Theories of Decolonisation 
Below is a summary of three types of theory about why Decolonisation happened.  It may help you with the historiography section of your work
Theories that put the ‘metropole’ (the home country) at the centre of why Decolonisation happened. 

2 major sides to this;

a) Metropole became too economically weak to hold empire e.g Portugal

b) Metropole took rational decision to leave as it was no longer in their interests.

•J.A.Hobson suggested it was all about overseas investment in 'Imperialism, A Study' in 1902 Suggested Imperialism was purely down to economic factors.  He saw partition of Africa as deliberate British policy for benefit of elite group of 'greedy capitalist' investors. You could argue then that when these people were no longer able to make money from Africa they allowed the colonies to go.

Criticisms of Hobson
Most of the British investment in late C19 & C20 was going to the settlement colonies, the USA & Latin America, NOT Tropical Africa. (Economics & Empire (1973 - D.K.Fieldhouse)) so Hobson’s arguments don’t always stand up.  It is possible that investment in Africa was based on future returns however.
If he was correct decolonisation could be seen as these ‘greedy capitalists’ either getting out or finding new ways to make money out of Africa that didn’t involve colonies.

•Lenin: Crisis of Capitalism 
'Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism' (1916) by V.I.Lenin. 
Also said Imperialism had economic explanations. 
Put forward that 'a crisis in the capitalist economic system' in the late C19 was behind European expansion in Africa. Too many nations chasing too few markets. Therefore colonial expansion was to maintain capitalism. 
For new markets & raw materials. 
European governments were simply 'the puppets' of capitalist businessmen. 
If Lenin was correct Decolonisation could be seen as a result of the failure of capitalism to make money out of Africa

Marxist theory might also suggest that the African workers were throwing off the chains of European bourgeoisie oppression
Peripheral Theories - Explanations looking at changes internally in Africa 

•Gallagher & Robinson (1961) 
->Put forward in 'Africa and the Victorians: The Official Mind of Imperialism' (1961) by Gallagher & Robinson. 
->Britain wanted 'informal control' of trade. Company control and not British government control. Only wanted to support formal rule when trade was threatened by civil disorder or the ambitions of a rival power. 
-->Indian and East African events seem to support this idea 
-->Reluctant British government was 'dragged in' to control. 
--->View that British involvement in South Africa was as a result of events in Africa, not as a result of pressure from London or capitalism or Britain. (Argued that pull style involvement holds across all colonisation) 
If this is true perhaps Britain never really wanted colonies so was more than happy to get out.

Belief that throughout the duration of decolonisation Britain looked at her strategic role in the world and took little notice of business lobbies or public opinion. 
(A: Fawlklands is another good example of the Gallagher & Robinson theory that British intervention is reactionary to events on the ground in the colonised areas to protect British interests / principles. 

•The 'Men on the Spot Factor' 
->Looks at the importance of 'men on the spot'. 
-->E.g. Rhodes in South Africa, Peters and McKinnon in East Africa. 
--->Claimed that these men had their own schemes and built their own local power, subsequently gaining the support of their government to enact colonisation. No men pushing for Imperialism = decolonisation


•African Nationalism
Thorn is good at summarising this.   Many post colonial historians in former colonies have backed this theory.  Politicians and soldiers involved in ‘forcing the Europeans out’ also suggest this was the main reason.

International Relations Theory/ Superpowers
Theories that set the decolonisation of Africa within a Global framework. 

•The Primacy of Political and Diplomatic Factors 
Put forward in 'The struggle for the Mastery in Europe' (1954 by A.J.P. Taylor) 
Suggests Partition of African resulted from changes in the power politics and society in Europe. 
Colonisation as a result of rivalry between European powers, not events in Africa 
]Explains the partition of Africa as a result of an international power game as opposed to 'on the ground' events in the African continent. 
This view formerly favoured by Historians such as D.K.Fieldhouse, but later greater emphasis was placed upon economic pull factors bringing European powers into Europe. 

•The Rise and Fall of Great Powers 
Put forward in 'The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers" (1988 by Paul Kennedy) 
-->Examines the Partition in the context of rise and fall of major world powers in History. 
--->Colonisation of Africa seen as the attempt by the European powers to emulate the British rise to status of a great power (during British industrial revolution from 1815-1870 when Britain had developed the free-trade, naval power, investment and colony model of power) 
---->As European powers went for African colonies, Britain responded and did the same. 
----->While Britain did not have the population for armies of conquest, it had the technology to do so. E.g. Guns etc. 
]->View that for European powers colonies became seen as a sign of prestige as a result of Britain’s initial economically motivated colonisation during industrialisation. 
] ->this argument combine s evidence from metropolitan and peripheral theories. 
-->Has the advantage of explaining the motivations of all the European powers. 
Post- colonial Theory – 

Thorn also discusses this at length.  It is quite a philosophical concept but you may not see the relevance to your study.

