the recall of the Control Commission. In addition, the 

Soviet Union, citing repression of the Pathet Lao by the 

Laotian government, requested that Britain support the 

recalling of the commission. The government, however, 

rejected the idea, arguing that the Laotian government had 

not broken the terms of the Geneva agreements and that to 

recall the commission without its permission would 

constitute a violation of sovereignty." 

During late 1959, when the Laotian government 

threatened to put arrested Pathet Lao leaders on trial. 

Labour speakers urged the recall of the Geneva Conference. 

A Co-Chairman, they insisted, must do more than merely 

"receive reports." Britain should press for the 

"abandonment of the trials" and stop ignoring the American 

intervention. On 5 November a United Nations Security 

Council Sub-Committee, which had been sent to Laos to 

investigate possible foreign interference, reported that 

there was no evidence of North Vietnamese forces in the 

area. This was followed on 8-9 August by a military coup 

which successfully deposed the existing government and 

stated its commitment to a neutralist foreign policy. These 

events produced a very unstable and confused political 

"5 Hansard 600 (23 February 1959): 814-815; 601 (2 
March 195911 3"2; 606 (8 June 1959): 68-71; (10 June 1959) 
422-424; 612 (29 October 1959): 385-386; 613 (18 November 
1959) : 'll41-1148. 
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situation, with rival governments claiming power and a 

potential for escalation beyond Laotian borders." 

The increasing confusion in Laos motivated Labour MPs 

to intensify their attacks on the British government's 

position and American policy. They continued to demand a 

reconvening of the Geneva Conference and urged that Britain 

adopt a course independent of the United States. During a 

debate on 19 December Baird charged the Conservatives with 

"crawling to the Americans in our foreign policy," and he 

accused the Foreign Secretary of being either "ignorant" or 

"misleading" in blaming Laotian problems on the Pathet Lao. 

New Statesman described the American investment in Laos as 

"the worst example of wasted dollars in Asia" and noted that 

"unhappily, Washington has continued to equate neutralism 

with communism.""' 

In December 1960, faced with an increasingly chaotic 

situation in Laos, Nehru requested that the governments of 

Britain and the Soviet Union take action to recall the 

Control Commission. In response, the Soviet government 

urged that, in addition to recalling the Commission, a 

conference of interested powers should be convened to solve 

" "ibid., 613 (IS Noveir.ber 1959): 1141-1148; G. 
Barraclough, Survey of International Affairs, 1959-1960 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1964), pp. 285-298. 

"'5 Hansard 617 (17 February 1960): 1261; 632 (19 
December 1960): 881-884, 1025-1036; New Statesman, 13 June 
1959 p 814; 8 August 1959, p. 146; 29 August 1959, p. 234; 
14 November 1959, p. 640; 10 December 1960, p. 910; 24 
December 1960, p. 994. 
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Laotian problems. On 24 April 1961 the Co-Chairmen reached 

agreement on a plan to recall the Commission and propose a 

conference. Britain, however, insisted that the Commission 

must verify that a cease-fire had been achieved before the 

conference opened. Following the confirmation of a cease

fire on 11 May, the conference, composed of fourteen 

nations, opened in Geneva on 16 May.̂ -

During the months leading up to the opening of the 

conference the Labour Party stood united in its support for 

the recall of the Commission and the suggestion of a 

conference similar to that of 1954. A position paper 

drafted by the International Sub-Committee of the NEC on 

January 1961 advocated this approach and stated that the 

solution to Laotian problems lay in the establishment of a 

broad based coalition government that would follow a 

neutralist policy. In the House, while Labour MPs 

encouraged the government to support the Indian and Soviet 

initiatives, they accused British officials of "wasting 

time" with an overly cautious attitude. On 20 March Noel-

Baker demanded that Britain immediately agree to a 

conference asserting that "while we are carrying on a 

conversation, they are carrying on a war.""" 

^*Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 26-30. 

"Archives of the British Labour Party, National 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 10 January 1961, pp. 
807-811; 5 Hansard 633 (24 January 1961): 30-31; (30 
January 1961): 566-574; 634 (9 February 1961): 624; 637 
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The Geneva Conference on Laos, which lasted from 16 May 

1961 to 23 July 1962, was plagued by periodic violations of 

the cease-fire and the inability of the three contending 

groups in Laos to agree on a coalition government. During 

the early months of the conference, fearful that the United 

States might press for SEATO intervention, the Labour Party 

warned the government against such action, arguing that 

"nothing in the Manila treaty would justify British 

intervention in a civil war in Laos." Despite some progress 

towards forming a national government during early 1962, the 

Pathet Lao created a crisis on 8 May by successfully 

occupying the town of Nam Tha near the Thai border. This 

attack, which violated the cease-fire and posed a threat to 

Thai security, led to the introduction of troops into 

Thailand by the United States, Australia and New Zealand, 

accompanied by a Royal Air Force Squadron.^' 

On 17 May, following the announcement of the 

government's decision to send the fighters, the left-wing 

demanded that the Labour leadership press for an emergency 

debate in the Commons. Gaitskell, supported by the majority 

of the party, refused the request and expressed support for 

the British presence. He warned, however, that Labour would 

(20 March 1961): 28-30; (24 March 1961): 821-826; (27 
March 1961): 933-940; (30 March 1961): 1531-1535; 639 (1 
May 1961): 899-902; (3 May 1961): 1376-1382. 

"Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, p. 29. 
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resist any attempt to interfere in Laos. Although these 

forces represented largely a symbolic gesture to encourage 

the Thai government, on 24 May Edward Heath, the Lord Privy 

Seal, described the situation in Laos as "dangerous and 

disappointing." The debate which followed again revealed 

the differences within the Labour Party.'' 

Speaking initially with general unity. Labour MPs 

placed the blame for events in Laos on the American-

supported Laotian leaders and the subversive activities of 

the Central Intelligence Agency on their behalf. Harold 

Wilson chided the Foreign Office for adopting a simplistic 

view of the situation and believing that "nothing is ever 

done wrong on our side, all the trouble comes from the other 

side," and he warned that Britain must avoid "any 

involvement with the right-wing forces in Laos." Davies 

took the opportunity to launch a harsh attack on SEATO and 

predicted that Labour would refuse to "go into the lobby in 

support of a government that might recreate another 

Korea."" George Brown, however, defended the government's 

decision to send the squadron, insisting that the West must 

respond to communist threats and Britain had no choice but 

to honor commitments as a member of SEATO. Speaking to his 

own left-wing, he noted that the communists were also 

"Daily Herald, 18 May 1962, p. 21; Williams, Hugh 
Gaitskell, p. 687. 

"5 Hansard 660 (24 May 1962): 701-787. 
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engaged in subversive activities, and he specifically 

criticized the Labour left by charging that their "rude" 

comments and extreme rhetoric had destroyed the atmosphere 

of the debate." 

Despite these difficulties, the various Laotian groups 

finally agreed on a national government, and on 23 July the 

Geneva Conference concluded with a declaration affirming 

Laotian neutrality. The Labour Party shared in the hope 

that the conference agreements would bring peace to Laos, 

but warned that "the great powers must refrain from fighting 

wars by proxy." Throughout 1963 and 1964 the situation 

deteriorated due to the failure of the partners in the 

coalition to cooperate. Each group maintained their own 

armed forces, controlled certain areas of the country and 

practiced political assassination. By early 1964 Laos had 

returned to a state of civil war."' 

The Labour Party responded to these events by urging 

the government, as a Co-Chairman of the Geneva Conference on 

Laos, to become aggressively involved in finding solutions. 

In the Commons, Labour MPs initially called for the matter 

to be submitted to the United Nations and later, with the 

increase in fighting, for the recalling of the Geneva 

"ibid., 788-794; Daily Herald, 16 May 1962, p. 4; 17 
May 1962, p. 1; 18 May 1962, p. 1. 

""Documents Relating to British Involvement in 
Indochina, pp. 30, 170-186; New Statesman, 15 June 1962, p 
849; Tribune, 27 July 1962, p. 8; 26 April 1963, p. 12. 
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Conference. The left-wing continued to attack American 

intervention on behalf of their "puppets," and to warn that, 

if not restrained by Britain, American "arrogance, ignorance 

and obstinacy" would lead to world war. By 1964, however, 

the situation in Laos was increasingly overshadowed by the 

rapidly escalating conflict in Vietnam." 

During 1959 the dictatorial nature of Diem's government 

in South Vietnam and his refusal to agree to elections led 

to communist efforts to unify the country by force. 

Throughout 1960 and 1961 there was a marked increase in acts 

of terrorism by communist guerrilla forces operating in the 

South. This threat resulted in a continued expansion of 

American economic and military aid to South Vietnam. 

British involvement was limited to an Advisory Mission 

headed by R. G. K. Thompson, composed of former members of 

the Malayan Civil Service, which provided advice to the Diem 

government on "administrative and political matters."" 

Despite the distraction of the Geneva Conference on 

Laos, Labour refused to neglect the situation in Vietnam. 

Left-wing MPs demanded that the government recall the 

"illegal" British mission and attacked the increasing 

"5 Hansard 676 (24 April 1963): 223-228; (27 April 
1963)- 698-700; 679 (17 June 1963): 29; 693 (20 April 
1964): 881; 694 (27 April 1964): 15; 696 (16 June 1964) 
1143-1289; 699 (27 July 1964): 984-986; Tribune. 12 June 
1964, p. 1. 

"Document?^ Relating to British Involvement in 
rndochina, p. 32; 5 Hansard 654 (19 February 1962): 174. 
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American presence as a "clear violation" of the 1954 Geneva 

agreements. The fighting, they argued, was the result of 

American support for a "reactionary dictatorship" in the 

South. On 19 February 1962 Davies charged that the British 

people "have no idea what is taking place there," and he 

warned that another Korea was possible because of an 

American policy which the government did not possess the 

courage to resist. He urged the government to "let the 

British people know the truth" about Vietnam and insisted on 
A A 

the recall of the 1954 Conference."" 

Responding to these charges Peter Thomas, the 

Undersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs, outlined the 

government's attitude on Vietnam. Adopting the American 

position completely, he accused North Vietnam of pursuing a 

deliberate policy of trying to destroy the government of 

South Vietnam by "subversion, intimidation and force." He 

rejected the suggestion that the fighting in the South was a 

"spontaneous" rebellion of the people and charged that there 

had been a "steady infiltration of trained military and 

political organizers" directed by the North Vietnamese 

government. He characterized the aid provided by the United 

States as a reasonable response to this challenge and 

maintained that the Geneva Conference could not be recalled 

"5 Hansard 634 (15 February 1961): 1389; 641 (5 June 
1961)- 641-642; 645 (31 July 1961): 1074; 646 (23 October 
1961): 558-559; 654 (19 February 1962): 166-170; Daily 
Herald, 8 April 1961, p. 2. 
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until the infiltration ceased. In addition, Thomas defended 

the British mission as one established at the request of the 

South Vietnamese government which was concerned only with 

non-military matters.^* 

As the war in Vietnam intensified Labour MPs increased 

their criticism of government policy. On 14 March 1962 

Harold Wilson joined Brockway and Warbey in suggesting that 

Britain should join with the Soviet Union to recall the 

Geneva Conference. Thomas informed the House that Britain 

had initiated an exchange of notes with the Soviet 

government but that, due to the inability to agree on the 

cause of the fighting in Vietnam, no progress appeared 

possible in this area. Unsatisfied with the government's 

efforts, Davies pressed Thomas to assure the nation that 

British commitments under SEATO would not lead to 

involvement in Vietnam, and Koni Zilliacus urged that 

Britain warn America, as Eden had in 1954, that, should 

American intervention in Vietnam lead to war with China, 

Britain would refuse to participate.'' 

Following the conclusion of the Geneva Conference on 

Laos, Labour increasingly focused on Vietnam as the greatest 

danger to world peace. Throughout 1963 and 1964, MPs 

continued to attack all aspects of American policy in 

3*5 Hansard 654 (19 February 1962): 171-174. 

"ibid., 655 (14 March 1962): 1317-1320; 656 (26 March 
1962): 836-839; 663 (23 July 1962): 114-118. 
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Vietnam, emphasizing the use of toxic chemicals, the 

corruption of the Diem government and the harshness of the 

strategic hamlet program. As on other occasions, the Labour 

left and right stood in general agreement concerning the 

problems in Vietnam, but the left distinguished itself by 

the severity of its rhetoric, characterized especially by 

its intense anti-Americanism. Harold Wilson, however, 

following his election as party leader in February 1963, was 

largely silent on the issue as he adopted more moderate 

foreign policy positions in preparation for a 1964 
A r 

election. "• 

In the press the left-wing journals also led the way in 

criticizing both British and American policy. Tribune 

argued that a military solution was not possible in Vietnam 

and that the only hope lay in the neutralization of the 

country. An editorial of 31 July 1964 compared the American 

position with that faced by the French in 1954 and described 

Vietnam as "a running sore." American leaders, the editors 

asserted, must learn from the French example that "it is 

impossible to halt a social revolution with bullets and 

defoliants." Looking to the next election, they expressed 

the hope that a new British government would join other 

"ibid., 674 (25 March 1963): 950-951; 676 (29 April 
1963): 698-700; 685 (25 November 1963): 15; 689 (10 
February 1964): 9-10; 690 (3 March 1964): 1128-1129; 697 
(30 June 1964): 1133-1135; Daily Herald, 27 August 1963, p. 
7; 6 August 1964, pp. 2, 6; New Statesman. 26 June 1964, p. 
977; 29 May 1964, p. 831. 
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nations in demanding that Americans end their "futile and 

suicidal intervention" in Vietnam. New Statesman initially 

hoped that the election of John F. Kennedy would lead to 

positive changes in American policy. By mid-1962, however, 

its writers were expressing disappointment that Kennedy had 

"remained largely rutted in the policies of the Eisenhower 

years" and had accepted the view that America must win the 

war in Vietnam."' 

During the period of 1-4 August 1964 American ships 

patrolling off the coast of North Vietnam reported that they 

had been attacked by North Vietnamese patrol boats. Despite 

confusion concerning the existence of the attacks. President 

Johnson responded with bombing raids against targets in 

North Vietnam. The Labour left strongly criticized the 

President's action. New Statesman described the bombing as 

"injudicious and dangerous," an extreme response to a 

"trivial encounter" that resulted primarily from "domestic 

political considerations." Johnson's approach, the editors 

asserted, would certainly fail because it was based on the 

false assumption that the war could be ended by extending 

the fighting to North Vietnam instead of pursuing political 

and economic solutions in the South. They argued that the 

"Tribune, 31 July 1964, p. 12; 20 March 1964, p. 16; 6 
March 1964, p. 1; 21 August 1964, p. 1; 28 August 1964, p. 
16- NPW Statesman, 6 April 1962, p. 473; 27 July 1962, p. 
105- 13 September 1963, p. 309; 20 September 1963, p. 344; 8 
Nov4mber 1963, p. 641; 26 June 1964, p. 977. 
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situation in Vietnam called for "moderation" and a "face 

saving settlement," not an escalation of the violence." 

The Labour leadership, however, as represented by the 

Daily Herald, clearly allowed their response to be 

influenced by the upcoming election and their desire to 

adopt a more moderate position to appeal to a wider 

electorate. Sounding very much like the Conservative 

government, the editors stated that, although the bombing 

raids involved some risk, the greater risk would have been 

to respond with only a "verbal protest." Embracing the 

domino theory, they charged that the goal of communist China 

was control over South Vietnam and that, having achieved 

that, they would then increase the pressure on Malaya, Burma 

and India. At some point, they insisted. Western nations 

must say "stop" and by conveying this message now would 

lessen the possibility of a great power confrontation." 

The problems of Indochina played a significant role in 

the foreign policy divisions of the Labour Party during its 

years of opposition. The split between the left and the 

party leadership began during the 1945-1951 period with the 

disagreement over the recognition of Bao Dai and the left's 

rejection of Bevin's strong anti-communist stance. After 

moving to the opposition benches, the Labour leadership was 

forced to temper their attacks on the government because of 

"New Statesman, 7 August 1964, p. 169 

"Daily Herald, 7 August 1964, p. 6. 
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the policies they had followed while in office. The left, 

therefore, took the lead in challenging the Conservative 

government. Although the party was generally united against 

British military intervention during the Geneva Conference 

in 1954 and in their praise for Eden and the results of the 

conference, the issue of SEATO created deep divisions. 

Bevan's challenge to Attlee's leadership in April 1954 not 

only weakened Labour as an opposition party, but it 

strengthened the influence of the right wing and began the 

decline of the Bevanites as a significant force on the left. 

More than any other event, however, the debate over the 

Manila Treaty revealed the divisions in the party and 

weakened the ability of the front bench to impact policy. 

Attlee and the Labour right, who initially insisted on 

Indian participation as a precondition for supporting SEATO, 

increased the anger of the left by shifting their position 

after the signing of the treaty. They now argued that the 

treaty was acceptable for the present, and hoped that India 

might sign the pact in the future. Attlee also noted that 

the treaty would be helpful because of British absence from 

the ANZUS agreement. While the party presented a generally 

united stance during the late 1950s and early 1960s on the 

problems of Laos and Vietnam, the left-wing clearly led the 

attack employing a much stronger rhetoric than that 

preferred by the right. By 1964, however, as an election 

approached and the leadership sought to appear moderate and 
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capable of governing, events such as the American bombing 

raids on North Vietnam revealed a growing split that would 

only increase in intensity during the Wilson government. 

325 



CHAPTER XI 

CONCLUSION 

The period from 1951 to 1964 was a time of intense 

frustration for the Labour Party. This frustration grew out 

of Labour's failure to realize the dreams of a socialist 

Britain produced by the great victory of 1945. The vision 

of a strong, united Labour Party remaking British society 

and applying socialist principles to foreign policy soon 

disappeared in a steadily increasing atmosphere of 

ideological division, personal animosity and generational 

conflict. The 1951 defeat of an exhausted Labour government 

plunged the party into thirteen years of opposition 

characterized by continuous internal struggle and failure in 

three successive elections by increasingly larger margins. 

Each time unity appeared within Labour's grasp, a new issue 

arose to renew the division. The party, therefore, was 

unable to mount an effective opposition and seemed incapable 

of regaining its dominant position of 1945. 

Despite these difficulties, the party leadership could 

point to many important accomplishments of the 1945-1951 

governments. Labour had assumed power in 1945 following a 

fourteen year period of opposition. The victory was 

surprising and impressive, a gain of 227 seats which 

provided a majority of 146, and it filled the party with 

great optimism as it looked forward to the implementation of 
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socialist programs.- The major achievements of the Attlee 

years included the nationalization of key industries, the 

establishment of the welfare state and significant progress 

in the dismantling of the British empire. 

By mid-1947 the new government had passed the 

legislation necessary for a major nationalization program. 

Industries transferred to public ownership with little 

opposition included the Bank of England, cable and wireless, 

civil aviation, coal, electricity and road and rail 

transport. Although producing a greater struggle by the 

Conservatives, iron and steel followed in November 1949. 

During this same period the government introduced the 

legislation that established Britain as a welfare state. 

The two great bills that formed the foundation of the new 

social system were the National Insurance Act and the 

National Health service Act, both passed in 1946. The 

National Insurance Act provided protection against 

unemployment, sickness and disability, maternity and death 

along with payments to retired persons, widows and orphans. 

The National Health Service Act nationalized a majority of 

British hospitals and allowed all Britons to receive free 
A 

medical and hospital care.' 

-Geoffrey Foote, A Chronology of Post War British 
Politics (London: Croom Helm, 1988), p. 4. 

*Kenneth 0. Morgan, The People's Peace: British 
History 1945-1989 (Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 33-
43; Alan Sked and Chris Cook, Post-War Britain: A Political 
History (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1979), pp. 42-53. 
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In the area of colonial affairs Labour entered office 

with hopes of leading Britain's colonies toward self-

government and full membership in the Commonwealth. Despite 

difficulties in the Middle East, the granting of 

independence to India, Pakistan, Burma and Ceylon was an 

impressive accomplishment. In foreign affairs. Foreign 

Secretary Ernest Bevin, very concerned about the communist 

threat, worked to develop the special relationship with the 

United States and to ensure American participation in the 

defense of Europe. These efforts culminated in the signing 

of the NATO treaty in 1949. Bevin, when he was finally 

replaced by Herbert Morrison in March 1951 due to ill 

health, had clearly played a crucial role in world affairs 

and had preserved at least the appearance of Britain as a 

world power. 

Despite these significant achievements in both the 

domestic and foreign arenas, the divisions of the future 

were portended in the left-wing challenges to government 

policy which began as early as 1946. Although there was 

some left-wing criticism of domestic policy, the primary 

thrust of this attack focused on the foreign policy of 

Ernest Bevin. The left argued that Bevin, motivated by an 

obsession with the dangers of communism, had discarded 

socialist principles and had adopted a Churchillian foreign 

policy that would transform Britain into a client of the 

United States. As the election of 1950 approached. Labour 
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-on 
was hampered by growing internal strife, a loss of passi< 

for radical change and an inability to find issues clearly 

to distinguish themselves from the Conservatives. The 

government had no wish to press for further nationalization, 

and the Conservatives had accepted the welfare state and 

found little to criticize in Bevin's foreign policy. The 

results reflected Labour's lack of direction as the 

government's majority was reduced to six seats.^ 

Despite this slim majority and a lack of purpose. 

Labour remained in power for over a year. This period, 

however, was marked by the appearance of a strong internal 

challenge as Aneurin Bevan resigned from the government and 

assumed leadership of the Labour left. The resignations of 

Bevan, Freeman and Wilson in April 1951 over Gaitskell's 

attempt to add charges onto the National Health Service led 

to the creation of the Bevanite group which, although very 

loosely organized and offering no clear program, possessed 

considerable support in the constituency parties and 

threatened the party leadership until 1957. In September 

1951, in an atmosphere of economic problems produced by the 

rearmament program, sustained Bevanite criticism and a lack 

of new legislative initiatives, Attlee scheduled an election 

for October. Although some in the party feared a crushing 

defeat. Labour won the popular vote, the greatest total ever 

^Morgan, The People's Peace, pp. 83-85; Crossman, Foot 
and Mikardo, Keep Left, pp. 3-30. 

329 



received by any British political party, and the 

Conservatives moved into power with a majority of only 17. 

Labour, therefore, assumed the role of opposition with a 

positive attitude and the belief that a renewed party would 

soon be returned to power.* 

The difficult years of opposition that followed the 

1951 election can be divided into two major periods based on 

the groups and issues that polarized the party. The first 

period, from 1951 to 1957, saw the rise nd fall of Bevan as 

a left-wing leader. Bevan and his supporters attacked the 

official party positions on a variety of issues including a 

continued commitment to socialism in Britain, Asian policy, 

Anglo-American relations and German rearmament. They 

charged the leadership with abandoning the goal of pressing 

on with the establishment of socialism in Britain and 

adopting a bipartisan foreign policy at the expense of 

socialist principles and British independence. Soon after 

the 1951 defeat, a struggle developed for the future of the 

party between the Bevanites and the party leadership, which 

was increasingly represented by organized groups such as 

Socialist Union and younger leaders like Hugh Gaitskell. 

In addition to the Bevanite challenge to the party 

leadership on the issues raised by the Korean War, the same 

period also produced a dispute over German rearmament. 

Although initially Labour was unsure of its position on this 

*Morgan, Labour in Powpr, 1945-1951, pp. 479-487. 
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question, by early 1951 Attlee announced the acceptance of a 

German contribution to the defense of Western Europe. The 

left-wing, however, rejected the idea based on the potential 

revival of German militarism and the contention that the 

future of Europe should be settled though negotiations with 

the Soviet Union rather than through rearmament. When the 

party moved into opposition, the issue became increasingly 

divisive, with the Bevanite left gaining considerable 

support from many who normally supported the leadership. In 

1953 the Parliamentary Labour Party narrowly defeated a 

motion to reject German rearmament, and the leadership 

failed to gain a comfortable majority until after the 

breakdown of negotiations on the future of Germany in 1954. 

Even though Bevan mentioned the issue in his statement 

defending his April 1954 resignation from the Shadow Cabinet 

and the left continued to the plan, by 1955 international 

events produced a clear majority for the right-wing 

position.• 

Bevan's resignation from the Shadow Cabinet over the 

issue of SEATO signaled the decline of an organized Bevanite 

group as a threat to the party leadership. Sevan's 

supporters were disillusioned by his decision and his lack 

of leadership, and Harold Wilson indicated his willingness 

to move to the center by accepting his former leader's place 

^Hasler, The Gaitskellites, pp. 125-133; Campbell, 
arTfturin Bevan. pp. 283-284. 
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in the Shadow Cabinet. At the party conference in October, 

Gaitskell, in a victory that foreshadowed his rise to the 

party leadership, easily defeated Bevan for the position of 

Party Treasurer. The result was the same at the 1955 

conference when Bevan again stood for the office and 

Gaitskell defeated him by an even larger margin. By the 

time of Attlee's resignation in November 1955, Bevan was no 

longer a serious contender and Gaitskell won the position of 

Party Leader on the first ballot. In February 1956, Bevan 

indicated his acceptance of the decision by Agreeing to 

serve as shadow Colonial Secretary.^ 

With the question of party leadership settled Labour 

seemed destined to attain the unity necessary to achieve 

electoral victory. Beginning in 1958, however, and 

exacerbated by the election defeat of 1959, the party 

entered another period of intense left-right division that 

would last until 1963. The conflicts of this period focused 

on two major issues. The first was the attempt of the 

revisionists, led by Gaitskell and hoping to widen the 

party's electoral appeal, to move Labour toward the center 

of British politics by removing the commitment to common 

ownership in Clause IV of the party's constitution. The 

second was the debate over an independent nuclear deterrent 

for Britain and the rise of the Campaign for Nuclear 

Disarmament as an important political force. 

"Campbell, Aneurin Bevan, pp. 279-313 
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Although some had questioned the relevance of Clause IV 

during the early 1950s by calling for consolidation of 

Labour's achievements in nationalization, it failed to 

become a dominant issue until raised by Gaitskell in the 

aftermath of the 1959 election defeat. In a speech to the 

1959 party conference, he suggested revision of the 

constitution to modernize Clause IV by recognizing that 

socialist goals could be achieved without a program of full 

nationalization. This proposal produced a storm of protest 

from the left, led by old Bevanites like Barbara Castle and 

Michael Foot, who regarded the suggestion as a betrayal of 

basic socialist principles. The debate over Clause IV 

continued for several months until a compromise was reached 

at the 1960 conference in which Clause IV remained untouched 

but a twelve point statement of principles, expressing the 

views of the revisionists, was added to the constitution. 

A conflict which produced even greater division than 

the Clause IV debate was the issue of nuclear weapons. 

Beginning in the mid-1950s, disagreement surfaced over the 

need for Britain to possess nuclear weapons. At the 1957 

and 1958 party conferences, however, resolutions opposed to 

nuclear weapons were easily defeated. Bevan surprised many 

in 1957 when he spoke in support of Gaitskell, charging that 

the unilateralists would send a British Foreign Secretary 

'Haseler, The Gaitskellites, pp. 158-177, 266-268; 
Brand, The British Labour Party, pp. 290-291. 
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"naked into the conference chamber." By 1960, however, the 

mood of the party had changed and the issue had become 

deeply emotional and seemingly impossible to compromise. 

The increasing threat of nuclear war, the rapid growth of 

the effectiveness of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 

and the defection of some of the largest trade unions to the 

unilateralist camp produced a narrow defeat for the party 

leadership at the 1960 conference. In response, Gaitskell 

refused to accept the decision and vowed to continue to 

fight until the results of the conference were reversed. He 

succeeded in accomplishing this goal at the 1961 conference 

when the leaderships new policy statement. Policy for Peace, 

which supported British participation in a Western nuclear 

deterrent, was convincingly adopted. 

Following Gaitskell's victory at the 1961 conference, 

the strength of the unilateralist movement declined, and by 

1963 the years of division seemed to be over. Labour looked 

toward the next election with confidence. Gaitskell's 

sudden death, however, in January 1963, required the 

selection of a new leader. In the struggle for the 

leadership, centrist Harold Wilson defeated the right-wing 

George Brown on the second ballot. Although Wilson had 

supported Bevan in the early 1950s and still retained his 

association with the former Bevanites, since 1954 he had 

moved to the center and worked to reconcile Labour's 
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opposing groups. Wilson's election revived the party and 

enabled Labour to return to power in October 1964.-

It is clear that the primary divisions that troubled 

the Labour Party during the period of opposition grew out of 

disagreements over foreign affairs. This study has sought 

to determine the views of the various groups within the 

party on Asian affairs and to determine the impact of the 

problems in that region on the party's ability to offer an 

effective opposition. In formulating a policy toward the 

Far East British governments encountered all of the major 

difficulties of the postwar period. In Malaya they faced 

the dilemmas of decolonization in an area seething with 

nationalist and anti-colonial feeling, in China they feared 

the loss of an important trade relationship valuable to 

Britain's economic health, and in Korea and Indochina they 

struggled with the difficult task of applying containment 

while preventing a world war. Intertwined with all of these 

issues was the problem of Anglo-American relations. Britain 

no longer possessed the resources to play a major role in 

Asia, and as the American presence increased and United 

States policy often conflicted with British goals, the 

nation's leaders faced the challenge of moderating American 

actions in Asia while also preserving the special 

relationship and the American commitment to Europe. 

'Morgan, The People's Peace, pp. 229-232; Brand, The 
prHjtish Labour Party, pp. 296-301. 
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In Asian affairs, more than any other area, the ability 

of the party leadership aggressively to oppose the 

government was limited by the policies they had adopted 

while in power. Due to the conservative nature of Bevin's 

foreign policy, the Labour front bench often found very 

little difference between their policies and those followed 

by the Conservative governments. This placed them in the 

difficult position of having to devise strategies for 

opposing policies which they had initiated, a position which 

the Conservatives did not hesitate to exploit in the House 

of Commons. On every major Far Eastern issue--the attempt 

to defeat the communist rebels in Malaya, the recognition of 

the People's Republic of China, the recognition of the Bao 

Dai government in Indochina, the support for the war in 

Korea and the cultivation of a close relationship with the 

United States--the Labour leaders were forced by their own 

actions into a weak opposition or into a bipartisan stance 

on Asian matters. 

Another factor which limited the impact of Labour's 

opposition was the internal division that plagued the party 

during its years out of power. This strife focused on 

foreign policy disagreements and a substantial portion 

concerned disputes on Asian matters. While Labour was in 

power, the left-wing had criticized Bevin for abandoning 

socialist principles and exchanging an independent British 

policy for subservience to the United States. After moving 
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to the opposition benches, the left, now freed from the 

responsibilities of supporting party positions, strongly 

attacked the policies of the Conservative governments. This 

opposition, however, placed left-wing spokesmen in conflict 

with their own front bench. The Labour leadership 

continually found themselves not only criticized by their 

backbenches for their weak opposition but joining the 

Conservatives in defending their policies against a left-

wing challenge. Again, the Conservatives were quick to 

capitalize on the Labour divisions and routinely pointed out 

the differences between the Labour front bench and the 

backbenches. 

A number of factors were significant in determining 

Labour's Asian policy during the period of opposition. In 

relationship to Malaya the traditional Labour commitment to 

independence for British colonies played an important role. 

In Malaya, however, unlike British colonies in other 

regions, the development of the Cold War as the dominant 

consideration in international affairs interfered with 

Labour's desire to move the colony toward independence. The 

Labour government's efforts to end the emergency forced a 

postponement of rapid progress toward self-government and 

required the adoption of tactics that angered the party's 

left wing. This problem continued into the early 1960s with 

the controversy over the establishment of the Federation of 

Malaysia. A major part of the disagreement between the 
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Labour leadership and the Movement for Colonial Freedom 

involved a dispute over the nature of the communist threat 

and the most effective method of resisting it. The MCF, in 

its rejection of official party policy, charged the Labour 

leadership with supporting the government's effort to use 

the menace of communism as an excuse to establish a neo-

colonial relationship instead of granting genuine 

independence. The party leaders, however, accepted the 

containment policy and defended the military agreements 

between Britain and the newly independent colonies as 

necessary for their protection against communism. 

Outside of the special interests that Britain possessed 

in Malaya because of the colonial relationship, Asian policy 

was influenced by the Cold War, British commercial interests 

in China and Hong Kong, and the problems of Anglo-American 

relations. In the postwar world, Asia became for Britain 

both an area to engage in decolonization while maintaining 

commercial relationships and an arena in which to fight the 

Cold War. With Japan clearly becoming an American concern 

and the future of Hong Kong completely dependent on 

relations with the communist government of China, the 

primary goals became the prevention of war with the People's 

Republic and the containment of communism in Indochina. 

Both during the 1945-1951 Labour governments and during 

the period of opposition, Asian issues produced intense 

conflict between the party leaders and the left-wing. The 
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Labour leadership, although sometimes objecting to the 

unyielding nature of American attitudes, joined the United 

States in believing that the West must resist communist 

aggression in Asia. This belief led the Labour government 

to recognition of the Bao Dai government and support for the 

French attempt to regain control of Indochina and to 

participation in the war in Korea. In addition, their 

ability to criticize government policy in these areas was 

severely limited by their actions while in power and by the 

belief that the Anglo-American special relationship must be 

preserved at all cost. Britain must support America in Asia 

in order to maintain the American commitment to Europe. 

This attitude characterized the Labour leadership from Bevin 

and Attlee in the early 1950s through Gaitskell, Healy and 

Brown in the later period. 

The Labour left, however, held very different views 

concerning the course Britain should follow n Asia. They 

argued that a socialist foreign policy would respond 

positively to the nationalist movements of the region in 

order to prevent their domination by the communists. 

Britain, they insisted, must not support an American policy 

in Asia that refused to recognize reality and increased the 

danger of world war. Bevan continually emphasized the theme 

that the success of communism in Asia resulted from the 

backwardness, poverty and hunger that existed and therefore 

could not be defeated by military action. He argued that a 
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genuine commitment by the West to raise the standard of 

living of the people of Asia was the only solution to the 

communist threat. The left held that for Britain to follow 

the American lead in Asia would ultimately produce world 

war. Instead, Britain should divorce herself from American 

recklessness, utilize her special understanding of the Asian 

mentality, draw closer to the Asian members of the 

Commonwealth and refuse support for any leader or group 

associated with colonial domination. To a large extent 

these differences can be explained by the idealistic, 

Utopian character of the left-wing world view while the 

right, on the other hand, better understood the realities 

and the limitations of power and adopted a more practical 

approach compatible with the task of governing the nation. 

A variety of factors produced the Labour divisions 

during this period. These include ideological differences, 

generational struggle, conflicting views of how to resist 

communism and the makeup and organizational structure of the 

party. Although the generational struggle ended with the 

triumph of Gaitskell over Bevan, other factors remained and, 

even after the election of Harold Wilson as Party Leader in 

1963 and Prime Minister in 1964, continued to contribute to 

future division. Despite Wilson's left-wing roots and his 

attempt to unite the party on a centrist platform, the 

problems of the 1950s presaged future troubles, and by 1965 

the divisions over Asian policy had reappeared. 
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Despite Wilson's early break with the Bevanites and his 

move to the center, the left still believed him to be 

sympathetic to their views and strongly supported his bid 

for the leadership. Soon after his election as leader, 

however, Wilson, aware that the right still held a majority 

in the PLP and determined to avoid the divisions of the 

1950s, demonstrated that he would follow a centrist path in 

foreign policy. During the election, unwilling to damage 

the party's chances of victory, the left remained supportive 

of Wilson. By 1965, however, they began to criticize 

Wilson's decision to defend American policy in Vietnam. The 

new Prime Minister was determined to maintain British 

influence in the world and to preserve the special 

relationship with the United States. His actions were also 

limited by his dependence on United States support for the 

pound. Even though he worked to end the conflict peacefully 

and refused to send British troops, he never wavered in his 

endorsement of American policy. The left, therefore, 

initiated an intense criticism of the government's Asian 

policy that followed the same lines as the Criticism leveled 

at the Conservative government. Their attacks contained 

many of the same themes found in the Bevanite criticism of 

the 1950s, including a demand for a socialist foreign 

policy,1 a determination to avoid any assistance of 

colonialism and a strongly anti-American attitude. By the 

late 1960s, although the left, as during the 1950s, remained 
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unable significantly to alter policy, it was clear that the 

election of Wilson had failed to solve Labour's ideological 

problems or to overcome the divisiveness inherent in the 

composition of the party.' 

^Morgan, The People's Peace, pp. 268-269; Craig Vance 
Wilson, "Rhetoric, Reality, and Dissent: The Foreign Policy 
of the British Labour Governments, 1964-1970" (Ph.D. diss., 
Washington State University, 1982), pp. 32-41, 70-126. 

342 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Primary Sources 

Archival Collections 

Labour Party, Archives of the British Labour Party. A wide 
variety of archival material housed at the Labour Party 
Headquarters, Walworth, Road, London. 

Analysis of Monthly Resolutions Received from 
Local Labour Parties; British-Asian Socialist 
Fellowship Papers; Commonwealth Sub Committee Meeting 
Mintues; Correspondence; International Sub Committee 
Meeting Minutes; Leaflets; National Executive Committee 
Meeting Minutes; Policy Statements and Reports; 
Speakers notes. 

Movement for Colonial Freedom, Movement for Colonial Freedom 
Papers, University of London. 

Correspondence of Fenner Brockway; Correspondence 
of John Eber; Press Releases; Reports to Affiliated 
Groups; Reports of Annual Conferences; Reports on 
Specific Topics; Speakers Notes. 

Great Britain, Cabinet Papers, Minutes of Cabinet Meetings, 
Public Record Office, Kew. 

Government Publications 

Great Britain. House of Commons. Parliamentary Debates: 
Official Report. Fifth Series, 1919-1980. 993 vols 
London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1909-1980. 

. Colonial Office. Malayan Union and Singapore: 
Statement of Policy on Future Constitution. Cmd. 6742 
London: H.M.S.O., 1946. 

. Documents Relation to British Involvement in the 
Indochina Conflict, 1945-1965. Cmnd. 2834. London: 
H.M.S.O., 1965. 

Malaysia. Agreement Concluded Between the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The 
Federation of Malaya. North Borneo. Sarawak and 
Singapore. Cmnd. 2094. London: H.M.S.O., 1963. 

Report of the Commission of Enquiry. North Borneo 
and Sarawak. 1962. Cmnd. London: H.M.S.O., 1962. 

343 



United States. Department of State. Foreign Relations of 
the United States. V. III. The Far East and 
Australasia. Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1975. 

Official Labour Party Publications 

A Labour Britain and the World (1964). 

A World of Peace and Plenty (1951). 

Britain and the Modern World (1959). 

Cards on the Table (1947). 

Labour's Colonial Policy: Smaller Territories (1957) 

Labour's Colonial Policy: The Plural Society (1956). 

Labour's Foreign Policy (1952). 

Our First Duty, Peace (1951). 

Problems of Foreign Policy (1952). 

The Way to Peace (1953). 

Report of the Annual Conference (1945-1964). 

Publications of Labour and 
Socialist Organizations 

Fabian Society Publications 

Creech Jones, A. Labour's Colonial Policy. London: Fabian 
Publications, 1947. 

Crosland, C. A. R. Can Labour Win? London: Fabian 
Publications, 1960. 

Freeman, John and Healey, Denis. Rearmament-How Far? 
London: Fabian Publications, 1951. 

Strachey, John. Labour's Task. London: Fabian 
Publications, 1951. 

Younger, Kenneth. Britain's Role in A Changing World. 
London: Fabian Publications, 1960. 

344 



Woolf, Leonard. Foreign Policy: The Labour Party's 
Dilemma. London: Fabian Publications, 1947. 

Movement for Colonial Freedom Pamphlets 

What is Neo-Colonialism? (1962). 

Brockway, Fenner. What is the Movement for Colonial 
Freedom? London: Movement for Colonial Freedom, 1958 

New Statesman Pamphlets 

Keep Left (1947). 

Keeping Left (1950). 

Tribune Pamphlets 

Full Speed Ahead (1950). 

One Way Only (1951). 

It Need Not Happen (1957). 

Socialist Union Publications 

Healey, Denis. Neutralism. London: Ampersand, 1955. 

Socialist Union. Socialism and Foreign Policy. London: 
Book House Limited, 1953. 

Newspapers and Periodicals 

Daily Herald 

Colonial Freedom News 

East and West 

Empire (Venture) 

Fabian Journal 

Fgbian International Review 

Fact 

345 



New Statft.c;man 

Socialist Commentary 

Socialist Outlook 

Talking Points 

The Times 

Tribune 

Diaries, Memoirs, and Autobiographies 

Attlee, Clement. As It Happened. New York: Viking Press 
1954. 

Bevan, Aneurin. In Place of Fear. New York: Monthly 
Review Press, 1964. 

Brockway, Fenner. Outside the Right. London: Allen and 
Unwin, 1963. 

Crossman, Richard. The Backbench Diaries of Richard 
Crossman. Edited by Janet Morgan.. London: Holmes 
and Meier, 1981. 

Dalton, Hugh. High Tide and After. 1945-1960. London: 
Frederick Muller, 1962. 

Driberg, Tom. Ruling Passions. London: Jonathan Cape, 
1977. 

. The Best of Both Worlds: A Personal Diary. 
London: Phoenix House, 1953. 

Eden, Anthony. Memoirs: Full Circle. Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1960. 

Gaitskell, Hugh. The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell, 1945-1956. 
Edited by Phillip M. Williams. London: Cape, 1983. 

Griffiths, James. Pages From Memory. London: Dent, 1969 

346 



Healey, Denis. The Time of My Life. New York: W. W. 
Norton, 1989. 

Hunter, Leslie. The Road to Brighton Pier. London: 
Arthur Baker, 1959. 

Lee, Jennie. My Life With Nve. London: Cape, 1980. 

Macmillan, Harold. Memoirs, Volume III: Tides of Fortune. 
1945-1955. London: Macmillan, 1969. 

• Riding the Storm. 1956-1959. New York: Harper 
and Row, 1971. 

Morrison, Herbert. Autobiography. London: Odhams Press, 
1960. 

Pimlott, Ben., ed. The Political Diary of Hugh Dalton. 
1918-1940. 1945-1960. London: Cape, 1986. 

Shinwell, Emanuel. The Labour Story. London: Macdonald, 
1963. 

Williams, Francis. A Prime Minister Remembers: The War and 
Postwar Memoirs of Earl Attlee. London: Heinemann, 
1961. 

Wilson, Harold. Memoirs: The Making of a Prime Minister 
1916-1964. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1986. 

Secondary Works 

Books 

Allen, James de V. The Malayan Union. Detroit: The Cellar 
Book Shop, 1967. 

Allen, V. L. Trade Unions and the Government. London: 
Longmans, 1960. 

Arnold, Guy. Britain Since 1945: Choice. Conflict and 
Change. London: Blandford, 1989. 

Barker, Elizabeth. The British Between the Superpowers. 
1945-1956. London: Macmillan, 1983. 

Barraclough, Geffrey. Survey of International Affairs. 
1956-1958. London: Oxford University Press, 1960. 

347 



Bartlett, C. J. The Long Retreat: A Short History of 
British Defence Policy. 1945-1970. London: Macmillan, 
1972. 

Baylis, John. Anglo-American Defense Relations. 1939-1984. 
New York: St. Martin's Press, 1984. 

Bellamy, Joyce M. and Saville, John, eds. Dictionary of 
Labour Biography. London: Macmillan, 1972-1984. 

Berrington, Hugh B. Backbench Opinion in the House of 
Commons, 1945-55. New York: Pergamon Press, 1973. 

Blake, Robert. The Decline of Power, 1915-1964. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1985. 

Brand, Carl F. The British Labour Party: A Short History. 
Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1974. 

Broadman, Robert. Britain and the People's Republic of 
China. 1949-1974. Londn: Dalhousie University Press, 
1976. 

Bullock, Alan. Ernest Bevin Foreign Secretary. 1945-1951. 
New York: W. W. Norton, 1983. 

Burridge, Trevor. Clement Attlee: A Political Biography. 
London: Jonathan Cape, 1986. 

Buszynski, Leszek. SEATO: The Failure of an Alliance 
Strategy. Singapore University Press, 1983. 

Butler, David. British General Elections Since 1945. 
London: Basil Blackwell, 1989. 

The British General Election of 1951. London: 
Macmillan, 1955. 

The British General Election of 1955. London: 
Macmillan, 1955. 

Butler, D. E. and Rose, Richard. The British General 
Election of 1959. London: Macmillan and Company, 
1960. 

Calvocoressi, Peter. Survey of International Affairs, 1947 
1948. London: Oxford University Press, 1953. 

. Survey of International Affairs. 1952. London: 
Oxford University Press, 1955. 

348 



Campbell, John. Aneurin Bevan and the Mirage of British 
Socialism. New York: Norton, 1987. 

Carlyle, Margaret, ed. Documents on International Affairs. 
1949-1950. London: Oxford University Press, 1953. 

Clubb, Edmund. China and Russia: The Great Game. New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1971. 

. The United States and the Sino-Soviet Bloc in 
Southeast Asia. Washington: The Brookings Institute, 
1963. 

. 20th Century China. New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1964. 

Coates, David. The Labour Party and the Struggle for 
Socialism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1975. 

Cook, Chris and Taylor, Ian. The Labour Party: An 
Introduction to Its History and Politics. New York: 
Longmans, 1980. 

Craig, F. W. S., ed. Conservative and Labour Party 
Conference Decisions, 1945-1981. Chichester: 
Parliamentary Research Services, 1982. 

. British General Election Manifestos. 1918-1966 
London: Political Reference Publications, 1970. 

. British Parliamentary Election Statistics. 1918-
1970. London: Political Reference Publications, 1971. 

Dockrill, Michael and Young, John W., eds. British Foreign 
Policy, 1945-1956. New York: St. Martin's Press, 
1989. 

Donoughue, Bernard and Jones, G. W. Herbert Morison: 
Portrait of a Politician. London: Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1973. 

Epstein, Leon D. Britain-Uneasy Ally. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1954. 

Fitzsimons, M. A. The Foreign Policy of the British Labour 
Government 1945-1951. Notre Dame: University of Notre 
Dame Press, 1953. 

Foot, Michael. Aneurin Bevan: A Biography. Vol. II, 1954-
1960. London: Davis-Poynter, 1973. 

349 



Foote, Geoffrey. A Chronology of Postwar British Politics. 
London: Croom Helm, 1988. 

Frankel, Joseph. British Foreign Policy, 1945-1973. 
London: Oxford University Press, 1975. 

Frankland, Nobel, ed. Documents on International Affairs. 
1955. London: Oxford University Press, 1958. 

Goldsworthy, David. Colonial Issues in British Politics, 
1945-1961. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971. 

Gordon, Michael R. Conflict and Consensus in Labour's 
Foreign Policy, 1914-1965. Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1969. 

Gupta, Partha Sarath. Imperialism and the British Labour 
Movement, 1914-1964. London: Macmillan, 1975. 

Harris, Kenneth. Attlee. New York: W. W. Norton, 1982. 

Harrison, Martin. Trade Unions and the Labour Party Since 
1945. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1960. 

Haseler, Stephen. The Gaitskellites: Revisionism in the 
British Labour Party. London: Macmillan, 1969. 

Heimsath, Charles H. and Mansingh, Surjit. A Diplomatic 
History of Modern India. Bombay: Allied Publishers, 
1971. 

Hoggart, Simon and Leigh, David. Michael Foot: A Portrait. 
London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1981. 

Howell, David. British Social Democracy: A Study in 
Development and Decay. New York: St. Martin's Press, 
1980. 

Hughes, E. Sydney Silverman. Rebel in Parliament. London: 
Skilton, 1969. 

Jain, J. P. China in World Politics: A Study of Sino-
British Relations. 1949-1975. New Delhi: Radiant 
Publishers, 1976. 

Jenkins, Mark. Bevanism: Labour's High Tide. London: 
Spokesman, 1979. 

Kaufman, Burton I. The Korean War: Challenges in Crisis. 
Creditibilitv and Command. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1986. 

350 



King, Gillan, ed. Documents on International Affairs, 1958, 
London: Oxford University Press, 1962. 

Lowe, Peter. The Origins of the Korean War. New York: 
Longman, 1986. 

Martin, Edwin W. Divided Counsel: The Anglo-American 
Response to Communist Victory in China. Lexington: 
University of Kentucky Press, 1986. 

McKenzie, R. T. British Political Parties. 2nd ed. 
New York: Praeger, 1963. 

Means, Gordon P. Malaysian Politics. New York: New York 
University Press, 1970. 

Medlicott, W. N. British Foreign Policy Since Versailles. 
1919-1963. London: Methuen and Co., 1968. 

Meehan, Eugene J. The British Left Wing and Foreign Policy 
A Study of the Influence of Ideology. New Brunswick: 
Rutgers University Press, 1966. 

Morgan, Kenneth D. Labour in Power, 1945-1951. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1984. 

. Labour People: Leaders and Lieutenants. Hardie 
to Kinnock. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987. 

. The People's Peace: British History, 1945-1989 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990. 

Norton, Phillip, ed. Dissension in the House of Commons: 
Intra Party Dissent in the House of Commons Division 
Lobbies. 1945-1974. London: Macmillan, 1976. 

Ovendale, Ritchie. The Foreign Policy of the British Labour 
Governments. 1945-1951. Leicester: Leicester 
University Press, 1984. 

Porter, Brian. Britain and the Rise of Communist China: A 
Study of British Attitudes. 1945-1954. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1967. 

Sandars, David, ed. Losing an Empire: Finding a Role. New 
York: St. Martin's Press, 1986. 

Schneer, Jonathan. Labour's Conscience: The Labour Left, 
1945-1951. Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1988. 

Short, Anthony. The Communist Insurrection in Malaya, 1948-
1961. London: Frederic Muller, 1975. 

351 



Tewson, Vincent Sir, ed. Report on the Proceedings of the 
87th Annual Trades Union Congress, 1955. London: 
Trades Union Congress, 1955. 

Turnbull, C. M. A History of Singapore, 1819-1975. London; 
Oxford University Press, 1977. 

Warde, Alan. Consensus and Beyond: The Development of 
Labour Party Strategy Since the Second World War. 
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1982. 

Watt, D. C. Survey of International Affairs, 1961. London 
Oxford University Press, 1962. 

Williams, Philip M. Hugh Gaitskell: A Political Biography 
London: Jonathan Cape, 1979. 

Articles 

Alderman, R. K. "Discipline in the Parliamentary Labour 
Party, 1945-1951." Parliamentary Affairs 18 (1965) 
293-305. 

. "Parliamentary Party Discipline in Opposition 
The Parliamentary Labour Party, 1951-1964." 
Parliamentary Affairs 21 (1968): 125-137. 

Berber, James P. "British Foreign Policy: A Review of Some 
Recent Literature." British Journal of International 
Studies 1 (1975): 272-282. 

Campbell, John. "Demythologizing Nye Bevan." History Today 
37 (1987): 13-18. 

Carroll, F. M. "A Double-Edged Sword: Anglo-American 
Special Relations, 1936-1981." International History 
Review 6 (1984): 454-464. 

Dingman, Roger. "John Foster Dulles and the Creation of the 
South-East Asia Treaty Organization in 1954." 
International History Review 11, No. 3 (August 1989): 
457-468. 

Hudson, G. F. "Will Britain and America Split in Asia?" 
Foreign Affairs 31 (1953): 

Jain, J. P. "The Legal Status of Formosa: A Study of 
British, Chinese and Indian Views." Jlmerican Journal 
of International Law 57 (1963): 25-45. 

352 



Kornberg, Allan and Erasure, Robert C. "Policy Differences 
in British Parliamentary Parties." American Political 
Science Review 65 (1971): 694-703. 

Liu, William H. "Game of Diplomatic Recognition: Britain's 
Peking Policy and Its Implications." Asian Profile 7 
(1979): 307-317. 

Ovendale, Ritchie. "Britain, the United States and the Cold 
War in Southeast Asia, 1949-1950." International 
Affairs 58 (1982): 447-464. 

Ra, Jong-Yil. "Special Relationship at War: The Anglo-
American Relationship During the Korean War." Journal 
of Strategic Studies 7 (1984): 301-317. 

Shai, Aron. "Britain, China and the End of Empire." 
Journal of Contemporary History 15 (1980): 287-297. 

Stewart, Michael. "British Parliament and Foreign Policy." 
Parliamentarian 52 (1971): 1-7. 

Stockwell, A. J. British Imperial Policy and Decolonization 
in Malaya, 1942-1952." Journal of Imperial and 
Commonwealth History 13 (October 1984): 68-84. 

. "Colonial Planning During World War II: The 
Case of Malaya." Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth 
History 2 (May 1974): 342-354. 

Stueck, William. "The Limits of Influence: British Policy 
and American Expansion of the War in Korea." Pacific 
Historical Review 55 (1986): 65-95. 

Turnbull, Mary, "Britain and Vietnam, 1948-1955." War and 
Society 6, No. 2 (September 1988): 105-124. 

Weiler, Peter. "British Labour and the Cold War: The 
Foreign Policy of the Labour Governments, 1945-1951." 
Journal of British Studies 26 (1987): 54-82. 

Wolf, David C. "To Secure a Convenience: British 
Recognizes China-1950." Journal of Contemporary 
History 18 (1983): 299-326. 

Unpublished Dissertations 

Howe, S. J. "Anti-Colonialism in British Politics: The 
Left and the End of Empire, 1939-1964." Ph.D. diss., 
Oxford, 1985. 

353 



Steck, Henry Joel. "Factionalism, Leadership and Ideology 
in the British Labour Party, 1951-1959." Ph.D. diss., 
Cornell University, 1968. 

Wilson, Craig Vance. "Rhetoric, Reality and Dissent: The 
Foreign Policy of the British Labour Governments, 1964-
1970." Ph.D. diss., Washington State University, 1982 

354 


