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Review by John Kent, London School of Economics and Political Science 

he idea of Euroafrica was an important feature in both British and French imperialism and foreign 
and colonial policy after the impact of the Second World War. Policymaking elites in both Paris and 
London had to make important adjustments to their roles in Europe and Africa with the changed 

distribution of global power, and meet the challenges of radical new ideas produced during the war. 
Policymakers have sometimes, as with the idea of Euroafrica or Eurafrique, clutched at straws in response, 
while academics have employed theories and misperceptions derived more from myth than reality. The British 
Foreign Office was particularly prone to flights of Euroafrican fancy when attempting to pursue goals geared 
to maintaining Britain’s status and prestige as a great world power.  

The Euroafrican concept reflected the illusions about the international world of some policymakers in the 
Foreign Office. Other policymakers battled these visions of Euroafrica by attempting to ground them in 
practical realities, and the academic challenge is understanding the conflicts and differences between the 
Colonial and Foreign Offices and the Quai d’Orsay and the Ministry of Overseas France and other 
government departments. The British interdepartmental differences over the economic and political 
implications of Euroafrica are not considered here, let alone the French disagreements that the 1946 creation 
of the Union franҫaise eventually produced.  

The article begins with an assessment of the ‘Third Force’ idea as the key goal of British foreign policy for 
1948 and most of 1949. This serves as a useful correction to the dominant belief that Britain in the 
immediate post-war years was working for an alliance with the U.S. to protect Western Europe from the 
Soviet threat. The Foreign Office attempts to enhance Britain’s global role made Euroafrica an element of a 
broader strategy to maintain and re-establish Britain as a great world power. It was imagined that the 
development of ties between Europe and British and French African colonies in the middle of the planet, 
along with the Commonwealth, would provide the resources to enable Britain to regain a position of equality 
with its wartime allies. Hence the creation of closer Anglo-French cooperation, which was important for the 
Foreign Office’s European policy, could be helped by colonial collaboration in Africa. The third-world power 
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is well covered here with one important qualification,1 but given its grandiose aims it is somewhat ironic that 
for the British the idea behind the early post-war “pursuit of greatness”2 came from Brazzaville in Free French 
Africa.  

Euroafrican concepts from Europe first entered the realm of British foreign policy during the war. The idea 
had implications for the role of empires, global strategy, African development, defence planning, European 
integration, and colonial policy, and especially for foreign economic policy. It was in West Africa that greater 
coordination of resources for the war effort by the Free French and British West African colonies was most 
needed, and it was these efforts which laid the ground work for the subsequent development in 1945 of 
Anglo-French colonial cooperation in Africa. Unfortunately, nothing about Euroafrican links or the 
differences and obstruction that were developing within British and French colonies in Africa, or between 
officials in London and Paris with responsibilities for, or knowledge of, Africa is mentioned in the article.  

Somewhat appropriately, the first substance of the British Euroafrican concept emanated from Robert Parr, 
the eccentric Consul General in Brazzaville on the banks of the Congo River. Parr used to dress for official 
gatherings in the heat of the tropical sun with the full regalia of white suit and extravagant African headdress. 
He was regarded by Sir Bernard Bourdillon, the Governor of Nigeria and chairman of the West African 
Governors Conference (WAGON), as a man with “his head in the clouds”3—somewhat below the 
stratosphere in which Euroafrica was developed after the war. Parr wanted wartime Anglo-French cooperation 
in Africa to become a joint trusteeship system for British and French colonies, but instead Anglo-French 
colonial cooperation in Africa was to be left in the hands of Colonial Office officials. They were soon made 
aware of, and much irritated by, the Foreign Office’s attaching importance to relations in Africa as part of 
improving Anglo-French relations for Britain’s broader foreign policy goals.  

On leaving Africa at the end of the war Parr submitted a memorandum to the Western Department of the 
Foreign Office from his new posting in Lyon. It called for greater Anglo-French collaboration in Africa and 
the convergence of trade and development to ensure that Africa no longer suffered from the arbitrary drawing 
of frontiers between British and French territories.4 On receipt in October one junior official minuted that 
the Secretary of State would favour an African project based on Parr’s proposals, but nothing is offered here 
on what then resulted either in 1945 or 1947.5  

The article does note, of the Euroafrican initiative, that “From the outset, the Colonial Office criticised the 
project” (603) but provides no real explanation. Given the lack of any consultation of the records of the 

                                                      
1 This is the role of NATO, which initially was a political alliance designed to encourage Western Europe to 

unite against communism but is generally presented as an element of defence strategy to contain the Soviet Union. 

2 The title of a book by Robert Holland one of several authors whose alleged misperceptions or inadequacies are 
pointed out by what the author claims his article “has revealed” 614. 

3 Sir B Bourdillon to Lord Moyne (personal) 7 March 1941 FO 371/28245 National Archives (TNA). 

4 The 1945 memo precedes the one quoted from Duff Cooper’s papers and in FO 371/67697 in the National 
Archives when interest in Euroafrica was renewed in 1947. 

5 Minute by S Hebblethwaite 7 Nov 1945 FO 371/49119 7 Nov 1945 TNA. 



H-Diplo Article Review 
 

government department responsible for British tropical Africa that is not surprising. Views on Euroafrica 
from the Colonial Office in London and from members of the Colonial Service in Africa are important, as the 
links between the two continents cannot be defined, let alone implemented, only by policies formulated in 
Europe. The significance of Euroafrican plans has to be measured by the actions of government officials in the 
relevant governments in both continents. Whether derived from fantasy or reality they had consequences, 
which for Africa are not analysed or hardly mentioned here. Yet by 1946, meetings with French colonial 
officials and technical conferences in 1947, including the Belgians, had been arranged by the Colonial Office. 
Over and above that, the opposition to Foreign Office ideas for collaboration between Europe’s African 
colonies was emerging from inter-departmental correspondence, while the Secretary of State’s Ernest Bevin’s 
traditional imperialism was being cultivated in the Foreign Office. Anyone hoping to discover more about any 
of the developments in Africa will be disappointed.  

In early 1947, more pressures and opportunities arose for imperialist ideas because of possible African help for 
growing European economic difficulties. With the Marshall Plan and the European Recovery Programme, 
revival of interest in Euroafrica was facilitated. After another memorandum from Robert Parr, referred to 
here, that encouraged drowning Europeans to clutch at African straws, plans to translate African resources 
into a firmer cooperative framework were put in place. Some of these ideas ran counter to the Colonial Office 
ideas about forging a partnership with Africans moving towards self-government and independence, and 
about helping African producers by stabilising the prices paid for tropical produce. It is particularly 
disappointing that again the article leaves a great void in its coverage of renewed European imperialism in 
Africa. 

The general strategy of the Colonial Office was to preserve British interests and influence by working with 
Africans in the decolonization process. It was in marked contrast to the “neo-Palmerstonian cosmoplastic 
schemes”6 of some in the Foreign Office that would impose a version of Euroafrica on European colonies. In 
the words of one colonial official, the fact that Britain could only do what the Africans would accept could 
not be impressed too strongly on the Foreign Office whose members “seem to live in the middle of the 
nineteenth century on this as indeed on other matters.”7 After a tour of Africa in late 1947 by Field Marshal 
Bernard Montgomery, Eurofrican issues appeared in a report by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff 
(CIGS) to the Foreign Secretary. It epitomised the African fantasy world inhabited by Britain-as-a-great-
world-power-focused elites, and “was taken more seriously than it should have been.”8 Montgomery described 
a mythical Africa of abundant natural resources easily exploitable for Britain’s use through a master plan 
developed by go getters like the imperialist African pioneer and venture capitalist Cecil Rhodes. The African 
was a “complete savage”, who could supersede the Indian army and supply cannon fodder for the military’s 
imperial needs. Africans were described as incapable of developing the colonies themselves and ultimately a 
central authority and cooperation between all the colonial powers would be needed. Once these myths had 
been deemed worthy of consideration by Bevin and a letter sent to the Prime Minister, major departmental 

                                                      
6 The phrase is R Hyam “Africa and the Labour Government 1945-1951,” Journal of Imperial and 

Commonwealth History 16:3 (1988): 148-172. 

7 1946 minute by KE Robinson FO 371/60001 TNA. 

8 R Hyam Britain’s Declining Empire the Road to Decolonisation 1918-1968 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006) 143. 
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heads of relevant departments concerned with African affairs were invited to a meeting to discuss the 
Euroafrican ideas. Andrew Cohen, the head of the Africa section of the Colonial Office had to prepare a 
lengthy memorandum to limit the damage of Montgomery’s African illusions. Yet some of them seem to have 
resurfaced via Bevins’s papers that are cited in the article under review with its narrow Foreign Office focus.  

Following the economic problems that became evident in 1947, several committees were established to look 
at how economically British Africa could help overcome the dollar gap. They included an Anglo-French 
Economic Committee, with a working party specifically on Anglo-French economic cooperation in West 
Africa. Rather than criticise those who are aware of what the Euroafrican policies of the Foreign Office 
involved and why they could never bear fruit, it would have been more constructive for the author to have 
examined its deliberations. These government investigations into the economics of Euroafrica produced 
papers by February on the prospects of Anglo-French economic cooperation on communications, commodity 
price policy, intercolonial trade and the coordination of development plans. The overall conclusion was that 
what was possible, i.e., communications, was already being covered by Anglo-French colonial collaboration in 
Africa, and the rest of the papers saw little prospect of significant progress being made in any of the other 
areas. The Colonial Office official at the heart of the liaison with colleagues in the Ministry of Overseas 
France noted that in the next few years there was little chance of European economic cooperation in Africa 
producing “substantial results either in raising the standard of living of colonial peoples or in increased 
supplies to metropolitan countries.” 9  

Euroafrica was also doomed politically because of the impossibility of reconciling the flawed French idea of 
assimilating France’s African subjects into the single republique une et indivisible with the British idea of self-
government. And it was unworkable economically because the extraction of similar raw materials and primary 
produce generally provided for competition rather than coordination, given the locations of the limited 
transport links in Africa. 

Although the limitations and narrow Foreign Office focus of the article is predefined at the outset it is 
difficult to justify excluding so much of the specifically African implications of the plans for European 
colonial possessions. Having excluded the African aspects of Euroafrica, the article wanders amongst brief 
sketches of a wide range of issues scattered from the Yalta conference to the Schuman Declaration via theories 
of diplomacy to the formation of a western bloc. Even Bretton Woods and the Neutrality Act are mentioned 
as if to reinforce the lack of meaningful connections. The issue of managing the United States, previously well 
covered elsewhere, is then suddenly linked to the Entente cordiale, but in the same paragraph where 
deliberations in the “colonial field” finally get their only mention as “the best means to organise the pooling 
and regulation of raw materials” (611). In an incoherent section, with one questionable statement after 
another, we are also told “the Euroafrican initiative escalated into an effort to formulate a European bloc.” In 
the next paragraph the author criticizes two historians10 for claiming the project was shelved by explaining 
why this was the case in ways that lack substance without French documentary evidence.   

                                                      
9 Minute by KE Robinson 5 Feb 1948 CO 537/3153 TNA. The working papers on Anglo-French economic 

cooperation are in the same file. 

10 Anne Deighton and this reviewer, both of whom have published on Europe and Africa. 
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As for this article’s methodology, a significant number of private papers have been consulted, along with the 
somewhat meagre use of government records. More important than the absence of Treasury or Board of 
Trade records, is the total lack of Colonial Office and Ministry of Overseas France records in Aix-en-
Provence. There are no Defence Department records and no records of the Anglo-French meetings on 
cooperation in London, Paris or Africa itself, and very few Foreign Office records. Undoubtedly, the use of 
private papers has come at the expense of the range of government records consulted. 

The article’s final argument is based on Euroafrica developing into non-African collaboration in Europe when 
in fact the Foreign Office idea of adding it to multilateral Western European cooperation was rejected by the 
Europeans and got nowhere. The developing multilateral Western European links are assumed to have arisen 
out of Euroafrica and then connected to the 1950 Schuman Declaration (612) and the separate and totally 
European origins of the Coal and Steel Community. Hence, rather than continuing Foreign Office 
enthusiasm for Euroafrica it had to be shelved as it only led to limited colonial cooperation in Africa, largely 
separate from European developments in several important ways.  

Anglo-French collaboration was crucially extended to formal Western European cooperation in 1948 without 
Euroafrica. The simultaneous creation of the Organisation of European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) and 
the Brussels Treaty, neither of which is mentioned here, occurred a few weeks after any significant progress in 
economic collaboration in Africa had been ruled out. Yet the fires sparked by the more grandiose Foreign 
Office expectations had still not been quenched, despite the efforts of Andrew Cohen to deal with the 
inflammatory post-Montgomery African tour. Therefore, the Foreign Office was keen to use Western Union 
to further the links between Europe and Africa, and their first draft of Article 1 the Brussels Treaty stated that 
the five powers “will make every effort to associate the overseas territories for whose foreign relations in the 
attainment of these aims.” The response of the Benelux powers was that the Brussels Treaty Organisation was 
not an appropriate place to deal with colonial cooperation because Portugal was concerned with Africa 
whereas the Netherlands was not involved like Britain and France.11 The OEEC did, however, have an 
Overseas Territory Sub-Committee established in the summer under the Frenchman Georges Peter, the head 
of the Economic Bureau of the Ministry of Overseas France. By then the idea of Euroafrica had been dealt 
another near fatal blow by the British Treasury, which was concerned with the sterling balances and the fact 
that French tropical Africa had the largest dollar deficit of the European colonies. Therefore, Euroafrican 
development would have increased the pressure to provide loans to the French (none of which is 
mentioned).12  

Readers are told that the supporters of organising “Western Europe into a ‘Middle Power’ co-equal with and 
independent of the United States and the Soviet Union alike” had its “many advocates.” (603). (The 
quotation is from the same Cabinet paper but the author omits “has had” from before “many advocates”). 
The paper marked the final nail in the Third Force’s coffin. It came from the Foreign Office’s Permanent 
Under Secretary’s Department (PUSD), which beginning in April 1949 produced three proposals to replace 

                                                      
11 The text of the actual treaty is in CMD 7367. See also Sir R Makins to RWB Clarke 8 March 1948 

T236/1884;Minute by AB Cohen 10 March 1948 CO 537/3548 TNA 

12 GEN 188 4th 9 Feb 1948 T 236/1920 TNA; DD (48)11 30 Apr 1948 T 236/1757 TNA. 
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the Third Force.13 As the First Aim of the January 1948 Cabinet paper had become more unrealisable, the 
rejection of a global strategy combining Europe and Africa was completed following the September 
devaluation of the pound. The specific lack of any possible future Euroafrican contribution from cross border 
trade or resources had already become clear in 1948, and the paper Bevin took to Cabinet in October 1949 
was entitled “European Policy.” Its conclusions stated unequivocally that “the Commonwealth alone cannot 
form a Third World Power equivalent to the United States” and “Commonwealth solidarity is more likely to 
be promoted by the consolidation of the West than by the formation of a Third World Power independent of 
America.”14 

The rejection of Euroafrica was now complete, along with its “cosmoplastic schemes.” The article reveals the 
pitfalls of limited archival research in government records, which cannot be covered up by using private 
papers, and the dangers of assuming that the Foreign Office’s commitment to great world power status was 
always rooted in reality.  

 

John Kent having recently retired works part-time at the London School of Economics. He is at present 
working on a new edition of A History of International Relations since 1945 with John Young and on the 
second of two articles on the Breakdown of Allied Cooperation 1943-46.  
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13 PUSC (23) Final “Third World Power or Western Consolidation” 9 May 1949 FO 371/76385 TNA. 

14 Cabinet Memorandum by Bevin 18 Oct 1949 CP (49)208 CAB 129/37 Part I TNA. 
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