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PREFACE 



i 

The pattern of international relationship in South-East 

Asia is made of the interaction of two factors. On the one hand, 

there is tne rivalry between the two power blocs, each being 

~qu.-aTly determined to expand 1 ts own innuence at the cost of 

that of the other. On the other hand, the independent countries 

of this region, and also those of South Asia, were determined to 

keep themselves, and also the region of South-East Asia, away 

from this so-called 'Cold War• between the two power blocs. 

Conditions of international life did not tend to favour them. 

Most of them, however, persevered with their policy of non

involvement in the Cold War, for, they did not have an alternative 

course to pursue. 

This work is a case study in international diplomacy in 

South-East Asia. SEATO bore the stamp of all the forees operating 

in South-East Asia. While it was an act in the Cold War, its 

charter, on the other hand, was carefully drafted with an eye 

to reconcile the non-aligned Governments of South and South-East 

Asia to its existence. 

Although SEATO's features are, in themselves, interesting 

enough to warrant a study of its origins, its appearance in 

South-East Asia is still more significant. The non-aligned powers 

tried to prevent its emergence; when it appeared in spite of them, 

they resented it. Those who promoted it were fully aware of 

their resentment and appreciated it. Yet, the inner compulsions 

of their own existence were such that they seemed to have been 

left with no alternativeo 
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This is how the author has understood the appearance of 

SEATO in South-East Asia. 

The author is thankful to the authorities of the Indian 

School of International Studies for providing him with facilities 

for pursuing his research. He is also gratefUl to the staff of 
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interest in the preparation of this work. Dr. s. G. Krishnamurty 

and Mr. R. M. Bapat went through most of its chapters and offered 

valuable suggestions; to both of them, the author owes gratitude. 

Dr. Vishal Singh's contribution in the preparation of this 

work is not easy to describe. He gave the author all that he 

needed. The author will always remain obliged to him. 

The author would commit the crime of his life if he failed 
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his uncle, Sri Parmananda Jha, and his teacher, Dr. Chetaker Jha. 

The author doubts if either of them knew what particular kind of 

work he was doing, but that he was doing something was enough to 

elate them. 



Chapter One . 

THE 1 COLD WAR' ·AND THE AWAKENING SOUTH-EAST ASIA 



1 

The polarization of the world into two mutually 

opposed blocs, led respectively by the Soviet Union and the 

United States, was an outstanding feature of the period 

following the c~ose of the Second World War. ( 1) The co-operation 

between these two great post-war powers, which had been so 

conspicuous during the course of the war, gave way to rivalry 

at its close. On 10 February 1947, Dean Acheson, then Under

Secretary of State, told the Senate Atomic Energy Committee 

that "the foreign policy of Russia is aggressive and expansive." (2) 

About a month later, on 12 March 1947, Harry s. Truman, then 

President of the United States, while asking the Congress for 

400 million dollars for aid to the governments of Greece and 

Turkey, allegedly under foreign-inspired Communist pressure, 

conveyed a new aspect of his policy as being "to support free 

peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by anned 

minorities or outside pressure," for, "totalitarian regimes 

imposed on free peoples by direct or indirect aggression, 

( 1) For details, see H. Seton-Watson, "Five Years of 
Cold War," The Year Book of World Affairs, 7 (London, 
1953) 20-44. ~ 

(2) Department of State Bulletin (the official ~ 
Record of the United States Foreign Policy, Washington), ~ 
16 ( 2 March 194 7) 392. 
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undermine the foundations of peace and hence the security of 

the United States." (3) 

With the proclamation of the so- called Truman Doctrine, 

the cold war assumed a definite character. The Soviet newspaper 

'Izvestia' compared u.s. aid to Greece and Turkey to Hitler's 

tactics of aggression. (4) Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia warned 

the world against u.s. machinations which were dividing the 
' 

world into "a front of imperialists and war-mongers" and "a 

big front of the peoples and all the countries that want 

peace." (S) At a meeting of eighteen major communist leaders 

held in Poland in September 1947, the new line of Soviet policy 

was laid down and proclaimed. The "Declaration" (6) of the 

Conference drew attention to the existence of "two diametrically 

opposed political lines," the one held by 11 the imperialist and 

anti-democratic camp" with the United States as 11 i ts 1 eading 

force, 11 and the other held by "the USSR and the other democratic 

countries directed at undennining imperialism and consolidating 

democracy." The "Communi que" of the conference proclaimed the 

establishment of an information Bureau "to coordinate" the 

(3) l.Q!.g., 23 March 1947, 536. 

(4) New York Times, 15 March 1947. 

( 5) Ibid. , 1 Ap ri 1 194 7 • 

(6) For A"Lasting Peace .. For a People's Democracf : 
(Information Bu~eau of the Communist Parties, Belgrade , 
No. 1, 10 November 1947. 
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activities of Comoiun1st parties all over the world to hasten 

the collapse of imperialism. (7) 

It was obvious that the United States was aware of the 

Soviet challenge.;even before the Cominform had been establishedo 

The astablishment·of the Cominfonn made the Soviet challenge 
'-' . ' 

more formidable th~n i.t had been heretofore. In order to further 
-- '"'I 

consolidate the a)'lti-Soviet ranks, the U.s. Senate passed a 
' ' 

resolution, sponsgred by Senator A. H. Vandenburg, calling upon 
' ' . 

the executive braqch of the u.s. Government to associate the 
;- :'1 

United States "with such regional and other collective arrange-
,'-)·: 

menta as are based.· on continuous and effective self-help and 

mutual aid, and asleffect its national security." (8) Soon, 
c 

the governmen~tbe United States began negotiations with the 

governments of Canada and the Brussels Treaty powers - the 

U ;K., France, Belgftun, the Netherlands, and Luxemburg - to the 

end envisaged in tne Vandenburg Resolution. 

No further :evidence need be summoned to emphasize the 

fact that the rivcl+,ry between the Soviet Union and the United 

States had assumed serious proportions. It was 1nev1 table, 
., 

as 1 t were, for .sO\l,th East Asia, that is, "the area lying to .. , 
the east of India arid to the south of China, n (9) to become 

{7) 

(8) 

Ibid.. " -
Department of State Bulletin, 19 ( 18 July 1948) ?9. 

(9) Charles Ae. Fisher, "The concept of South East Asia," 
Eastem Wox:ld, 7 (L(;>ndon, March 1953) 12. 
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one of the theatr~s of the Cold War. Its tremendous strategic 
l 

importance cause~:, and the existence of a number of small and 
, ,'U 

weak states facil.i~tates, outside intrusion. As a matter of 
~ 

fact, these two \f~~ptors have combined to make Sout~East Asia 
'\'' . 

''a low pressure. ai;":ea." ( 10) From the viewpoint of international 
~ 

politics, it has~ 8lways remained "a sub-system" to the world-wide 
~,') 

international sys,tem existing at any given time. (11) In one 
1 I '~ 

''\\< 
respect, however,".:,condi tions in South East Asia were, in the 

''"'.'1 

post-Second World .war period, far removed from those of the 

past: the former p~opensi ty to succumb to outside pressure had 

given way, what D~an Acheson called, "to hope, to a sense of 

effort. n ( 12) T~s chapter seeks to discuss the 'sense of 
' 

effort' of the qew.ly independent governments of South East Asia. 

The Emergin' Nation-States in South-East 
Asia·and heir Inherent Deficiencies 

After the .end of the Second World War, the pattern of 

international r~lationship regarding South Ea.at Asia seemed 

set for a change~, New nation-states were arising in place of 
' former western Cx).lonies. In spite of this fact, it did not 

-- 'i 
<i: 

( lO) Cora Dt?.Boi s, Social Forces in Sou the as t Asia 
(Minneapolis, 1949) 28 • 

. ·•.\.' 

( 11) For al1 1 

explanation of the tenn 'sub-system 1 and 
its applicabili:ty to South-East Asia see, G. Model,ski, 
"International Re).ations and Area Studies," International 
Relations, ~ (Lop.donj}-~pril 1961) 143-55. 

( 12) Depattrnent of State Bulletin, 22 (23 January 
1950) 112. 
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appear that the collapse of colonialism in South-East Asia 
', ~' , 

would bring about spy change in the role of South-East- Asia in 
~' I' 

international poli tip~. Its strategic importance, deriving 
',( 

'> { ;1/ 

from 1 ts positional ~e~dvantage and its great wealth of mineral 

and agricultural pr~~cts, (13) had been further accentuated 

during the war by i:{~! emergence as an important centre of 

skyways. ( 14) So lon~g as the struggle for power could remain 

a force in world P9l~itics, its importance was likely to enhance 
' L , ~ 

instead of being diiiil;'nished. The emergence of the Soviet Union 
,'[ 

and the United State.~, each striving for world suprenacy, 

indicated that the'·'struggle for power would continue in the 

post-war era. 
, .. 

<. I .~ 

The end of GC)lonialism in itself, therefore, was not 
',, / 

" 
enough to provide th~ emerging nation-states of South-East Asia 

. I . 
't 

with place of import:ance in world politics. It was necessary 

that these states. ,.should be capable of being their own masters, 

and not be used by others to ends not contemplated by thernsel ves. 
'j. 

Unless the newly i;ndependent states could assert themselves 
'··\ 

and become their o~n ~asters, it was inevitable, that the change 

in their role would·. be more formal than real. Instead of being 
,, 

colonies as in the,.past, they would become the pawns of the 

. ' 

! 

(13) For a sti.'rvey of South-East Asia's economic 
potentials, see Charles A. Fisher, "South East Asia," in 
w. Gordon East & :0.;1 H. R. Spate, ed., The Changing Map of 
Asia, 180-3. · _. 

;'-<0 ; 

(14) J. o. M.- Broek, nunity and Diversity in Southeast 
Asia," Geo grao hi c 'Review, 34 (New YolK, April 1944) 183. 
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Great Powers"iri the present as well as the future. In view of 
',__ t -~ 

their inherenf:;\veaknesses as territorial units and political 
,I 

r: "" '( 

entities, a :rol.:~ for them in world politics, different from 
. ''\ ... 

those of pawns ·-\vas not easy to conceive. 

The Terri torf~i~ Weakness of the 
Sou th-Ea.st A_siah ~states 

'· ~he tern.torial weakness of the South East Asian states 
'•.f• 

'' ' -l 
deri ves partly.;.,from geography and partly from the historl cal .. ( 

: • )Y 

ordeals they >h~~ undergone. The most important feature of the 
,, .• j,' 

geography of ~~6~~th East Asia is to be found in 1 ts topographical 
,,[ 

aspects. ( 1.5):. · :~ragmentation is the keynote of its topography. 
• .:··.' 'l ·~ ' ~ 

Even E\lrop e "ca~fro t camp are with it in the high ratio of its coast-.,, 
'--r, 

line to land area. The advantages derived from its topography 
;~ 

are, however(~ffectively counteracted by two other features. 
' ' -~-1 \ 

In the first;·PJ~ce, almost all the rich agricultural lands in 
'• ·,, 
I .. ' 

South.- East AsiaJ are peripheral; this has led to the concentration 
- ·: .l' 

. ' 
of population oh the peripheries of the countries of South-

'· 
' ,, 

East Asia. .fn, the second place, the steep ridges in the 
J.! i. ·. i . ( 

mainland and .!.the.' wide stretches of sea in the archipelago 
, .. r 

prevent concentric integration of the peoples of these lands. 
' I t . ' 

These,"t(i~pgraphical features had two far-reaching 

consequences .fo!f,,South.-East Asia. In the first place, the 

dispersal of rfch agricultural lands rotmd the fringes . ·: :r 
precluded the·, evolution of a territorial unit with a strong 

,< 
I 

' ' . " .... -'(:' 
. (/ ,, ''i > 

C 1.5) Fish.er. n. 13. 
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'' :l 
~· ~· ') 

heartland. )"P, the second place, the posi tiona! importance, 
,, ,, 

rich resource~\' and easy access from the sea to its fertile 
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peripheries prompted foreign intruding forces to enter South-
··1' ,,, 

East Asia. T-~~ absence of a strong territorial unit, for which 
'•·)( 

geographical qpndi tions did not exist, rendered the task of the 
" .,, 

I 

foreigners easy. 

Consequ·ently, South-East Asia became a hunting ground 

for foreign erements. 
~·.: ) 

~r . .I 

Before the &lrop eans came, Indians, 

Chinese, and '.A,pabs had already intruded into South-East Asia. 
) 
~. l' 

Their advent r·e~sul ted in the development of varying cultural 
: ~; 

patterns in Sou~th-East Asia. They became the founders of 

culture syst~~~ in South-East Asia with national identi t1 es of 
,,, 

their own. Th~f~ropeans, when they came, resorted to a practice 
ll' 

of colonizati8~t~ifferent from that of their predecessors; they 
' ,1/' 

attached thei'-r:}acquisi tions, politically as well as economically, 
t~,;·; 
'··'\ 

to their respe:c:tive countries. In doing so, they seem to have ,. 

accepted the te{tri torial units that they met, as the inevitable ,, ,, 
products of s0~J~h East Asia 1 s topography and contrasting 

., 

cultures. Only .~that fact can explain the close correspondence, 
' ' : 'l 

in extent and'l~~yout, between the Netherlands Indies and the 
"[' : I 

Majapahi t emp{r~:; and further that the Irrawady and the Mekong 
' ~ ~),.-, ' i 
~<-1·-, \ " 

river basins r·ema.J.ned the core of the European colonies in 
•' :1 
' \,l) 

peninsular Sotitlt:.East Asia. In addition to establishing the 
. 1 

colonies, the EUropean settlers, belonging to different 
,I 

nationalities, ,~so arrived at arrangements among themselves, 
.--' _r\ 

'~: 

defining the ext,~nt of areas under control of each othero ( 16) 

(16) 
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The European colonization of South-east Asia had two 

important consequences for the future of that area. In the 

first place, the European settlers by resorting to the western 

practice of defining boundaries, rendered heretofore fluid 

territorial units in South-East Asia into permanent units. 

Inevitably, therefore, they remained weak, small, and exposed. 

The tin belt stretching from Thailand and Burma through Malaya 

to Sumatra, which alone had the promise of becoming a compara

tively strong heartland of any territorial unit tn South-East 

Asia, was cut up. In the second place, the colonial powers 

attached their colonies firmly to their respective countries. 

This policy stopped the natural growth of nritive economies, 

and also increased the existine political and cultural contrasts 

be~veen the different countries of South East Asia. (ln As 

each colonial power developed similar economies in its colony, 

each country of South-East Asia was lf~ft to face the world 

alone "turning its back to the other." ( 18) In other words, 

the local consequence of the policy of western colonization 

was to preclude any realignment - either territorial or functional -

in South-East Asia. 

(1n Guy Wint, "South Asias Unity and Diversity," 
In ternationa1 Conciliation,P'o-5001 (New York )

1 
~ovember 1954) 159. 

( 18) Broek, n. 14, 188. 
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The Political Weakness of South-East Asian States 

The political weakness of the states of South East Asia 

flowed partly from the consequences of alien rule and partly 

from the character of nationalist movements. These states were 

the products of struggle against colonial rule. The nationalist 

movements in these countries, however, were not carried on 

within any specific ideological framework. In each country under 

alien rule, excepting the Philippines, (19) the nationalist 

movement became an amalgam of the various forces of opposition to 

colonial rule existing in that country. In Burma, (20) and 

Vietnam, (21) it is claimed, the dawn of nationalism preceded 

the advent of alien rule. Even if it-:~:n; so, nationalism was 

far from being a dynamic factor in either of these countries 

at the time the Europeans arrived. As a mGtter of fact, the 

(19) In the Philippines, the nationalist movement began 
as a coalition of varied forces of opposition to the Spanish 
rule. The 1Katipunan 1 as led by Bonifacio and Aguinaldo during 
the later part of the 19th century aimed at not only independence 
from the Spanish rule but also at the abolition of large estates, 
and privileges enjoyed by the Catholic church. With the advent 
of the U.s. rule, this coalition broke down. Those in teres ted 
in independence for the sake of its values joined Nationalist 
Party, founded in 1907 and led by Manuel Quezon, and the 
peasants and workers, interest~ in putting an end to the 
colonial economic practices, came under the influence of left.. 
wing. Thus, under the u.s. rule, the nationalist movement in 
the Philippines developed two wings. (J. H. Brimmel, Communism 
in South East Asia (London, 1959) 100-1. 

(20) Htin Aung, "The Progress of Nationalism: Commentary," 
P. w. Thayer, ed., Nationalism and Progress in Free Asia 
(Baltimore, 1956) 83. 

(21) Milton Sacks, "Marxism in Viet Nam 11 in Frank N. 
Trager, ed., Marxism in South East Asia (California, London, 
1960) 10 3-4. 
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establishment of the British rule in Burma was welcomed by the 

small peasants and workers. (22) It was only when the policies 

of the colonial powers adversely affected the native patterns of 

life, that the opposition to alien rule became truly widespread. 

Opposition to colonial rule had three distinctive degrees 

of elements. First, there were the genuine nationalists who, 

conscious of having lost national independence, were looking 

forward to winning it back. Secondly, there were the people 

who, having joined governDent services and alien business firms, 

resented being discriminated against, by their ecployers. To 

them, independence was not an end in itself; they looked 

fOI'\AJard to the comin~ of such a political order ::~.s would give 

than a better deal. Thirdly, there were the pe~snnts 8nd 

workers who had been impoverished by the economic and agrarian 

laws of the foreign system. In the economic sphere, South-East 

Asi. an countries did make great strides during the colonial rule, 

but "little trickled down to the ordinary peasants and labourers 

who made up the vast bulk of population." (23) The common man 

had disadvantages of colonial rule. (24) Their primary interest, 

(22) ttK"., "Buxma in My Life-Times," The Guardian 
(Rangoon).3lMarcn 1960) W., 25. 

(..g3) Victor Purcell, The Colonial Period in Southeas.t 
~ 1 (Mimeographed) New York, 1953_/ 4. 

(24) Justus Van der Kroef "The Appeal of Comrr.unism in 
South-east Asia," United Asia, ~ (Bombay, Decer.tber 1.955) 255. 
Also see J. s .• Furnivall, Colonial Policy and Practic,e (Cambridge, 
1948) 214; An extract from the Annual Report for 1941 by the 
U.s. High Commissioner in the Philippines in .John Kerry King, 
Southea,st Asia in Perspective (New York, 1956) 26 J George McTurnan 
Kahin, Nationalism and Revolution in Indonesia (Ithaca, 1952) 3. 
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therefore, lay in causing the collapse of the exploitative 

economic system inflicted on ther:1 by the colonial powers, 

It would be wrong to assume, therefore, that nationalist 

movements in South East Asia represented the idea of nations 

on the move. The vast bulk of the population - peasants, 

workers, low paid er;;ployees and unemployed - did not really 

challenge the rights of the foreigners to rule over their 

respective countries, but their right to discrirrinate against 

the local inhabitants and to oppress them, Moreover, grievances 

of those fighting agninst the colonialists also varied, A 

peasant or a worker, an office cle:ri< or an unen:ployed individual, 

was not fighting for a national cause against the alien rulers, 

but for his own li~ited interests. The leadership of nationalist 

movements in the countries of South-East Asia, though looking 
~ 

beyond these narrow bounds, capitalizedAthe existing revolutionary 

feelings. The primary purpose of the leaders became to put an 

end to the alien rule; other things, like ideoloby, became 

secondary to this primary aim. (25) The nationalist movements 

(25) The nationalist leadership in Burma, Indonesia and 
VietNam always subjected ideological considerations to the 
primary need of winning independence, Aung san, the Burmese 
nationalist leader, was the first Secretary-General of the 
Burma Communist Party and also simultaneously became the 
Secretary-General of the Freedom Bloc consisting of several 
other nationalist groups. In 1940, he fled to Japan and 
received military training there and returned to Burma with the 
Japanese. He also joined the ~overnment put up by the Japanese 
but later on joined the Communists in the underground nnd formed 
the Anti-Fasc'-sts People's FreE>dom League \vi th them, R.nd became 
its first chairman. In 19471 he went to London for talks with 
the British government in splte of the opposition of the 

ooocontd. on n~xt page 
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in South East Asia, therefore, were "movements of protest," (26) 

and, in their cou:posi tion, coalitions of varying forces opposed 

to colonial rule. 

It was a foregone conclusion that these coalitions would 

disintegrate once their purpose had been achieved. Colonial rule, 

. had, at the same time, disrupted the bases on which l\. natio!U 

' could be built up. Its constant endeavour had been to deepen 

\sectarian and localized loyal ties of the people. It also 

encouraged the immigration of the Chinese and the Indians into 

their colonies, thus further diversifying the r~cial composition 

of their colonies. Eoreover, the colonial powers introduced 

such administrative systems into their colonies as had proved 

efficient in their own respective countries. At the same time, 

Contd. from last page 

Communists. In Indonesia, too, the different shades of leadership 
united together to fight the colonial rule when the Japanese 
marched into Indonesia, the top nationalist leadership devised 
a tactics according to which Sjarifoedin, a Communist, was to go 
underground and oppose the Japanese while Sukarno and Hatta were 
to collaborate with the Japanese. Sjahrir, another l...§ader, was 
assigned the task of directing anti-Japanese plans. 1 Virginia 
Thompson and Richard Adloff, "The Communist Revel t in Java: 
The Backgr_Qund " Far Eastern Survey, 17 (New York, 2 November 
1948) 258 ./. in Vietnam, Ho Chi Minh, the Corrmunlst leader, 
disbanded-the Indochinese Communist Party in November 1945. The 
Constitution of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, as proclaimed 
by him, granted the right to religious freedom and private 
property. LThompson & Adloff, The Left Wing in South East Asia 
(New Yorkp 1950) 36_7. It is obvious that even Ho subjected his 
ideology to the prim:1ry purpose of winning independence. 

(26) Rupert Emerson, "Nationalism in Southeast Asia," 
Far Eastern Quarterly, 5 ~Wisconsin, 1945-6) 212. 
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they also sought to mould the native social structures after 

their own. Their administrative systems were staffed by their 

own nationals. As a result, their administrative and social 

policies disrupted the native political and social order, while 

the order imposed by them on their colonies remained alien to 

the local inhabitants. ( 27) 

The Second World War accelerated the pace of disruption 

of these societies. During the confusion accompanying its 

beginning and following its end, ~influence of law and order 

~ in South-East Asia perceptibly diminished. The 

economic hardships of the people increasedo The influence of 

traditional mores on the masses, weakening steadily under 

colonial rule, could be hardly perceived on the eve of the 

emergence of the new states. 

It was, therefore, difficult for the emerging states to 

lead an independent existence. They were weak territorially, 

and they did not have the political assets for overcoming this 
4-J.JLk 

weakness. A strong nationalist movement }s an asset for an 
A 

independent existence; but in the case of the South-East Asian 

states, nationalism was not the sgme unifying force as it had 

been in Europe or North America; it W<JS an exclusively anti

colonial force. \Vi th the end of colonial rule, national! sm was 

127) J. Ho Brimmel, Communism in South East Asia 
(Mimeographed, London, 1958) 3. Also see, John Kerry King, 
no 24, 27; W. MacMohan Ball, Nationalism and Communism in 
East Asia (Carl ton, New York, London, 1952) 12. 
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drained of 1 ts sustaining force. Henceforth, 1 t became a 

"blanket emotion" (28) me'lninr. different things to different 

people. 

Anti-Colonialism in South-East Asia 
and the *Cold War' 

Thus, with no obvious assets to sustain independent 

existence, the emerging nation-states inevitably fell headlong 

into the vortex of the Cold War. South-East Asia was a region· 

of such profound strategic significance that neither of the 

contending world power- blocs would willingly lose 1 t to the 

other. The leadership in the emerging nation-states, were looking 

around for such national philosophies, as would not only reflect 

their own convictions and faith but also make a deep impression 

on their peoples. Both the world power-- blocs thus became 

interested in the developments in South-East Asia. For, in the 

Cold War, both the elements or strur:rle ~ power 
~ 

and a profound conflict between thA contendine sets of politico-

cconomic systems as pr·"-ctised by the United StRtes 8.nd West 

European powers on the one hand Rnd the Communist countries on 

the other, are combined. Even if there h11d been no cold war, 

an intensive ideological strug[le between the two broad sections 

of nationalists - Westernized liberals and Comr.1unists - would 

have followed the winnine of independence. The Cold War, 

(28) Thompson & Adloff, The Left Wing in South-East 
Asia, n. 25, 6. 
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however, precipitated the inevitable clash and invested the 

course and outcome of the s truDgl e in South-East Asian coWl tri es 

with trewendous international significance. 

Assets and StrategY of the Communist Parties 
for Controlling the Nationalist l.ioy~ents 

The Soviet Union entered with two decided advantages in 

the race for the ideological loyalty of the emerging nation-states 

in South East Asia, In the first place, the prestige of the West 

and of western institutions had reached its nadir at the end of 

the Second World War, Colonialism in South-East Asia was known 

as a western institution, and therefore, everything western was 

suspect, (29) In the second place, there were communist p:1rti es 

in South East Asia ready to obey the orders of the Soviet Union 

and force their way, if possible, into the void cre~ted by the 

decline of western prestige. 

In a situation characterized by widespread grievances 

against western rule and capitalism on the one hand, and by 

disr1ptcd native social and political systems on the other, 

coiLr.lunist parties began their struggle for power with several 

advantages. In the first place, passionate repudiation of 

capitalism and colonialism inherent in the communist doctrine 

reflected the hates and fears of the natives; its promise to 

bring about an egalitarian society was in tune with their 

aspirations. In the second place, communist leaders and workers 

(29) John Kerry King, n. 24, 27-8. 



used Russia's success in the economic field as an example for 

impressing upon the people the genuineness of their promises. 

Thus they used Russia's progress under communist rule to 

strengthen the appeal of their doctrine. Men ~ho could not 

understand the doctrines of Marx, were attrFicted by the deeds 

of "the concrete and visible Marxists" or Russia. (30) In the 

third place, the decline or the prestige of western institutions 

combined with the disruption or native social and political 

patterns of life, brought about a vacuum which communism could 

step in with ease. It premised "intellectual and philosophical 

securi ty11 to the educated and semi-educated elite, uprooted from 

their traditional moorings. (3l) Its et1phas1s on planning and 

management of economy held no terrors for peoples accustomed to 

considerable state intervention and exploitation during colonial 

rule. (32) Even religion could not compete with communism for 

the allegiance of a people living so close to the breadline as 

the pecples of South-East Asia had been. (33) In the fourth 

place the champions of comT~unism in South-East Asia were genuine 

(30) Owen Lattimore, Solution in Asia (Boston, 1945) 137 • 
• 

(31) John Kerry King, n. 24 78. Also see l.:e Ne Roy, 
"The Communist Problem in East A~ a," Pacific Aff::1irs, 
(New York, Sep ternber 1951) 24. 

(32) William Ao Henderson, "Communist Movements in 
Southeast Asia," Journal of Intern:1tional Affairs, 
8 (New York, 1954) 33. 

( 33) W. Mac:Mohan Ball , n. 27, 10- 12. 
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nationalists; in an over-all sense, their performance during 

the course of struggle against colonialists had not been less 

spectacular than that of their rivals. (34) It was this fact 

combined with its own appeal that made communism a formidable 

and explosive force in South-East Asia. 

It is, however, necessary to make a distinction between 

the influence of communis~ and its ch~mpions on the one hand nnd 

communist parties on the other. The peoples of South East Asia 

followed leaders, not because of their ideological affiliations 

but for their achievements in the struggle against colonialism 

and their professed convictions. .Many 1 eaders among the 

communists had a great appeal among the people because of their 

role in the struggle against colonialism and their socialist 

convictions. But there were many outside the communist parties, 

who were not less popular than the co~r.unists. (35) Conditions 

in South-East Asia were not favourable for diminishing their 

popularity by making attacks on their leadership on economic 

and poll tical grounds. There were no economic classes so that 

the communists could seize the leadership of a class struggling 

(34) Justus Van der Kroelf, discussing the place of the 
Communist leaders of South-East Asia in the n,tional.ist movement, 
says, "In the annals of the nr1tionalist struggle in BurmA. the 
names or Communist leaders like Thrikin Soe are revered as those 
of the non-Communist nationalists like the lAte Aung San and 
Bunna' s present Premier U Nu. And what ardent nAtionalist in 
Indonesia has forgotten the communist inspired insurrections of 
the years 1926..-27 or the names of Indonesian corm:unist leaders 
like Semaon and Tqn Mala ka." ''Marxism in Southeast Asia," 
CUrrent Historx, 27 (Philadelphia, November 1954) 290. 

(35) Thompson & Adloff, "Southeast Asia Follows the 
Leader," Far Eastern SurveY, 2 Noverr.ber 1.949, 18. 
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against exploitation by the class led by the non- communists. (36) 

Consequently, the popularity of the cor..munist leaders did not 

necessarily reflect the popular! ty of the party. Their claim 

to lead the nationalist movement depended upon their place in 

the hierarchy of the nationnlist le~dership. Thus, while 

Ho Chi L:inh, a Communist, 1 ed the nqtionalist movement in 

Vietnam, Sukarno and Hattn led 1 t in Indonesia and Aung San and 

U Nu in Bunna. All or them alike belong to the "intellectual 

middle class. 11 (37) None of them was leading a particular class 

in its struggle against the enemy. 

The tactics of the communist parties were designed to 

overcome these difficulties on the way to leadership of the 

nationalist mov~ents. It was to that end that, instead of 

openly opposing non-oommunist nationalist leaders, the communists 

Joined the latter in the fight against colonialisn, planning, 

later on, to seize the leadership of the movements from within. 

Many of the Indonesian communists who had remained in the 

Netherlands during the wqr and denounced Sukarno and Hatta as 

"Fascist collaborationist" and the Republic p roclnirr.ed by than, 

as a "Japanese time bomb," joined the nationalist movement led 

by them, Vlhen nown to Indonesia by the Dutch govermnent. ( 38) 

(36) For detailed discussion of this point, see 
A. Guber, "The Situation in Indonesia, 11 New Times (Mosoow, 
15 February 1946) ; Ho Chi A:iinh' s reply to a foreign 
correspondent published in the Bulletin of the Vietnam
American Friendship Association (New York), 4 August 1947. 

(37) Hrimmel, n. 27, 3. 

(38) Jeanne s. Mi.iit:z., "Marxism in Indonesia," in 
Frank N. Trajer, n. 21, 212. 



They also supported the Linggadjati Agreement concluded in 

Nove:nber 1946. In doing so, their only aim was to purge the 

nationalist movement of right-wing nationalists. (39) In Burma~ 

the Communist Party ranained within the AFPFL to fieht colonial 

rule, even though it did not conceal its policy of keeping its 

own interests above those of the AFPitL. (40) Even Ho Chi Minh7 

who enjoyed a reputation for his leadership unparnlleled by any 

other nationalist leader in Vietnam, dissolved the Indochinese 

Communist Party in November 1945, in order to make his leadership 

of the nationalist movement free of any controversy. (41) 

It appears then that the main purpose of the Communists 

in fiehting colonialism, was to further consolidate their hold on 

nationalist movanents as in Indochina, and also place thansel ves 

further higher-up in the hierarchy of leadership, by aggravating 

the struggle between colonialism and nationalism, as in Indonesia 

and Burma on the other., The role of communist parties in South 

East Asia was to assist their leaders in the achievement of 

their uphill task, by putting at their disposal their "discipline, 

(39) "Communists• view on Linggadjati," Voice of Free 
Indonesia, (Djakarta, 1 February 1947) ii, 204. 

(40) Burmese Review (Rangoon), 14 October 1946o 

(4U Since the dissolution of the communist party in 
1945, Ho Chi Minh continued to reiterate that his is not a 
communist but a coalition r;overnment consisting of all shades 
of nationalist views. (See report of radio interview with 
Ho Chi Minh by Harold Isaacs, Newsweek, 25 April 1949). 



talent for organisation, and fanatical zeal. n (42) 

Tha StrategY of the Enlighten¢ 
Nationalist Leadership 

It might be held that communism in South East Asia 

ws.s not a subversive propagrmdq but '1 fonnidR.ble idea being 

used by its followers for winning the allegiance of intensely 

anti-colonial but unsophisticated peoples. (43) Conmunismt4 

rationalized their opposition to cclcni~lism 3nd promised them 

as good a world to live in as the Russians had made. It ~uld, 

therefore, be countered only by a better idea. The enlightened 

nationalist leadership in Bunna and Indonesia had GUch an idea. 

Nationalist leaders like Aung San and U Nu of Burma, and 

Sukarno and Hatta of Ii1donesia were socialists by conviction. (44) 

The eenuineness of their professions was not suspect in their 

respective countries; they therefore denied the communists the 

monopoly of the force of oocmunism. 

The strategy of the enlightened nationalist leadership 

was to deny the communists any further strengthening of their 

hold over the masses. By p r0. rerri ne negotiation with the 

colonial authorities to an armed strugele against them~ the 

(42) Henderson, n. 32, 41. 

(43) For a very erudite analysis of the role of communists 
in the anti-colonialist and b:-1ckward countrl es of Asia, see 
Lattimore, n. 30, 134-41. 

(44) Sukarno and Hatta had lone been socialists. After 
the suppression of the Pqrtai NaSionalis Indonesia (PNI) in 
1.929, two parties came up - Partindo and Indonesian National 
Education Club headed by Sukarno and Hatta respectively. Both 
of then: were leftist parties. Similarly in Burma, the Dobbama 
Asia,Jone which had been the traininc ground for the leaders 
like .Aung San and U Nu was strongly llarxist in its eoonomic 
outlook. 
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AFPFL in durma and the RepuuJ.J.t;au J.e8.aers ~n J.ndonesin seem to 

have aimed at denyinr, the anti-'Nestern communists a situation 

advantageous for them. There is no doubt that a situation 

created by armed conflict between colonial powers and nationr-ilist 

forces would have enhrmced Russia's prestige qnd increased the 

Comnunist parties' hold over the masses. 1~:oreover, envisaging 

a period of struggle with the communists in the period following 

independence, they also declf.lred their policy of welcoming 

foreign aid from any country for the reconstruction of their 

countries. In January 1947, Aung San went to London to begin 

negotiations, with the British Government, for Bunna' s indepen

dence; the statement released after the talks envisaged close 

co-operation between Britain and independent Burma in the 

rnili tary and economic field. (45) Sir..ilarly, in March 1947, 

the Minister for Economic Affairs of the Republic of Indonesia 

declared that his goverrunent would welcome fo~eign capital as 

well as experts "for the reconstruction and up building of the 

country." (46) 

The Coll~se of the Nationalist-Communist United F~nt the 
~hadanov ine, and the Com~unist Insurrections inutfi:East Asia 

It is clear th3t both the communists and nationalists 

•nere tryinc hard to beat each other at their own cnme. When 

(45) For the 'Conclusions• reached between Aung San and 
Attlee regarding future co-operation between their governments, 
see Nicholas Mansergh, ed., Documents and Speeches on British 
Commonwealth Affairs 1931-1952 7 2 (London, 1953) '768-9, 770-1. 

(46) Voice of Free Indonesia, 2 (22 March 1947) 310. 
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Aung San was preparing to leave for London, Than Tun, the 

Bunnese communist leader, predicted that he would return empty

handed. (47} His success, therefore, greatly shocked the 

communists, who had looked fo'I"'Nnrd to the sharpening of the 

nationalist strugcle and to seizin£ its leadership in the 

process. They had no alternative but to denounce the AFPF.L and 

wom for diminishing 1 ts leaders' appeal to the people. In 

Indonesia, where the Dutch, unlike the British in Burma, 

continued to hold their own against the nationalists, the united 

frontof all the leftists - Communists, Socialists and others -

continued far longer than in Bu~a. In fact, Amir Sjarifoedin, 

a Conmunist, also became the Prime Minister of Indonesia. 

By the beginning of 1947 the Cold War between the 

Communist and Anti- communist Blocs had become the most powerful 

force in international politics. On 9 February 1946, Stalin, 

declared that that his government would abet and aid "the 

revolutionary upswing" against colonialism. (48). The fact 

that the Soviet Union championed the cause of independence for 

Indonesia and Bunna made her the most respected among great 

world powers, in South East Asia. (49) In September 1946, 

(47) Thompson & Adloff, n. 25 9 93. 

(48) Quoted in Historicus 1 "Stalin on Revolutions," 
Foreign Affairs, 27 (New York, January 1949) 19. 

(49) Max Beloft, Soviet PolicY in the Far East 1944-1951 
(London, 1.953) 15. 
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Jawaharlal Nehru, while still Vice-chairman of the Viceroy's 

Executive Council, declared that independent India would strive 

"to keep away from the power politics of groups aligned against 

one another." (50) Aung San 1 s 1 conclusions 1 with the British 

government folld>wed in January 1947. With the proclamation of 

the Truman Doctrine in March 1947, the Soviet Union began taking 

stock of her own international position. To her, 1 t appeared 

that India had not been won over to her side while Aung San's 

agreement with the British Government, envisaging very close 

co-operation between independent Burma and Britain, appeared as 

reinforcing Britain's hold over her. At a meeting of the 

Soviet Academy of Social Science, at which E. M. Zhukov also 

was present, the communist intellectuals reached the conclusion 

that Nehru belonged to the same camp as the imperialists, (51) 

and a Soviet writer branded Aung San as a British agent in 

July 194 7. (52) 

In September 1947, A. Zhadanov speaking at the meeting 

of the Communist leiiders in Poland, urged Communist parties, 

all over the world, to close their ranks, aggrBvate the crisis 

endaneering "the rear of the capitalist system," and "resist 

(50) Jawaharlal NehruJ A Collection of Speeches, 
September 1946 to Ma.Y 1949 ~New Delhi, 1949) 340. 

(51) John Ho Kautsky, hl.oscow and the Communist Party 
of India: A Study in the Post- War Evolution of International 
Communist StrategY (New York, 1956) 25. 

(52} A. Klimnov, writing in July 1947, contended that 
the British government had "directed Aung San to disband" the 
peasant movement in .durma. Quoted in Thompson & Adloff, 
n. 25, 116. 
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the new plans of WFir and ageression" launched by the colonial 

powers. (53) Zhadnnov did not name the countries, which in 

his opinion, formed the "rear" of Western colonialism, but he 

must have included in his list all the countries of South and 

South.. East Asia, whether independent or not. In December 1947 9 

in an article in 'Bolshevik,' a Soviet official magazine, 

Zhukov was more forthright in urging upon cocununist parties in 

colonial Asia to bid for power by "militant forward surge." (54) 

The final collapse of the united front strategy of the 

Communists followed closely on the establishment of the 

Cominform in September 1947. The Nu-Attlee Agreement of 

October 1947 confinned the 'Conclusions• arrived at between 

Aung San and Attlee earlier in the year. (55) In Indonesia, 

however, things were moving to their satisfaction. Amir 

Sjarifoedin had become the Prime Minister of the Indonesian 

Republic on 3 July 1947. The first Dutch aggression on the 

Republic, euphemistically called police action, h8d sharpened, 

beyond measure, the struggle between nationalism and colonialisrno 

The reluctance of the United Stqtes and Britain to coerce the 

(53) A. Zhadanov, "Report on International Situation," 
For A Lasting Peace, For a People's DemocracY, 10 November 1947. 

(54) Quoted in John Kerry King, n, 24~ 91. 

(55) The text of the treaty is given in Mansergh, n. 45 9 
775-9. See Article 6 and 7 of the treaty regarding financial 
aid by Britain to Burma and Burma's pledge to respect the 
contracts slgned by the previous government. Also see the 
'Defence Agreement' signed between the two countries on 
29 August 1947 which was endorsed by the Nu-Attlee Agreement • 
.!J2!.,9. ~ 771-4. 
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Netherlands into granting independence to Indonesifl further 

aggravated anti-Western feeling in Indonesia. (56) In order to 

strengthen the international position of the Republic, President 

Sukarno, authorized a Communist le~der, named Soeripfno, to 
I 

negotiate for the exchange of consular representatives with the 

Communist bloc countries. All these steps indicated that 

Indonesia was getting closer to the Soviet Bloc; hence communist 

strategy seemed to be working well. In February 1948, however, 

Soetan Sjahrir, an Indonesian socialist and one of the leaders 

of the Communist-Nationalist united front, suggested that 

Indonesia should adopt the Nehru line in her foreign relations. (57) 

On 29 January 1948, ~ohammad Hatta succeeded Amir Sjarifoedin 

as the Prime Minister. The Renville Agreement which had been 

signed between the Republic and the Netherlands on 17 January 

1948, prohibited the Republic from establishing diplomatic 

relations with foreign countries. (58) Though Hatta scrupulously 

refrained from corrmitting the Republic to any definite course 

of foreign policy, he was not prepared to permit any step that 

(56) On 12 November 1947, Kasimo, Vice-Minister for 
Economic Affairs, speaking in the Indonesian Parliament 
charged the United States and "certain powerfUl nations" with 
"partiality" for the Dutch and refusing to recognize the right 
for the republic which "they subscribe to in the Atlantic and 
U.N. Charters." Antara {Jogjakarta) 12 November 1947. 

(57) Thompson & Adloff, "The Communist Revel t in Java: 
The Background, 11 n. 25, 259. 

(58) See Article A(?) and B( 1) of the Renville Agreement~ 
19 January 1948, in Documents on International Affairs, 1947-8 
(Royal Institute of International Affairs, London, 1952) 
752, 753-4. 



would prejudice the prospects of the peaceful withdrawal of the 

Dutch from Indon$sia; it seems that with that end in view, he 

recalled Soeripi~o for consult3tion. (59) This step left the 

communists in no ~oubt that the non-communist nationalist 

leadership of Ind~nesia stood for non-aligrunent as between the 
' 

two power blocs. \with this realization on their part, the split 

between the enlightened nationalist leadersnip and the communists 

became complete in Indonesia also. (60) 

With the break-up of the United l'.,ront in Indonesia, it 

became oovious tha~ the Communists would turn to other ways and 

means to seize the ~eadership of the nationalist movements in 

Burma and Indonesia~ 1948 was a year of miseries and distresses 

both in Burma and I~donesia. In Indonesia, the economic miseries 

of the people reacheld a point beyon<i the people's endurance; in 

Bu~a, disorder had become universal. Moreover, in both 

countries, there were different sects and groups who were 

extremely dissatisfied with some of the policies being pursued 

by their respective governments. '1'he Karens, Chins, and Mons 

in wnna wanted ethnic autonomy, while the People's Volunteer 

Organization wanted tq be assimilated with the Army. Similarly, 

(59) For Soerip.!no affair, see Thompson & Adloff, 
n. 57, 26o. 

(60) The decisioq to recall Soe~ipino was taken after 
a meeting of the party ·.leaders on 31 ~ay 1948. As late as 
27 May 1948, the communists had been looking forward to joining 
Hatta Cabinet. After 31 May meeting, the communists started 
criticising the Renvi11~ Agreement, which had been concluded 
with Amir Sjarifoedin in power, as surrender to imperialism. 
Thompson & Adloff, n. 28, 181-2. 

J 
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in Indonesia there were nationalist troops who~ the Republican 

government proposed to disband. Not all these sects ~roups 
wY/4-u.;, 

wereA communists, but they were dissatisfied with existing 

nationalist regimes. (61) In theu: the cor:J:.unists found ready 

material for use to their own ends, The rebellion in wrma 

started towards the end of March 1948, and in Indonesia,! t started 

in Sep ternoer, 

It is necessary to state at this point the issues which 

the communists professedly wanted to settle with their rivals in 

1948, The Communists of Buxma branded the Nu government as "the 

imperialist-bourgeosie combine," (62) and "Fascist." (63) The 

Comr..unists of Indonesia branded Soekarno and Hatta "as tools of 

American imp erialisrr:," (64) and asked for the people's support 

in their attempt "to alienate colonial and feudal eler:1ents" 

from the Republic. (65) It seems th~t the Communist strAtegy 

was to drain the enlightened nation~ist lendership of influence 

that they had on their people as leaders of nationalism. With 

(61) For the situations in Burma and Indonesia 
respectivel~1 see, John F. Cady, A HistorY of Modern Bunna 
(New York, ~58) 579-89; George McTurnan Katiin, "The CriSis 
and Its Aftenna th," Far Eastern SurveY ( 17 November 1948) 
17, 262-3. 

(62) "Than Tun's greetincs to the Second Congress of the 
Communist Party of India, u (Mimeographed) 28 February 1948. 

(63) Government of Burma, .OUnna and the Insurrections 
(Rangoon, 1951) 41. 

(64) The Hindu, (Madras) , 10 September 1948. 

(65) Quo ted in Kahi n, n. 61, 261, 
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that end in view, they br:-mded them as "imperiR.list tools," 

"fascists," and "feudalists," epithets as dangerous in South

East Asia "as the tenns • fellow-traveller' and • communist• were 

in America." (66) 

It was significant that the 0~r~tegy of the nationalist 

leaders both in Bunna and Indonesia was to r epud1ate the 

communist charges against them. The Hatta government of the 

Republic of Indonesia, while putting down the rebellion, firmly 

declined to accept the Ill tch offer of help. (67) By doing so, 

they repudiated the Communist charge that they were tools of 

western imperialism, and hence, were not entitled to lead the 

Republic. Similarly in Bunna, U Nu repudiated the corrmunist 

charge that his government was a tool of the imperialists and 

of the national bourgeosie. Soon after the outbreak of the 

communist rebellion in Burma, Nu came out with a L~-point 

"Programme for Leftist Unity" (68) in which he listed his 

Government's obJectives as nationalization of "monopolistic 

capitalist undertakings," foreien trade and land, and promised 

help to the poor "against the attacks which are being launched 

by the capitalists." In respect of international relations, 

(66) Robert M. Scalpino, "Neutralism in Asia," 
American Political Science Reyiew, 48 (Wisconsin, 
March 1954) 52. 

(67) Lawrence s. Finkelstein, "American Policy in 
Southeast Asia," (Mimeographed, New York, 1951) 21. 

(68) Thakin Nu, Towards Peace and D~II!OC~acy_(Rangoon, 
1949) 9~4. 
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he opted for non-alicnment and stated th'1t BunnR should seek 

foreign aid only on such con~i tions RS would be consistent with 

"the political, econor.:ic and strategic independence of Buzma." 

At the snme time, he nlso offered to promote the study of 

Marxism in Bunna; with this programme for unity, Nu offered, 

in the e.Yes of the people, fair terms of compromise to the 

conJDunists. The communist rebels, however, did not accept the 

offer and stepped up their activities; the rebellion continued 

for more than two years. During this period, in spite of 

stresses and strains, Nu, while accepting foreign financial aid 

and arms, refUsed to accept the offer for more active assistance 

by foreign countries. (69) The policies thus followed by Nu 

denied the communists the use of the motive of anti-colonialism 

for their own ends. His policy hRd the P.ffcct or showing up 

the fact that the rebellion led by the communists was an 

unprincipled bid for power. His criticism of the emphasis 

placed by the oomrr.unists on the names of the aid-giving 

oountries as "the method of longing for the aunt at the expense 

of one's mother" ( 70) seemed to have made great ifl1> ression on 

the people. As a result, the Nu government emerged from its 

struggle against the communists, with its prestige enhanced. 

From the facts given, it is clear that although the 

communists had lost the first bid for leadership of Bunna and 

(69) Cady, n. & 1, 597. 

(70) Nu, From Peace to Stability (Rangoon, 1951) 91. 
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Ir.donesia, those wno had won were not pro-West either. In te:nTis 

of the Cold War, both as an L1eolocical strugcle and a struggle 

for power, the victorious 1 eadershi!; rep resented a "third 

force. 11 ( 71) It was neither for p ro-Corrin;uni sm nor for pro-

W estern liberalism. In the same way, it was neither for the 

cor;-:n:unist bloc nor for the western oloc. The comr..unists failed 

in tlleir bid for power because they failed to tarnish the 

socialist and anti-imperialist image~ of the non-corrrnunist 

nationalist leadership in these countries. The nationalists 

won because, while preserving their share of the force of 

socialism, they tilt~d the b~lnnc~ of sociBl forces in their 

favour by pror::isinr. to acihere to the policy of non-13li~nment. 

In an overall sense, therefore, the nqtionalists, while promising 

to promote the well-oeing of the people, qlso assured them an 

honourable and indepenJent existence in world poll tics. 

Impact of Internal Conditions in South-East 
Asian Countries on their International Relations 

National Problems and Foreign Policies 

Although the ruling nationalist leadership in the newly 

independent countries of Sout~East Asia had promised an 

independent existence to their peoples, they were hardly equipped 

to play such a role in international politics. With their 

primitive economies dislocated during the war even at that, the 

countries of South-East Asia did not possess the requisite 

( 71) Brimmel, n. 27, s. 



31 

economic strength to sustain an independent existence for them

selves in world politics. The econot:lic reconstruction of these 

countries had yet to be undertaken, and the task was a formidable 

one. These countries had neither the capital to start new 

economic ventures, nor the required trained personnel to manage 

new ventures if they were to be started at all. The communist 

parties in Burma and Indonesia had been weakened, but it was not 

possible to destroy them so long as the social and economic 

condi tiona were not improved. Consequently, if the ruling 

nationalist leadership were to fail on the economic front, it 

was bound to lead to the balance of social forces swinging in 

favour of the communists. Moreover, it was also nncessary to 

carry on the economic rnconstruction of thcl r countries within 

the framework of socialism. With a people, addicted to rebellions, 

and relentlessly being reminded by the communists of their 

importance in the working of the state, the failure of the 

nationalist le&dership to practise soclaliSI:l would have led to 

no less disustrous consequences than the failure to reconstruct 

the economy. The problems that the non-communist nationalist 

regimes were face to face with were truly formidable. 

The Nu government as well as the Sukarno government had 

always held that th.--.y would welcome foreign aid, in the form of 

finance and experts, if foreign powers were willing to give such 

aid. The Nu-Attlee Agre&~ent of October 1947, provided for 

British military, financial, nnd technical aid to Burma. (72) 

(72) The Nu-Attlee Agreement, n. 55. 

' '· . I,]' , •. ~ 
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The Hague Agreement of 1949, which put an end to Ihtch rule in 

Indonesia, also provided for a system of lbtch-Indonesian 

co-operation in the military and economic spheres. (73) 

It was, however, incumbent on the governments of Indonesia 

and furma to convince their peoples that aid accepted from the 

former colonial power or any other country was consistent with 

1 ndep endence. The constitution of Bunna provided for the 

nationalization of private properties, owned either by foreigners 

or nationals, if public interest so required. It also allowed 

the government to forbid the use of' private property "to the 

detriment of the public good." ( 74) In the same way, the 

constitution of the Republic of Indonesia placed the economy of 

the country under "the guidance of the state," and made it 

incumbent upon the state to so manage it as to produce "the 

greatest possible prosperity of the people." (75) It was, 

therefore, required of these governments to accept foreign aid 

only on such conditions as would conform to the terms of the 

constitution under which they worked. The Nu-Attlee Agreement 

as well as the Hague Agreement, while providing for financial 

aid to Burma and Indonesia respectively, recognized also the right 

(73) See Articles 20-23 of the Statute of the Netherlands
Indonesian Union signed on 2 November 1949 at the Hague, 
Keesing' s Contemporary Archives 1948-50 (Bristol) 10588-9. 

(74) The Economist (London), 8 November 1955. 

(75) The Constitution ot' the Republic of Indonesia, 
The Voice of Free Indonesia (Djakarta, undated 1946) 6. 



of the recipients to nationalize foreign properties, if such a 

step was needed in the national interest. (76) 

While accepting foreien aid, the governments of Burma 

and Indonesia thus made it clear thRt in their international 

relations, they would lead r1.n independent existence. In March 

1950, Nu categorically strtted thrJ.t his government "did r.ot 

desire alir,nment with a particular power bloc ant11gonistic to 

other opposing power blocs." ( 77) In l>:ay 1950, Hadji A~gus 

Salim, a former Indonesian Foreign Minister and then Adviser to 

the Indonesian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, declared, that in 

her foreign relutions, Indonesia will find "a third way. 11 He 

also made it clear that the path to be i'ollowed would be the 

same as that of India. ( 78) 

Here it may not be irrelevant to compare the policl es 

of Bu~a and Indonesia with those of the Philippines, and the 

OeiLocratic Republic of Vietnam, the other newly independent 

states in South-East Asia. Even after the achievement of 

independence, the Philippines remained attached to the U'li ted 

States. The Democrntic Republic of Vietnam, led by the 

Communist, Ho Chi I.11nh, followed q policy similar to the one 

being followed by BJ.rma and Indonesi11. In a letter written to 

(?6) Regarding Burma, see Nos. 1, 2, 3 of the 'Exchange 
of Notes' between Attlee and u. Nu, Great Britain: Recognition 
of Bunnese Independence and Related 1:atters, Command 7300 
(London) 6-7; for Indonesia, n. 73. 

(77) Nu, n. 70, eh. 

(78) Aneta (Djakarta), 10 May 1950. 
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a foreign newspaper correspondent, Ho stated that his government 

would "welcome all French and foreign investments on the basis 

of sincere coop erat1on." ( 79) In A radio interview, he further 

stated thry.t his government wotll~ follow a policy of neutrqlity 

between the two power blocs. (80) 

That Ho Chi Linh, U Nu, and Slkarno followed similar 

foreien policies, even though, Ho on the one hand and Nu and 

Sukarno on the other, were ideologically far removed from each 

other, is to be attributed to the "uncrystallized domestic 

conflicts," ( al) in the countries which each of them governed. 

While Ho was engaged in the task of holding together the varied 

fort.;es of nationalism in Vietnam, Nu and Sukarno were engaged 

in similar tasks in their respective countries. As a result, 

it would appear, their foreign policies were not meant for 

consumption of the foreign countries as much as for their 

respective peoples. The government of the Philippines, as 

against its counterparts in Vietnam, Indonesia, and Burma, had 

not to face an "uncrystallized" political situation. Its 

problems were no less formidnble and inescapable thnn theirs; 

but the nation was divided ~long definite political lines. 

The government led by the Nacionalista Party became aligned 

(?9) Ho Chi Minh's reply to a Foreign Correspondent's 
Queries, n. 36. 

(80) Ho Chi .l.1inh 1 s Radio Interview, n. 41. 

(81) Harold R. Isaacs, "Problems of Nationalism," 
in Philip Tal bot, ed., South Asia in the World Today 
(Chicago, 1950) 164. 



with the United States and depended on :1er for dealing with 

its rivals. 

It is obvious that the foreign policies of the newly 

independent states of South-East Asia were as JeUch the outcome 

of the convictions of the ruling le8dership, as they were the 

product of circumst3nces in which they found themselves. The 

foreign policy of each government was, in equal measure, the 

part of the ruling political groups• strategy to hold its rivals 

in check. While the foreign policies of the l\lu government and 

the Sukarno government were designed to deny the communists in 

uunna and 1 ndonesia a grip over the masses, Ho Chi Minh followed 

a similar policy to strengthen his own hold over the masses. 

So long as these governments could hold out to their peoples 

~prospects of a world better than they were living in, and 

an independent existence in world politics, and took such 

steps as would demonstrate that they meant to achieve what they 

said, they could carry their p eop 1 es with them. 

The 1 Cold War• and Non-Alignment 

The policy of non-ali~nment, as adopted by the newly 

independent countries of South-East Asia was as easy to 

conceive as it was difficult to execute. In international 

politics, respect for a country's policy does not derive from 

1 ts theoretical design, but from the prospects for its 

successful operation. In the case of the countries of South

East Asia, it was difficult either for tne Soviet Union or the 

United States to believe, that with no economic strength behind 



their functioning in world politics, the newly independent 

countries could lead an independent existence. These countries 

were located in such an important region that neither of them 

could however be indifferent to their fate. The Soviet Union, 

as was seen, considered them as the satellites of the Western 

Bloc, in the same way as the United States considered the 

Democratic Republic of Vietnrun a tool of the Soviet Union. With 

the political situation in the countries of South-East Asia as 

fluid as it was, and the Soviet Union encouraging the Corrmunists 

in their activities as much as the United States appr0ciated 

their repression, (82) it wus the difficult tasl< of each non

aligned governrr.ent of the newly independent st9.tes of South

East Asia to preserve itself from Cold War. 

Two of the strands of their non-aligned foreign policies were 

developed obviously to meet this inevitable problem. Aware of 

th~trength of the powers interested in them, these countries 

found it necessary, first of all, to ins1re themselves against 

aggression. Hence Indonesia and furma became members of the 

United Nations; but unlike the Great Powers, they relied upon it 

(82) In a letter written to the President of the 
Central Intelligence Organization, Philip Murray, Acting 
Secretary of State Robert A. Lovett said th~t the United 
States was "mindful of the proved nationalist ch~rqcter of 
the Republican Government of Presinent Sukarno and Prime 
~inister Hatta which ••• had resolutely taken action 
against and eliminated a comrr.unist revolt ~gainst its authority, 
engineered by a Mosco~trained and disciplined Communist 
agent." Department of State Bulletin, 20 ( 16 January 
1949) 81. 
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for defence against aggression. (83) With no such way open to 

it, the Derr.ocratic Republic of Vietnam steadily gravitated 

towards the Communist Bloc, as pressure on 1 t from the Western 
~ 

Bloc increased. With their security thus in different ways, the 

" subsequent problem of the non-aligned countries was to resist 

oblique interference in their domestic affairs by the Great 

Po·Ners. To this end, an qnti-imperil'tlist front of all the newly 

independent states was developed, to resist foreien interference 

in their affairs; qnd it becRIDe, in course of time, one of the 

most formidable factors in world politics. 

The campaign for forgine an anti-imperialist front of 

the colonial peoples had been started soon after the end of the 

Second World War. In August 1945, Ho Chi Minh wrote to Sukarno 

urging him to establish a common front for the struggle against 

colonialism. (84) In October 1.945, Aung San gave a similar 

call for an "Asian Potsdam Conference" of the leaders of the 

independence movements in the countries of Asia "to plan a 

united car.1paign to achieve freedom within the shortest possible 

time." (85) In March 1947, an Asian Relations' Conference, 

attended by delegates from all the Asian countries including 

(83) For Indonesia's attitude towards her membership of 
the United Nations, see Prime Minister Mohammed Natsir' s 
statement before the Parlirunent m11de on 21 September 1950, 
Indonesian Review, 1 (Djakarta, January 1951) 59. For Burma's 
attitUde, U Nu, n. 70, 89. 

(84) Isaacs, n. 81, 89. 

(85) Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 10 November 1945. 
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Tibet and Soviet Central Asian Republics, met to consider Asian 

problems. The report on the "National freedom movements in Asia," 

as adopted by the Conference, said that "Asia as a whole should 

develop the attitude that imperialiBr.1 could not effectively 

continue to dominate any part of Asia for any length of time and 

action should, therefore, be modulated accordi nrly. 11 (86) 

Through the New Delhi Conference on Indonesia held in January 

1949, this developine 3nti-1mperi311st front bec~e a force to 

reckon with on the international political scene. The resolution 

passed by the Conference denounced Dutch military nction against 

the Republic of Indonesia and called for the immediate withdrawal 

of Dutch rule from Indonesia. (87) It is difficult to determine 

the impact of this conference on the subsequent developments 

regarding Indonesia. Yet, the fact that such a conference of 

liberated Asian states could be held and a resolution, denouncing 

colonialism, passed unanimously, had the effect of serving notice 

on the Great Powers that Asians would control their own destinies 

and rise unitedly against any attempt to interfere with them. 

The primary task of the 1 eaders in power in the newly 

independent countries of South-East Asia was to ensure their 

own existence, which depended on their ability to pursue 

(86) Asian Relations, being Report of the Proceedings 
and Documentation of the First Asian Relations Conference 
(New Delhi, 1948) 80-1. 

(87) For the text of the resolution passed by the 
Conference, see Keesing' s Contec:Jporary Archives 1948-50, 9792-3. 
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independent foreign policy and promote the socio-economic welfare 

of their peoples. These two demands upon their resourcefulness 

and ~agination were not co~lementary; for, they could not even 

contemplate the achievement of the latter task without foreign 

assistance, which meant assistance either from the countries of 

the Western Bloc or from those of the Comounist Bloc, or from 

both. In this respect, the countries of South-East Asia were 

not economically developed enough to form a mutual assistance 

group. (88) All of them faced similar problems of economic 

reconstruction and were alike underdeveloped. In January 1947, 

Aung San suggested that the emerging states of Asia should join 

together in an "Asian Colllltonweal th;n (89) in April of the same 

year, he suggested that a "South-East Asian Economic Union" 

consisting of Burma, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaya, and Indochina 

should be formed, as a first step towards the proposed Asian 

Commonwealth. (90) The assassination of Aung San in July of 

the same year nipped these plans in the bud. But it is not easy 

to see how these ideas could have developed to any appreciable 

extent under condi tiona prevailing in South-East Asia. All the 

countries of South-East Asia were suffering, in equal measure, 

(88) For a detailed discussion or this point, see 
Henderson, "Regionalisn in Southeast Asia," Jouggal of 
International Affair~, 10 (Columbia, January 19 ) 70; 
Fisher, n. 9, 14; Nathaniel Peffer, "Regional Security in 
Southeast As1a," International Organization, 8 (Boston, 
August 1954) 311.- 12. 

(89) The Hindu, 6 January 1947. 

(90) Stra1 t Times (Singapore), 19 April 1947. 



from economic backwardness and lacked the means to help each 

other; under such a circumstance, a scheme for regional economic 

40 

co-operation would have been futile and, therefore, unacceptable 

proposition. In the absence of an economic base for regional 

co-operation, the proposition of political co-operation was not 

feasible. In March 1947, a South..East Asian League, sponsored 

primarily by the Communists, was founded in Thailand with the 

objective of promoting unity among the Asian peoples; it was 

envisaged that the proposed League would lead ultimately to the 

establishment of a Federation of South-East Asia. (9U But 

nothing was heard of it thereafter. 

In the absence of conditions which could have encouraged 

the development of a system of regional co-operation, such 

countries of South.-East Asia as followed independent policies 

were left to themselves. They sought foreign assistance to 

meet the problems they faced; but their dependence on foreign 

assistance made the genuineness of their professed foreign 

policies suspect in the eyes of other countries struggling for 

power. Consequently, the race to win their allegiance between 

the Communist Bloc and the Western Bloc continued unabated. 

It was not, however, the strugele for dominance in South

East Asia between the rival world power blocs that shaped the 

main trends of South-East Asian history; its peoples were 

striving for a comfortable and independent existence and the 

(91) Richard Butwell, "Communism's Southeast Asia 
Alliance, 11 Eastern World, 9 (January 1955) 13. 
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governments had shaped their policies to that end. The South

East Asia Treaty Organisation, whose course of birth is traced 

in the following chapters, was based on the belief that the 

Cold War between the Western and the Communist blocs was the 

only true force in international politics. It thus ignored the 

strivings of the peoples of South-East Asia, and produced an 

organization which the Asians could not but resent. 



Chapter Two 

BEGI!\l\INGS Or, THE 1..0Vl!l:t.E1JT FC1R A COIJ..ECTIVE 
DEFENCE ALLIANCB FOR THE PACI i4'IC R.ZGION 
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With th·.: beginnint· of the Cole War between the United 

States and the Soviet Union, the primnry objective of each 

became the containment of any fUrther expansion of the dominance 

of the other on the one hand, and penetration into e~ch other's 

sphere of influence on the other. The negotiations with the 

Brussels Treaty powers and Canada thA.t the Un1 ted StAtes stqrted 

in July 1948, for the establishment of the fJorth Atlnntic TreBty 

proclaimed to the world thrtt the United States would actively 

pro~ote such collective efforts, mRde by the countries of rrny 

given region as were designed to defend th~ from outside 

aggression. 

This turn in the policy of the United States produced 

two contrary reactions in South East Asia. In the first place, 

Australia, which since the end of the war, had been urging upon 

her Allies, the need for establishing a regional defence 

organization for preservinG South East Asia from forces hostile 

to them, renewed her efforts to that end. Also, the Government 

of the Philippines, which had been in trouble vd th Communists 

at home, was prompted to launch a movement for an anti-Communist 

regional defence organization, which would consist of the states 

of the Pacific region and such other states as could effectively 

contribute to its maintenance. In the second place, the newly 



independent countries of South-East Asia became even more 

zealous to preserve thenJselves from the Cold War. 
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This chapter seeks to discuss the interplay of these 

trends and the reactions of the leaders of the emerging Western 

Bloc to it. 

Australia's Plan for a Pacific Security Pact 

~ackground of the Australian Plan 

Before the Japanese invasion of South-East Asia in 

December 1941, Australia's role h1=1d been that of a British 

outpost in the Paci fie. She had an importl'lnt voice in the 

making of the Pacific policies of the British Empire, but the 

ultimate power of decision in all matters rested with London. 

After the end of the First World War, there developed 

significant differences between Britain and Australia regarding 

the approach to the problen. of defence of the British interests 

in the Pacific region, with London always holding her own. 

The Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902, providing for mutual 

assistance in case of an anned attack on the terri to rial 

possessions of e1 ther party in the region of East Asia ( l) 

was buried against Australia's wishes during the Washington 

( 1) The Anglo-Japanese Alliance, concluded in 1902 and 
as revised in 1905, provided for joint conduct of war if the 
possessions of either were under attack. According to it, 
Japan was obliged to assist Britain in case of an attack on 
the Pacific Dominions too. The relevant portions of this 
pact are quoted in H. B. Jk:orse and H. F. MacNair, Far Eastern 
International Relations (New York, 1.931) 518-19. 
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conference of 1921-2. (2) On 24 July 1923, Stanley Bruce, 

Australia's Prime kinister, told the Australian House of 

Representatives that neither the existence of the League of 

Nations, nor the Washington conference had wholly solved the 

problem of Australia's defence, and that "it would be a good 

thing to have a League of Nations of the Pacific • • • to insure 

the peace of the Pacific." (3) After Japan repudiated her 

international undertakings, Australia became still more concerned 

with the problem of peace in the Pacific. The Italo-Abyssinian 

crisis of 1935 had already shaken her faith in the capacity of 

the British Royal Navy to perform its trRdi tional role in the 

Pacific. (4) On 26 September 1936 R. G. Menzies, Attorney

General in J. A. Lyon's cabinet, told the Australian House of 

Representative that the Government would strive to promote 

"a regional understanding and pact of non- aggression for 

Pacific countries in the spirit of League undertakings;" (5) 

The rlritish Commonwealth and 
Dominions 1921-1939 

(3) Australia, Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, 
104 (House of Representatives) 24 July 1923, 1184. This 
statement by Bruce seems to disprove Tyler Dennet 1 s assertion 
that the League system suited Australia and the idea of 
collective securit1 inherent in it satisfied her. Tyler 
Dennet, "Australia s Defence Problem," Foreign Affairs, 
18 (New York, October 1939) 116. 

(4) Jack Shepherd, Australia's Interests and Policies 
in the Far East (New York, 1940) 73. 

(5) Quoted from Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates 
(H. of R.) 29 September 1936J 623 in Werner Levi, 
Australia's Outlook on Asia ~Sydney, 1958) 23. 
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I 
but the Australian Govcrrunent s efforts to this end bore no 

fruits. (6) Australia was however so alarmed by developments 

in the Pacific region that in April 1939 she decined, in order 
·. 

to insure her own security, to rr.aintnin her own diplomatic 

contacts with such powers :1.s were prorrinent in the Paci fie 

affairs. ( 7) 

The Japanese inv~sion or South,..East Asi11 in Decer.:ber 

1941 accelerated the transformntion of Australia's persp0.ctive 

on the sec~rity of the Pacific region. It became clear that 

Britain was i neap abl c of de rending the P aci fi c dominions. The 

primary reaction of the Australian gover~ent to the rapid 

southward surge of the Japanese invading troops, was that 

liri tain had misled her by making false p rornises of assistance. (8) 

On 26 Deceo•ber 1941, John CUrtin, Australia's Prime Minister, 

appealed for aid directly to the President of the United States, 

F. D. Roosevelt (9) which, he later wrote, was "free of any 

of the pangs of our traditional links w1 th the United 

Ki nedom." ( 10) 

(6) For the re~ctions or the countries approBched by 
Australia, see Shepherd, n. 4, 78, 123. 

(7) L. c. Kay, "Australia in the Commonwerti th <1nd 
World Affairs la39-l944," InternR.tionru, Aff:tl.rs, 21 (London, 
October 1945) 62. 

(8) Telecrnm from John CUrtin to the British Prime 
Minister on 18 January 1942 in Winston Churchill, The Second 
World War, IV (London, Toronto, lvlelbourne, Sydney, ·.aJellineton, 
1951) 12- 13. 

(9) Telegram frott John Curtin to President Roosevelt 
on 26 December 1941, ibid., S-6. 

( lO ) Ni c.;holas L!ansergh, ed., Docur.:ents and 5'p eeches on 
Bri ti§h Commonwea.l th Affairs 1931-1952, i (London, New York, 
Toronto, 1953) 550. 



In thus turning from Britain to the U:dted States, 

Australia was not simply converting herself from a British 

outpost to an American one; a.s a matter of fact, her main concern 

throughout the war in the Pacific had been to secure a place 

for herself in the inner bodies deterr.:ininr" the Western strategy, 

equal to thnt of the United States. (lU In any case, she had 

given up the role of an outpost and wns in se~rch or such a 

position as would suit her chAnced role. To this end, she set 

herself as early as 11 December 1941, (12) which cul~inated in 

the establishment of the Pacific Council and the Pacific War 

Council with headquarters in Lundon and Washington respectively. 

Australia was represented in both these bodies concerned with 

devisinG the allied strategy in the Pacific. (13) 

A further change in perspective accompanied Australia's 

decision to change her role from that of an outpost to that 

of an independent nation. The Japanese invasion revealed to 

her the territorial relationship between herself and South East 

Asia; she suddenly became aware of the weakness of her own 

northern flanks. Australia's population is concPntrated in the 

( 11) Curtin claimed th~t regarding w~r in the Pacific 
"the United States and Australia must have the fullest say in 
the dir~ction of Democracies' fighting plan." Ibid. 

(12) H. v. Evatt's statement in the House of Represen
tatives, Australia, Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
170 (25 February l942) 51. 

of these bodies, 
SUryeY of 
eration and 
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belt of coastal territory from urisbane to Perth. In other 

words, the weakest of the flanks or Austr.qlia fell nearest to 

the region from which danger to Australia's security could arise. 

On her own, she was not capable of providing for its defence; 

she required such friends as could effectively help her in 

maintaining her independence. On 16 December 1941, H. v. Evatt, 

Australia's foreign tHnister, declared that "recognition of the 

leadership or the United States in the Pacific was a principle on 

which Australian policy operates." (14) But unlike in the pre

war period, Australia insisted upon her right to be consul ted by 

her allies and the leader. A number of regional bodies for 

co-operation and consultation among the allies were established 

during the war. They had proved very effective forums for the 

presentation of the views of their respective members. ( 15) The 

search for a permanent regional alliBnce for the territorial 

complex of which she was a part, thus became one of the operations 

of Austr3lian foreign policy. In November 1943, Evatt ststed 

that "there will have to be zones of securl ty in areas like 

South-East Asia and the South and South-West Pacific." He 

visualized these zones to be guaranteed by co-operation among the 

( 14) Australia, Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
169 (House or Representatives) 16 December 1941, 1085. 

(1.5) H. v. Evatt, "Australia's Approach to Security in 
the Pacific," inK. 1... Panikkar and others, Regionalism and 
Security (New Delhi, 1948) 18. 
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colonial powers in the Pacific and the United States. (16) 

Australia set herself to the end thus contemplated, even 

while the war was going on. On 21 J8nuary 1944, Australia and 

New Zealand signed at Canberra an agreement for co-operation, 

whose scope ranged from security and defence to migration and 

development of dependencies. (17) The more important clauses 

of this treaty, however, related to security and defence. The 

two countries agreed to establish a regional zone of defence 

ttbased on Australia and New L.ealand, stretching through the arc 

of islands North and North-East of Australia to Western Samoa 

and the Cook Islands. 11 The Agreement also p rov1 ded for an 

Australian--New Zealand Affairs' Secretariat in order "to ensure 

continuous collaboration" between the two countrl es. According 

to the tenns of the Agreement, Australia was authorized to take 

steps for calling a conference of representatives of countries 

"with existing territorial interests" in the areas concerned. 

The countries mentioned in this connection were the United 

States, Britain, Portugal, the ~etherlands, and France. 

The countries mentioned in the Charter of the Canberra 

Pact, generally referred to as the ANZAC Pact, were, however, 

not similarly disposed as Australia towards her case for 

security zones. The United States was against any scheme 

"for alliances, for balance of power, or any other special 

(16) Evatt, i"oreign Policy for Australia (Sydney, 
1945) 132. 

( 17) For the text of the treaty, see Mansergh, n. 10, 
ii, 1157-63. See particularly articles 13, 34, and 38 to 42. 
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arraneernents." ( 18) An appronch by Austr~lia. to the Netherlands 

and Portugal met with no response; ( 19) nevertheless, Australia 

continued her efforts. In fact, Evatt regarded "the establish.. 

ment of a Pacific security zone" as one of the postulates of 

p eac~ and order in the P aci fie region. ( 20) During the United 

Nations Conference on International Organization at san Francisco, 

the Australian delegation worked closely with Senator 

A. H. Vandenberg of the United States in draftine the section 

dealing with recional security arrancements. (21) On 26 March 

1947, Evatt, in a maJor foreign policy speech in the House of 

Representatives, declared that "the development of a system of 

regional security in cooperation with the United States and 

other nations" remains one of the primary objectives of the 

Australian policy. (22) 

It is cle:-tr that Australia's intensive search for a 

regional defence organization for the territorial complex in 

(18) The statement or Cordell Hull 1 the u.s. Secretary 
of State, Department or State Bulletin, 10 (25 March 1944) 275. 

(19) J. H. Chifiey, Australia's Prime la.in1ster after 
John CUrtin, disclosed this in 1949. Australia, Commonwealth 
ParliamentarY Debates, 202 (House of RepresentativeS) 31 May 
1949, 293. 

(00) Evatt, Mstra1ia in World Affair§ (Sydney, London, 
l946) 11.5- 1.6 • 

(21) Report by the Australian Delegation to the U.N. 
Conference on International Organization, Austra1ian 
ParliamentarY Papers, 1945, 3, 726-7. 

(22) Australia, Commonwealth Parli~entarY Debates, 
1.91 (House of Representatives) 26 lf.arch 1947, 1170. 
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which she herself was situated was the search for q postulate 

of her own independence. She regarded her proposed project as 

a pr~condition for peace in the Pacific, which, in turn, was a 

pre-requisite for her own progress and independence. The 

beginnint:· of the negotiations at:lOng her Western allies had two 

effects on her; it raised fears on the one hand, and hopes on 

the other. In the first place, it sugcested that a comprehensive 

security arranGement as envisaged by the Charter of the United 

Nations was not likely to come into existence; consequently, 

Australia had to look to the United States and Britain for 

security. The beginning of the negotiations for the North 

Atlantic Treaty also aroused the fear in Australia that since 

Dri tain and the United States would become pre-occupied with the 

problems of the secur.i ty of the North Atlantic rP.gion, they mir)lt 

tend to neglect the Pacific region. In the second place, it also 

raised her hopes that since the United Stntes hnd adopted it as 

one of her policies to assist such regional efforts 3S are 

designed to preserve the given region from outside aggression, 

she might associate herself with the AN~C Pact which was the 

oldest amone the regional pacts. At the Commonwealth Prime 

Ministers' Conference in London in October 1948, .Australia 

proposed that a Pacific Pact, similar to the proposed Atlantic 

Pact, should be formed. ( 23) 

It is necessary at this point to sur.liDon evidence and 

classify them in order to observe the specific purposes of the 

(23) SUrveY of International Affairs 1949-1950 
(London, 1953) 32. 
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Australian plan. It is obvious that as a Pacific Pact, the wri. t 

of the proposed pact wus to run over the whole Pacific region. 

But none of the nations of the Pacific region excepting 

Australia herself and New Zealand, seer:: to have been proposed 

as its merr.bers. In November 1946, Evatt snid that political cmd 

security organizations among the new states of South-East Asia 

shollld be reserved for "someday in future." (24) Moreover, 

Australia also did not believe th~t a forcible drive by Russia's 

army into South-East Asia was imminent. She was obviously 

concerned at the increasing inrluence of the Communists in the 

countries of South-East Asia, but dici not consider that "armies 

and navies" could defent Communism in South-East Asia. She 

believed thst a concerted attempt by the Western Powers to 

improve the economic conditions of the peoples of South-East 

Asia would defeat Cormnunism and "win their spirit. 11 (25) 

Australia's purpose, which she intended to achieve 

t!1rough the p reposed Pacific Pact, seems to have been two-fold. 

In the first place, there was a feeling in Australia that the 

situation in South-East Asia was unstable and elements hostile 

to the Western Powers might take advantage of it. (26) 

Australia's case was that the Western Powers must seize the 

(24) Australia, Conunonweal th ParliamentarY Debates, 
184 (House of Representntives) 8 November 1946, 167. 

(2.5) Chifley's statement, The Hingu (Madras), 18 May 1949. 

(26) Werner Levi, "Australia n.nd the New Asia," 
Far Eastern Survey, 19 (New York, 19 April 1950) 73. 
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opporturdty for leadership of the peoples of South-East Asia 

by championing their independence and promoting their welfare. 

One of the purposes of the p reposed Pacific Pact seems to have 

been, therefore, to preserve South East Asia from elements 

hostile to the West by such means as were necessary to that end. 

Australia wanted India to be a menber of the Pacific Pact 

because she was a vital link in the communications with, what 

Evatt called, "Australia's Near North." (27) India's membership 

of the Pacific Pact, designed to preserve Sout~East Asia, would 

have made it a sound strategic proposition. In the second place, 

Australia was immediately worried about the security or her 

sparsely populated northern regions from the overpopulated 

countries of eastern Asia, particularly Japan and Indonesia, 

who she felt, might look on them as an outlet for their 

tncreasing population. (28) As a matter of fact, it was 

Australia's policy to encourage immigration to her own lands, 

but her door was shut to migrants from the countries of the 

Pacific region. She encouraged "best migrants" which meant 

those coming from the white countries. (29) One of the functions 

of Australia's proposed Pacific Pact would have been to look 

after the security of her northern regions, which she felt were 

(27) Evatt, n. 15. 

(28) Chifley' s speech at the State Immigration Minister's 
Conference held in Canberra on 18 May 1949. The Hindu, 19 May 
1949. He said, "No one expects Japan to sustain 85 million 
people in 1952, and ther~ is the v~stly expanded population or 
Indonesia. I mention this only to indicate that 1,200 million 
people are just to the north of Australia." 

(29) Vide Chifley's statement, n. 25. 
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in danger from the over-populated countries of the Pacific 

region. 

It is clear that Australia's plan on the one hand was 

designed to preserve Australia herself from the overpopulated 

countries of East and South East Asia, and on the other, Sout:h

East Asia from elements hostile to the West. Australia, 

obviously, did not consider these two functions contradictory. 

She seemed to feel that the proposed Pacific Pact, by standing 

for the cause of the peoples and governments of Sc~th-East Asia 

would win their sympathy. Thus, the proposed Pacific Pact was 

to defend South East Asia, though the South-East Asian peoples 

themselves would have had no voice in its working. In so far 

as this was to be its philosophy, Australia was obviously 

appealing to the sense of power of the Western Powers, parti

cularly the United States to save South-East Asia from enemies 

of the West. 'Xhe Pacific Pact was conceived with an eye to 

reinforcing western influence and prestige in the Pacific region 

but in so far as Australia conceived it as a measure of 

protection of her northern regions from the Asian masses, her 

appeal was directed to her western friends' love of their 

civilization of which ~stralia was a Pacific outpost. (30) 

(30) "Australia is concerned with self-preservation, 
which ••• still remains self-preservation as an Ellropean 
entity." David White, "The Pacific Alliance, n The Hindu, 
22 May 1949. Another writer considers "the unpopulated 
nature of Australia's north and north-west" as one of main 
factors operative in her foreign policy. Barcan Alan, 
"Australia Policy in South East Asia," Eastern World, 
9 (London, April 1955) 21. 



The Filipino Plan for a Pacific Union and the 
Reaction of the countries of South Ea§t 

Asia to it 

The Filipino Reaction to the Proposed 
Ngrth Atlantic TreatY 
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The Filipino reaction to the bcginninc of the negotiations 

for the North Atlantic Treaty was apparently similar to that of 

Australia. Carlos P. Romulo, the Philippine delegate to the 

United Nations and one of the noted experts on foreign affAirs 

in the Philippines, urged upon the United States "to supplement 

the Atlnntic Pact and the Organiz~tion of American Stqtes (O.A.S.), 

with a Pacific Pact." (31) The Filipino case for a Pr:tcific 

Pact, however, differed in one very important respect from the 

Australian case for a similar pact. While Australia was 

offering to align herself formally with the Western uloc, the 

Philippines was seeking to align the Western Bloc with her own 

cause. The Government of the ~hilippincs wus in serious trouble 

with the Corr.r;Junist Hukbalahaps at home; the provinces of 

Pampanga, Nueva Eclja, Tarlac, and Bulacan, known together as 

~ Huklandia, were under the effective control of the Communists. (32) 

The beginrlinE; of the negotiations for the Atlantic Treaty offered 

the Govermnent of the Philippines the unique opportunity for 

ranging the prospective anti-Communist bloc with themselves 

in the struggle against the Hukabalahaps. 

(31) The Hindu, 5 April 1949. 

(&~) Alvin H. Scaff, The Philippine Answer to Corrlr':unism 
(California, 1955) ~-1. 
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The Filipino case for a Pacific Pact differed from the 

Australian in another respect too. With Australia, it was to 

be one of the means for preserving the Pacific region from such 

elements as were hostile to the West. With the Philippines, on 

the other hand, it was to be an Asian bloc with such support 

from the Western Bloc as was required to sustain it. The 

communist-engineered rebellions in 1948 in Burma, Indonesia, 

and India, and the actions t~en by the existing ruling regimes 

in those countries for suppressing the~ had convinced the 

Government of the Philippines that they were anti-co~~unist, 

like itself. In January 1949, Romulo represented his Government 

at the Delhi Conference on Indonesia, convened to protest against 

the Dutch attack on the Republic of Indonesia. He returned to 

his country with the conviction that a 'Third Force' of Asian 

countries had emerged from that Conference. (33) Since South 

and South-East Asian countries belonging to this Third Force 

were also being slandered by the Communists at home as well as 

abroad, the Government of the Philippines seemed to feel that 

an independent anti-Communist bloc of Asian countries oould be 

formed and that, in turn, it would be sustained by assistance 

from the anti-Communist Western Bloc. In April 1949, Elpindo 

Quirino, the President of the Philippines, proposed that "an 

anti-communist but non-military co~bin~tion of Asian countries 

(33) The Hindu, 27 February 1949. 
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predicted on the freedom of all the governments of the Pacific 

/... 

should be ir:mediately fonned." (34) 

The appeal of the Philippines thus appears to have been 

directed to the United States as well as to the independent 

countries of the Pacific region. She wanted the Pacific 

countries to take initiative in this r.1atter, and the United 

States to wish them good luck. The United States, however, was 

reluctant to commit positively on this issue for two reRsons. 

In the first place, a Department of StAte spokesman disclosed 

on 3 May 1949, the u.s. belief thr1t the spread of Corrmunisn in 

South East Asia would be "less likely" if the legitimate 

aspirations of the nationalists were realized. (35) This meant 

that the United States did not feel the need for an elaborate 

alliance for fighting Communism in the Pacific region. 

Secondly, the United States felt that the prc-requisi tes for 

an anti-Comrr.unist combination in the Pacific region did not 

yet exist. On 18 May 1949, Dean Acheson, the u.s. Secretary 

of State, made 1 t clear that such npractical plans for 

effective collaboration for defence" as had preceded the 

making of the North Atlantic Treaty will have to precede the 

makine of its Pacific equivalent. (3>) Although he remained 

non-cormni ttal on this issue, yet a Department of State 

( 34) l.E!.9. ' 3 Ap ri 1 1949. 

(35) ~·, 6 Uay 1949. 

(36) Department of State Bulletin, 20 (29 Uay 1949) 696. 
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spckesman said that the United Stutes would not obstruct any 

effort to thu t end. ( 37) 

The Philippine case, thus, did not receive expected 

reSPonse fro~ the United States. Philippine concern, hereafter, 

was to ensure support for her proposition frorr. the countries of 

Pacific region. South Korea and China extended their support to 

it immediately. Synernan Rhee, South Korea's President, had 

already proposed, on 1 April 1949, that a Paci fie Defence 

Conference should be held to consider the problems of the 

Pacific region and "every principle of the Atlantic Pact should 

be extended to the Pacific." (38) When after Acheson's speech 

of 1B l.:ay 1949, it became known thqt the United States was not 

enthusiast! c about such a proposal, Rhee suggested that "the 

Asian nations should proceed with plans for a Pacific Pact even 

if the United States was not responsive." He warned them that 

they would be "knocked off one by one" if they did not 1mrr.ed1ate1y 

form "an anti- communist" bloc. (39) In addition to Rhee, 

Chiang Kai-shek, then hend of the Kuomintang Party of China, 

supported the Philippine case. On 11 July 1949, Chiang visited 

Quirino for an exchange of views on all matters, "especially the 

question of the menace of International Communisrr: in the Far 

East. " (40) 

(37) 

(38) 

In a Joint statement issued after the conclusion of 

The Hindu, 17 May 1949. 

Statesman (New Delhi) , 4 April 1949. 

(39) The Hindu, 24 May 1949. 

(40) The Republic of the Philippines, Official Gazette, 
45 (Manila, July 1949) 2797. 
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their talks, Chiang and Qllirino appealed to the countries of 

Asia and the Pacific to "at once organize thecsel ves into a 

union for purposes of achieving solidarity and mutual assistance 

to counteract the common threat. 11 (41) In a radio broadcast 

on 15 July 1949, Quirino said that the nations of the Pacific 

region, with "the .t'i.re of communism at their door, n should 

immediately forge an anti-communist alliance and not be 

disheartened by "the most nnturru." cool ness of Washington and 

London, who with the North Atlqntic Treaty to protect them, 

"could afford to be cool." (42) 

The Concept of the Pacific Union 

Quirino, however, was keen to present his pl'J.n to the 

Governments of the Pacific region in such a form as could be 

acceptable to them. He could see that the Asian countries 

"count with no industrial base of sufficient strength or 

magnitude to support a maJority military undertaking;" (43) 

consequently, he decided that the proposed Union should strive 

to secure "the necessary moral rea.xmament of the threatened 

countries of the Far East" and undertake to promote economic, 

political and culblral collaboration among them, to that 

end. (44) 

(41) 

(42) 

In his talks wi th Chiang, Qui ri no d1 s covered that 

Ibid. -
(43) Quirino 1s Address to the u.s. Senate on 

9 August 1949, l.Q!.g., (August 1849) 3261. 

(44) Vide n. 42, 2800. 
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his guest did not appreciate his approach. (45) Consequently, 

he gave up China 0 s support as well as that of South Korea which 

nlso held to the sqrr1c line. (46) In Aurust 1949, Quirino went 

to the United Stqtes on a st·1te visit. In his rtddress to the 

Senate of ~ U.s. Congress, he s,id th~t the proposed U~\on 

would be a non-military org~niz~tion, bec~use he believed that 

there was still tin:e for the free countries of Asia 11 to check 

the advance of communi str. by non-military means." (4 7) As a 

matter of fact, he always used the term 'Pacific Union,' instead 

of Pacific Pact, because he believed that the tenn 1Un1on 1 more 

clearly conveyed his idea. (48) To Romulo, to whom he assigned 

~ the task of selling the Pacific Union to Asian Governments 

concerned, he wrote that the formation of the Pacific Union 

"would be an act of faith on the economic, political, and 

(45) Quirino disclosed that China was not inclined to 
nccept obligations of a cooperqtive system as envisaged by 
himself. He admitted that her approach is "peculiarly her 
own- which, just now, is military." lli.,g. 

(46) On 12 August 1949, Syngman Rhee, President of South 
Korea, said at Seoul th~t he could not see the vqlue of an 
3nti-cormr:un1st pact for the Pacific rer.ion" without rnilitn.ry 
preparations or military understanding." The Hindu, 
14 August 1949. This meant thr1t Rhea's approach to the problem 
was the srune as Chiang. 

(4 7) Vide n. 43. 

(48) The Hindu, 13 August 1949. Quirino explained the 
significnnce of the use of the tel'Cl 1Union 1 in preference to 
'Pact' as follows: "The purpose of the Union is specifically 
to promote the political, economic, and culturnl rel'1.tions 
between the peoples of the Pacific region and raise their 
standard of life. There should be no apprehension in any 
quarter at such a union." 



60 

cultural level, in tu:1e with the work of the ECAFE and the 

programme of the UNESCO, and that it would involve no military 

corr:r.:i tments." (49) Romulo gnve the idea a further twist. He 

said thnt the proposed Union would be a step further "in the 

Ut1ion of the peoples l~iunched by the Delhi Asian Rel1tions 

Conference," and the le~1dersl1ip of it would be given to India, 

"the strongest and the most enlightened n:'ltion in Asia today. "(50) 

As recards its functions, Romulo s1ii th8.t nit would be a 

pennanent organ for consultation on the problems of common 

interest" and would cultivate, among the peoples of Asia, the 

sense of a "common destiny." (51) 

The Reactions of the Governments of the 
Pacif1c Region to the Plan for A Pacific Union 

The basic assumption benind the Filipino plan for the 

Pacific Union was that there was in existence,an international 

communist conspiracy to torple the nationalist governments in 

the countries of the Pacific reeion. Quirino made his own 

belief clear that nthe fire of cor.T.Junism was at the door" of 

the countries of Asia and the Pacific, and the purpose of the 

proposed union would be to prevent it from spreading inside 

the house. While on his state visit to the United StAtes, 

(49) Quirino's letter to Romulo, Philipn~ne Official 
Gazette, 25 (August 1949) 3251. 

(50) Romulo' s statement to the press on 2 September 
1949, partly reported in The Hindu, 4 Sep ter:.ber 1949. 

(5l) Ibid., 5 Sep te~;.ber 1949. The remui.ninc part of 
the sume statement was reported. 
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Quirino told the Senate that the Pacific Union would, in 1 ts 

own way, do the snme work that the IIorth Atlantic Treaty was 

expected to do in the region under its jurisdiction. (52) The 

proposed Pacific Union was, thus, to be a part of nn inter

national anti-co~munist system. 

In the ccntext of Asi nn history, the "lSSump tion of the 

plan for a Pacific Jnion w::.s not v1lid. The communist movements 

in the countries of South East Asia lived upon their socio

economic backw~rdness and the nnti-colonialist momentum of 

their history. Anti-colonialism in the newly independent 

countries was the most dynamic force. So long as the Comrr.unists 

could share the i1old over them, they could not be dealt with 

as conspira~.ors. ·rhe co~Luni.sts and the non- oonll::uni.sts were 

engaged in a struecle to loosen the hold of each other over 

anti-colonialism; the Pacific Union, as proposed, could not 

have helped its member governments in further fastening their 

hold over it. Instead, by victimizing the communists of its 

member countries, it v.,rould hn.ve indirectly helped the communists 

to present ther.:selves to the people A.S ~ victirr.dof an inter

national 'imperialist' conspir'"lcy. The proposed Pnci ric Union 

thus would have helped those whom it wqs meqnt to fight. It 

was certain th:1t once the hold of the non-Communist leadership 

over anti-coloni.alisr.l loosened, they would continue to lose 

ground to the communists. 

(52) Vide n. 43, 3260. 



Under such circur.~stances, 1 t could only be wishful 

thinking to expect the GOVerments of South-East Asia to accept 

the plan for the Pa(;ific Union. Sukarno said, on 8 July 1949 

at Jogjake.rta, that the probler: of Comr.1unism in Indonesia was 

different from that in Europe or North America nnd therefore 

could not be dealt with in a sirr.ilnr fashion. He s~id that it 

was "a form of extrcrne ne1tion.:Ui~," end therefore, could be 

denied opportunities for strengthenine itself only if nationalism 

could be prevented from goinh to extremes. (53) Burma was one 

country in South East Asia where communists were on the 

ascendant, when Quirino was hotly pursuing his esse for a 

Pacific Union. Yet, Burma's Foreign 1l:'lin1ster, u. ~. l.~aung felt 

that each country of South-East Asia could stand on its own in 

dealing w1 th the communist p roblemo He said that an anti

communist alliance among the den:ocracies of Asia was not 

required to meet this problem. (54) 

Thus, it became clear that the ruling leadership in 

Indonesia and ilurma either did not regard the communist problem 

in their respective countries as parts of an international 

conspiracy, or even if they did, they were confident of defeating 

the co~unists in the strucrlc for lendership on t~eir own. 

Even after the accession of the cormnunists to power in China, 

no chan£e took place in their attitude either tm'!11rds the 

(53) The Hindu, 10 July 1949. 

(54) ill.g. , 12 Au eu s t 1949. 
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comrr.unist problem or the Corr.: unist Bloc, though Mao Tse-tung, 

the Chinese communist 1 ender, was on record as being contemptuous 

of the philosophy of non-alignment. (55) Butnla, w1 th communists 

in anns and sharing long frontiers with China, was convinced 

that the new Chinese Government would "put their own house in 

order without giving trouble to Anyone else." (56) She was, 

however, apprehensive about infiltrntion from China, in order 

to denl with such ~ possibility, Bunna decided to recognize the 

new regime and est~blish diplomntic relations with it, so that 

all her problems w1 th China could be effectively dealt with on 

a go·Jernment-to-government level. (57) At the same tiGJe, she 

was al~o keen to demonstrate to the communist goverrunent of 

China, that she bore no ill-will against it. She became the 

first non..Cocununist country to recognize the new regime and 
~Lu- ~ . 
~keen te d~~o. (58) By taking this step, the Bu11Dese 

1\ .( 

govern::ient was hoping that the new regime in China would refrain 

(ES) In a speech at Peking, on 2 July 1949, Mao Tse-tung 
said, ". • • we are opposed to the dreron of a third road. • • • 
There is no third road. Neutrality is only camouflage." 
The Hindu, 3 July 1949. 

(F~) The Hindu, 18 December 1949. 

(57) On 2 December 1949 9 Maung said in London, "we have of 
course, reason to be nervous of the spread of cor.~unism in china 
across our borders. At the best of ti~es, there hAve Alw~ys been 
border raids on both sides between a.tnna qnd ChinA.; there have been 
regular for many years. But with the comrr:unists gaining r.round in 
China, these raids are likely to change in me~ning and become 
tainted with political ideology." The Hindu, 4 December 1949. 
Later, on 18 December 1.949, Mcmn g expressed concern with the 
problem of raids over the Sino-Burmese borders and said 11ualess 
we have some relations with the government of the country, we 
will not be able to stop therr.. That is the r ason for the 
rccoer i tic..'1 of the new government. 11 Ibid., 18 December 1949. 

(58) K. 1... Panikkar, In Two Chinas (London, 1956) 106. 
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from actively helping the Cor.rr::unist insurgents of furma. The 

Government of ThRiland, too, die not 1PPe~r to be unduly 

concerned with the rise of the cornrr:unists in China. Pibul 

Songram, the Thai Premier, told the Philippine Linister to 

Thailand, thst his government would not be interested in the 

proposed Pacific Union except "for prestige rei)sous." (.59) 

kohammad Hatta, Vice-President and Prime 1~an1ster of Indonesia, 

also cade it clear that i1is covt:rnment had no intention "to 

create any bloc or join any oloc." (60) 

It can be seen that the coolness of the South-East 

Asian governments towards the proposed Pacific Union was not 

born of any indifference on their part to the men;1ce of 

cor:llTiunisr.: in South-East Asia. In fact, ironical :.hough it may 

sound, their rejection of the plan for an anti-Comrr.unist Pacific 

Union was nn aspect of their own ovei'-all anti-col!munist strAtegy. 

It is interestine to note th:1t w:-tile they declined to fonn or 

Join an anti- communist Pnci fie Union, they expressed their 

readiness to participate in the mnkinr and workinr, of a similar 

organization, provided such nn org~niz~tion refrRined from 

assisting either of the two world power blocs. In September 1949, 

Pibul Songram issued invitations to the Governments of India, 

Buxma and the Philippines to send representr1tives to Bangkok 

in .Nove;~ber 1949, to consider the "political, cultural, and 

(.59) The Hindu, 12 August 1.949. 

(60) Ibid., .5 August 1949. 
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economic problems affecting South.-East Asia." He did not invite 

Indonesia because of "confusions" prevailing there. (61) No 

such conference, however, ever took place; the absence of 

Indonesia from the list of invitees seems to have influenced 

the decision of the Governments invited. Yet, the interest of 

the invited Governments in an all-Asian regional organization 

for co-operation was never in question. In August 1949, Maung 

said that Bunna would join a Sou th.-East Asian regional organi

zation if it could be sponsored by "the right people" by which 

he meant "those who have no axe to grind." (62) In November of 

the same year, he declared thnt Bunna was "interc:sted" in 

convening n conference of the South-East Asian countries for 

considering common problems. (63) Like Bunna, Indonesia also 

expressed her willineness to join ~y such regional organization 

as was based on 11p eace, equality and mutual co-operation." (64) 

In fact, Hatta declared at Karachi on 10 November 1949, that 

co-operation with the Asian countries "would be an integral 

part of Indonesia's foreign policy." (65) 

From all these statements, it is clear that the non

aligned countries of South.-East Asia were keen to form a regional 

(61) ~., 7 September 1949. 

(62) l.Q!..Q., 17 August 1.949. 

(63) Ibid., 4 December 1949. 

(64) Hatta1 s statement at Karachi, ibid.' 
12 November 1949. 

(65) lli.f!., 13 November 1949. 
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organization for mutual co-operation, but were opposed to 

forming or joining any such organization as would be anti

thetical to their policy of non-alignment. Their indifference 

towards the proposed Pacific Union should not be construed as 

an indifference to a proposition for regional co-operation but 

to that of Joining or forming a system of opposition to the 

Cormnunist Bloc. 

The Attitude of the Leaders of the Western Bloc 
to the Movement for a Pacific Regional Organization 

The appeal of the Australian plan exclusively and that 

of the Filipino plan partly, was directed to members of the 

Western Bloc, particularly its leAders, Britain ann the United 

States. That the Western Bloc had vital interests in the 

preservation of South-East Asia from communism was self-evident. 

From among the British territories in South East Asia, only 

Burma had become independent. Indo-China was still a French 

colony and the Dutch and Portuguese held Western New Guinea 

and Timor respectively. Even more important than these 

terri to rial possessions, was the need to preserve South-East 

Asia as a supplier of raw materials and markets for the 

finished products of Western Bloc countries. The emergence 

of the independent states in South and South-East Asia and 

the strong urge for rapid economic development in these 

countries held the promise of a widened scope for the movement 
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of capital between that region and foreign countries. (66) It 

was in the interest of the Nestern aloe to see to it that 

capital movement between Sou th.-East Asia and 1 ts own members 

was not hmnpcred. The way in which the Governments of India, 

Burma and Indonesia he.d been decling with the communists in 

their respective countries revenled to the Western Powers that 

the nationalist leaders in power in these countries were all 

anti-Communist. As a result, they became convincen that the 

process of moverr.ent of cupi tal between the Western Bloc 

countries and South nnd South-East Asiq, would be fRirly smooth, 

as long as the existin~ rer,imes rer.lnined. Their primnry concern, 

therefore, was to see that these regirr.es were not toppled over 

by communist movements inside these countries. (67) The 

Australian as well as the Filipino plans offered blueprints or 

strategies for attaining these objectives. The Australian 

strategy was that through the formation of a Pacific Pact, the 

'riJestern Powers should patrc..,nize the Pacific region. As against 

it, the Philippine case was that the Western Powers should 

(66} For a discussion of EUrope's economic and commerc1al 
interests in South East Asia, see Kenneth K. Kurihara, 
"Europe in the Far East," Current Histor_x, 26 (Philadelphia, 
January 1954) 31,..6. · 

(67) The A ttl ee Government in pm•1er in Britain justified 
the British aid to funr.a, in spite of Bunna 1 s dP.cision to le~we 
the Co~onv1eal th, as investr.1ent in her futur~ st:1bili ty and the 
promotion of free and democratic government. See U.K., 
Parliamentary Debates, House of Comr:~ons1 472 (23 November 1950) 
cols. 1953-4, 2292-4; 473 (3 April 1950) col. 96; 475 (8 May 
1950) cols. 233-43. For the u.s. nttitude tow~rds the non
aliened eovernments in South :1nd South East Asin see Department 
of State Bulletin, 22 (23 Janu3ry 1950) 111,..9. 
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persuade the countries or the Pn.ciric region into a partnership 

at;gi nst International Corr.rr.uni sm. 

The Western Attitude Towards the Australian Plan 

As regards the Australian plan for a Pacific Pact, the 

attitude of both the United States and Britain seems to have 

been completely negative. On 1 April 1949, Ernest Bevin, 

Britain's Foreign Secretary, said at Washington, that Britain's 

association with the North Atlantic Treaty did not leave 

unprotected, either the Pacific dominions or her possessions 

in the Pacific region. On being asked whether the Australian 

proposal was feasible, Bevin replied that he wanted "to proceed 

one step at a time." (68} While thus sidetracking the main 

question, Bevin at least made it clear that he was not enthusi

astic about the plan. Later, Chifley, Australia's Prime Minister 

himself told the Australian House of Represent~tives th3t the 

United States 8S well as the Netherlqnds ~nd Portugal had 

rejected his plan for a Pacific Pact. (69) Chifley did not 

disclose the reasons which the United States must have given 

while rejecting the plan. But Dean Acheson, in a speech at 

National Press Club in Washington on 12 January 1950, hinted 

at what his reasons might have been. Explaining, what he called 

"developing Asian consciousness, 11 he said, 

(68) The Hindu, 3 April 1949. 

(69) Australia, Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
202 (House of Representatives) 31 May 1949, 293. 



They say and they believe that from now on they 
are on their own. They will make their own 
decisions. They will sttempt to better their own 
lot and on occasion they will make their own 
mistakes. But it will be their mistakes and they 
are not going to have their mistakes dictated to 
them by anybody else •••• Resignation is no 
longer the typical emotion of Asia. ( 70) 

69 

Further, on 22 February 1950 Acheson said at a Press 

conference, that if the Western Powers were to take the 

initiative in forrr~ing a Pacific Pact of any variety, 11 i t would 

have exactly the opposite effect to the one we wish to 

achieve." (71) On the basis of these evidence, it can be 

said that the Government of the United States was fully aware 

of the new mood of Asia. It was therefore natural that she 

should disapprove of the Australian blueprint for a Pacific 

Pact in which an active role for the new st~tes of Asia had 

not been proposed. 

The Western Attitude Towards Filipino Plan 

The Western Powers, however, did not assail the 

philosophy of the Filipino plan for a Pacific Union, but 

their response to it was qualified by certain views of their 

own. In the first place, they felt that necessary conditions 

for the working of the proposed Pacific Union did not yet 

exist. Th~ wanted a practical plan for collaboration among 

the Asian countries to precede their participation in such a 

(70) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (23 January 
1.950) 112. 

(71) The Hingu, 23 February 1950. 



plan. (72) This was the in1 tial ren2tion tc the o1ppeal :'rom 

South Korea and the Philippines to the Un1 ted St'ltes for 
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in1 tiating a Pa..;ific equivalent of the Atlantic Treaty. In 

the second place, they believed that the problerr. of preserving 

South-East Asia from communism, though real, wns primarily a 

socio-economic problem, and had to be dealt with as such, A 

statement issued after a conference of Foreign hlinisters or 

the United States, Britain, and France said that the "Asian 

countries need economic help ouch more than military 

guarantees." (73) Even after the accession to power of the 

communists in China, their belief reQainad the same. Bevin 

said on 9 June 1949 that "the first line or defence against 

communism is not mill tary armrill!ent but socialist policy," (74) 

Acheson observed on 12 Janusry 1950, thAt the countries of 

South.-East Asia were "susceptible to penetration :qnd subversion." 

He attributed tids susceptibility to "the serious economic 

problems" and "the great social upheavals" in these countries. 

With the <.;Ollapse of the Kuomintang government in rr.ind, Acheson 

declared that this susceptibility was not likely to be diminished 

(72) For the u.s, view, vide n, 37. An official 
spokesman for the Foreign Office in London said that "there 
was no solid basis for a Pacific alliance, n The Hindu, 
6 August 1949. 

(73) The Hindu, 23 June 1949, 

(74) .!..2!_g,, 11 June 1949, 
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by r.:ili tarj' means. ( 75) 

Underlyln0 these views, tacre WJ.S a feelin,· thc.1t there 

was no chance of agcression by the Cor:ar.unist Bloc on South East 

Asia. On 26 Scptemoer 1949, bcvin said in the General Assembly 

of the United ~<ations that "Chinese cot;:r:.unists were so far 

peac~lovinc." (76) This wns the rr.ajor assumption of western 

policy in South-East Asia. All of them were worried about the 

threat of corr.r::unism to South East Asi. a, but at the snme time, 

they believed th~t the threat was essentially internnJ. 

Therefore, in their opinion, the solution of the problem lay 

in ameliornting domestic conditions. Acheson went so r~r as 

to sny thnt the sec~rity o~ the qreas beyond, what hP cqllPd, 

the defence perim~ter- that is, the qreas running rtione the 

Aleutians through Japan and Ryukus to the Philippines -could 

not be guaranteed by the United St.:1tes. He said that such a 

guarantee was neither sensible nor necessary, but he made a 

p rorrJ.se that his Government wollld supply the "missing component 

(75) Vide n. 70, 16L. Explaining the collapse of the 
Kuomintang government in China, Acheson said, "To attribute this 
to the inadequacy of American aid is only to point out the depth 
and power of the forces which were miscalculated or ignored. 
What has happened in rr.y Judr,rr.ent is that the almost inexhaustible 
patience of the Chinese people in their misery ended. They did 
not bother to overthrow this government. There were really 
nothine to overthrow. They simply ignored it throughout the 
country. They took the solution of their immPdiate village 
problems into their own hands •••• The communists did not 
create this. • • • They w~re shrewd and cunninr, to mount it, 
to ride this thine into victory and into power." 

(?6) U.N. GenerJl Assembly, Official R cor~y' Fourth 
Session, 229th Plen'1ry Meeting (26 Septerr.ber 1.949 79. 
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in a situation which might otherwise be solved." (77) 

It is thus clear that the United States, while reluctant 
4 ·,t- Q.A • t1r 

to ~~R ~ rA~fop a- Pacific Pact, was neverthe-

less willing to assist the Asian governments in their efforts to 

deal with the communists. Quirino's plan for a Pacific Union, 

designed, as it was, to promote co-operation among the non

communist governments of the Pacific region, deserved the sympat~ 

of the u.s. Government. On 15 February 1950, Acheson disclosed 

that, whenever he had been approached with the proposal for a 

Pacific regional organization, he had taken the position that 

the United States would look at it with sympathy, if it rep resented 

"the genuine efforts of the Governments of Asia to get 

together." (78) On 22 February, he further disclosed that 

Quirino had been infonned of u.s. sympathy for his proposed 

project. (79) On 15 :fw.iarch 1950, he went to the extent of applying 

the Truman Doctrine to Asia and the Pacific, by declaring that 

the United States would support "free peoples who are resisting 

atterq>ted subjugation by armed minorities or outside pressure." (80) 

Acheson thus made it clear that the United States, though 

refraining from promoting it herself, would welcome the formation 

of a Pacific Union as proposed by Quirino. 

( 77) Vide n. 70, 116. 

(78) The Hindu, 17 February 1950. 

(79) ~., 23 February 1950. 

(00) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (27 March 1950) 202. 
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It should not be inferred from the above that u.s. 
diplomacy, as it had been workinc in the Pacific region, was not 

related to the power strucgl e between the U n1 tad States and the 

Soviet Union. As a matter of fact, the policy of the United 

States regard! ng the Pacific was part of her general foreign 

policy of which her enmity with Russia was the hub. On 

16 February 1950, Acheson stated thRt the fundamental policy of 

the United States was "to create situations of strength" every

where and meet "whenever possible, all thr1sts or the Soviet 

Union." In the case of Asia and the Pacific, the United States 

believed that the comnunist bloc, insteAd of resorting to ~~ed 

aggression for attaining its goal, would assist indigenous 

communist parties to seize leadership of the nationalist 

movements. Since the rulinc nationalist regimes in the newly 

independent cout1 tries ,Nere demonstrably anti- cor.x1unist, the 

United States followed a policy of assisting thew in creating 

"those economic, political, social and psychological conditions 

that strengthen and create confidence in the deffiocratic way of 

life," (81) But at the same time, the United States was also 

assisting France which was engaged in destroying the Democratic 

Republic of Vietnam headed by Ho Chi Minh, On 7 February 1950, 

the United States recognized Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam, who 

(81) .!J2!.9o, (20 March 1950) 427-8. 
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had been given the status of "Associate States" (82) by the 

French, as "independent statt~S within the French Union." (83) 

While the United States did not consider her own recognition 

of the Associate States, which were far fron• being independent, 

as extraordinary, she considered Ho Chi Minh as the "mortal 

enem~' of the people of Vietnam, because he was a communist and 

the Democratic Republic of Vietnam had been recognized by 

Communist China and the Soviet Union. (84) In March 1950, 

Truman announced that military aid to the tune of 15 million 

dollars would be given to France for carrying on operations 

against the Communists in Indo-China. (85) Acheson justified 

the assistance being rendered by the United Stqtes to France, 

as being in the interest of "the restorRti('n of security • • • 

(and) development of genuine nationalism" in Indo-ChinA. (86) 

(82) Under the constitution of the French Union, the 
administration of foreign affairs, national defence, and 
currency were to remain under the jurisdiction of the Union. 
Consequently, the states under it looked more like ru1 tonomous 
units of a centrifugal federal state than independent political 
units. 

(83) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (00 February 1.95) 291. 

(84) Acheson's Remarks on the Soviet recognition of 
Ho Chi Minh 1 s Government, ibid., ( 13 February 1950) 244. Before 
the United States had recognized the Associate States, Philip 
c. Jessup, Truman's roving ambassador, said that any move that 
the United States would make regarding Indo-China "will be 
inspired by our desire to support and assist the national 
independence of Vietnam and other states." New York Times, 
4 February 1950. 

(85) New York Times, 1 April 1950. 

(86) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (22 May 1950} 821. 



It would thus ar ear thqt u.s. policy in South-East Asia 

was not an aberration from her general t•oreign policy but was a 

part of the srune systen. Its basic obJective, as elsewhere, was 

to contain any further expansion of the sphere of Soviet 

innuence. The policy of destroyine the Democratic Republic of 

Vietnam by assisting France to that end on the one hand and that 

of being cautious in taking steps, such ;s the formation of an 

anti-communist organization, on the other, were the manifestations 

of the same policy; in both cases, the end contemplated was the 

same. While she found it necessary to destroy the Democratic 

Republic of Vietna.L11 in order to keep the Communist sphere of 

influence limited to the borders of China, she also found it 

necessary, for the same reason, not to annoy the Asian countries, 

who, if not in her own sphere of influence, were not under the 

influence of the Communist Bloc either, and were not likely to 

fall under its influence, if given freedom of choice. 

Impact of the Western Attitude on the 
Movement for a Paci fie Pact 

Impact on the Australian Plan 

It should be reme~bered th8t Australia had been looking 

forward to A.Chieving two purposes through the Pacific Pact. In 

the first place, its primA.ry purpose would have been to safe

guard Australian territori·,,s and the neighbouring areas from 

outside aggression. Since Australia was territorially related 

to South-East Asia, the p reposed Pacific Pact would have 

protected South-East Asia for the purpose of protecting Australia. 
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In the second place, its purpose would have been to win 'the 

spirit' of the peoples of South-East Asia for the Western Bloc, 

by implementing such plans for ameliorating the conditions of 

their life as were urgently required. The effect of this would 

have been to stabilize the situation in South-East Asia. The 

rejection of her plan by her Western friends did not diminish 

Australia's concern either for her own security or for the 

situation in South-East Asia. During the months following the 

rejection of her plan, Australia set herself to the task of 

developing such plans for her own territorial security and 

economic development of South-East Asia as were possible under 

the circumstances. 

The~~~. In the face of opposition of the United States 

and .dri tai n, Australia decided to secure such conditions as could 

be obtained to ens.1re her own security. On 15 !hay 1949, Chifley 

declared that his government was engaged in developing "a common 

scheme of defence between Britain, Australia, and New Zealand," 

which, he believed, may later emerge as the nucleus for the 

contemplated Pacific pact. (87) John Dedman, Australia's Defence 

Minister, told the Australian House of Representatives on 

18 May 1949 that "proposals to this end are under consideration 

and plans on that basis are being developed." (88) The outcome 

(87) "Defence and Regional Secur1 ty," A Broadcast by 
Prime Minister Rt. Hon. J. B. Chiney on 15 May 1949. 
C.Urrent 1'4otes on International Affairs, 20 (Department of 
External Affairs, Government of Austral! a, May 1949) 645. 

(88) Australia, Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
202 (House of Representatives) 18 May 1949, 9. 
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Was an organization called ANZAM. It was a body of staff officers 

from Grec.t Britain, Australia, and New Zealand. The area covered 

by this organization included Australia, New Zealand and the 

British territories in Malaya and Borneo, together w1 th adjacent 

sea areas. Its scope was limited to the defence of sea and air 

communications in the region; co-ordination was to be conducted 

at the service level. Although membership of ANZAM did not 

involve firm commitments, (89) such commitments were hardly 

required for its members. Its purpose seems to have been to 

effect continuous co-ordination among the defence units of its 

three members in the areas under their control. As such, ANZAM 

ensured, even though temporarily, Australia's northern territories 

against threats from the north. 

The Colombo Plan. The failure of her case for a Pacific 

Pact aggravated Australia's concern about prevailing conditions 

in South-East Asia. In her view, it was necessary to deny the 

Communists the use of transition in South-East Asia to their 

own advantage. (90) Australia decided to initiate a Commonwealth 

venture for undertaking the taSk of helping the countries of 

South and South East Asia in overcoming their economic problems. 

In November 1949, the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Conference 

held in London decided to convene at Colombo a conference of 

(89) Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
Collective Security in South East Asia (London, 1958) 20. 

(90) Spender's speech in the Australian House of 
Representatives, Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
206 (9 March 1950) 625-9. 
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foreign ministers of the members of the Commonwealth. The 

proposed conference was held in January 1950 at Colombo. The 

conference reached the conclusion that peace and progress in 

South-East Asia depended "mainly on the improvement of economic 

conditions." (91) P. c. Spender, Australia's Foreign Minister, 

laid before the conference a plan establishing priorities for 

the economic needs of South and South-East Asian countries. The 

conference also established a Consultative Committee, consisting 

of the representatives of the Comrr.onwealth governments, to 

expedite the fonnulation and iq>lementation of the plan. (92) 

Later the Consultative Comrni ttee recor:mended that pound sterling 

credits must be made available to the countries of South and 

South East Asia for the purposes of economic development. In 

the order of priori ties of their econorr,ic needs, it placed food 

and consumption GOods first, technical advice and assistance 

second, and capital equipment third. (93) 

Spender, however, made it clear that the Co~onwealth, on 

its own, would never be able to underwrite the cost of the plan 

if it was to become a reality. He said that it could succeed 

"only \vi th U.s. assistance." (94) Acheson, however, assured 

(91) For the text of fi nB.l communi que issued by the 
conference, see CUrrent Notes, 21 (January l950) 45-9. 

(92) Conference Communique, ~. 

(93) Un1 ted Kingdom, The Colombo Plan for Co-operative 
Economic Development in South and South-East Asia, Report by 
the Commonwealth Consultative Committee, Command Paper 8080 
(London, September 1950) 4-5, 46. 

(94) The Hindu, 20 January 1950. Also see Spender's 
speech, n. 90, 629. 
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Bevin, whom he met in London on 18 May 1950, that the United 

States would "attempt to coordinate its efforts in that area with 

the efforts of the Commonwealth, in order that our actions will 

be mutually supporting." (95) Thus encouraged, the Cornrni ttee 

went ahead with its task. At its London session in September

October 1950, a six year "Colombo Plan for Co-operative Economic 

Development 1 n South and South-East Asia" was agreed upon, and 

it was decided to 1 aunch its pro grrunme from July 1951. The 

Committee also decided to invite all the Governments of South 

and South-East Asia to become its me~bers. (96) 

The launching of the Colombo Plan was a great success for 

Australian diplomacy as well as for that of the Western Bloc. 

This is not to say that with its launching, the task had either 

been achieved or was sure to be achieved. Economic welfare, by 

itself, is not an insurance against political instability; it has 

also to be accompanied by such social policies as would put an 

end to social injustices. (97) It was for the Asian Governments 

to see that the benefits of economic development were shared 

equitably by all sections of the society. Australia and the 

(95) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (12 June 1950) 934. 

(96) See the text of the statement by the Consultative 
Committee issued on 5 October 1950. CUrrent Notes, 
21 (October 1950) 730-lo 

(97) For a discussion on the subject of the relationship 
between economic welfare and political stability, see 
George F. Kennan, "l',oreign Aid Programme and fljational Interests 
of the United States," Proceedin s of the eadem of Poll tical 
Science, 23 (New York, 1950 452; E. E. ard, e Colombo an," 
The Australian Outlook, 5 (.!IUel bourne, December 1951.) 202. 
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Western Powers had at least made a major effort towards supplying 

the "missing components" to the Asian governments in their fight 

against communism. They had the satisfaction of taking a step, 

in co-operation with the Asian Governments, against communism 

"that rides easily on the tide of economic poverty and 

instability." ( 98) 

Impact on the Filipino Plan: The Baguio Conference 

While the Western Powers had rejected the Australian case 

for a Pacific Pact, the United States from among them had 

expressed its sympathy for the Filipino plan for a Pacific Union. 

She made it clear that she would have no objection to the 

establishment of a Pacific Union consisting of the nations of 

Asia, and would even look upon it with sympathetic interest. 

This worked as a green signal for Qui ri no who had been sp eci fi call y 

inf~d by Acheson about ~u.s. attitude. He had, however, 

also learnt from the reactions of the Asian Governments, that 

an anti-Communist Pacific Union would not be acceptable to them. 

But he was keen "to take advantage of the atmosphere" created by 

~u.s. response to his plan. On 23 February 1950, he declared 

that invitations were being issued for the organizational meeting 

of the Union of Far Eastern Democracies, and added that the 

proposed Union would be "a non-communist organization of these 

der::~ocraci es." (99) 

The Hindu, 23 February 1950. 
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In the meantime, Australia, which seems to have been 

infonned by her Western friends that a Pacific Pact must 

include as many countries from the Pacific region as possible 

and that the initiative for it, too, must come from them, had 

come to feel that she must put herself behind the Filipino 

case. There was at least a ch~nce, in case the Filipino plan 

materialized, for securing the u.s. commitment for the defence 

of the Pacific Union areas. ( 100) In liiarch 1950, Spender 

visited Quirino and seems to have promised Australia's support 

to his plan. 

The proposed organizational meeting of the Union of 

Far Eastern Democracies was held at Baguio on 26 May 1950. 

Representatives to it were sent by the Governments of India, 

Pakistan, Ceylon, Thailand, Indonesia and Australia. The 

Philippine statesman, Carlos P. Romulo, who also led his 

country's delegation, presided over the meeting, and Quirino 

inaugurated it. In his inaugural address, Quirino said that 

the "initial task" of the meeting should be one of "mutual 

discovery of getting our bearings individually and in relation 

to others." He emphasized the need for creating a "Bigger Unit" 

of the Pacific countries, because "hitherto we have been drawn 

into conflicts not of our own choice. 11 (101) Both he and 

(100) Spender's speech in the Australian House of 
Representatives~ Commonwealth ParliamentarY Debates, 
28 (8 June 1950J 4006. 

(101) Philippine Official Gazette, 46 (May 1950) 
2020' 2021. 
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Romulo in his presidential address, emphasized the need for 

establishing a m.qchinery for regional collaboration. (102) 

The delegates at the meeting ventilated the ideas of 

their respective governments. The Australian, Philippine, and 

Thai delegates wanted to discuss the question of military 

co-operation among the Governments represented at the conference 

but the Indi::;.t;' Pakistani, and Ceylonese delegates refused to do 

so. India kept economic questions first in the order of priorities 

for discussion. Indonesia asked for a plan to uproot "all 

remaining traces of old diehard colonialism" in the Pacific. (103) 

Under the circumstances, it could not be decided as to what was 

the most important problem affecting all of them. The resolution 

passed by the meeting did not say whether any regional machinery 

for co-operation had been established or not; (104) but Romulo 

said that an agreement between the delegates had been reached 

regarding the machinery for continuous consultation among them. (105) 

Although the rlaguio Conference did not have to its 

credit any notable achievement, yet it would be wrong to say 

that it was a futile exercise in the task of achieving unity in 

the Pacific. In fact, no spectacular decisions were expected 

from this conference, and it was conceived only as a preliminary 

(102) 

( 103) 

( 104) 
Conference, 

( 105) 

~-' 2022. 

The Hindu, 27 1-.ay 1950. 

For the resolution passed by the Baguio 
see The Hindu, 30 l.'~ay 1950. 

The iii ndu, 30 1:..ay 1.950. 
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step to the contemplated end. Romulo had said, before the 

opening of the conference, that the very fact that "the Asian 

nations come here to what is really the first Asian conference 

on a government to government basis" to discuss co~on p robl ens 

was "a good measure of success." ( 106) Seen as such, it made a 

right beginning on the road to the contemplqted poRJ. It was 

obvious that the Governments represented at the conference did 

not sec eye to eye on many or the problems, but the resolution 

passed by the conference rightly by-passed those differences and 

en:phasized the existence of a common outlook. The resolution 

warned the foreign powers against ignoring South East Asian 

countries when takinr, any step on matters dealing with this part 

of the v10rld. ( 107) The result of the conference might not be 

regarded as spectacular, but it transpired from the proceedings 

of the conference that on certain questions,they could agree to 

establish a Joint front. Moreover, the fact that the conference 

was held and problems were discussed in an atmosphere free of 

hostility, suggested that t~e proposition of Asian unity was a 

possibility, even though a distant one. If it was a task worth 

achieving the Baguio conference was "a sound move," ( 108) 

being a preliminary step to whnt was a distant goal. 

( 106) Ibid., 24 May 1950. 

( 107) Vide n. 104. 

( 108) New York Time§, 18 May 1950. 
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But the very fact that all the initial hue and cry 

about an anti-corn.rnunist Pacific Pact could only lead to the 

convening of a conference like that held at Baguio had certain 

lessons to convey to its proponents. It has been seen that the 

Baguio conference could be convened only when Quirino made it 

known that, if conven0.d, it would have no anti-communist 

professions. Yet, the fact was that all the governments sending 

representatives to this conference were practically anti

Communist, if not professedly so. The moral of the Baguio 

conference, therefore, was that a professedly anti-communist 

alliance could not develop under conditions prevailing in Asia, 

although practical steps to that end could be taken. The 

ColombO conference of Comr;,onwealth Foreibn Ministers emphasized 

that point; the tsaguio conference laid further er.1phasis on it. 



Chapter Three 

THE KOREAN WAR AND THE A!OVfl,JEi:T FOR A PACI?IC PACT 
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In the preceding chapter, it was seen that the attitude 

of the United States on the one hand, and that of the non

aligned countries on the other, to the case for a Pacific Pact, 

though similar, was not predicated on sicr.ilnr consideration. 

While the United States wanted to keep the Pacific region sate 

from the Communist Bloc, the non-aligned countries of this 

region wanted to keep it safe from the Cold War altogether. 

Their respective reactions to the beginning of the Korean War, 

therefore, inevitably varied. To the United States, it revealed 

that "Communism has passed beyond the use of subversion to 

conquer independent nations and will now use anned invasion and 

war. 11 (1) Consequently, her Pacific policy, which had so far 

been ~ to deal with subversion, was further modified with 

an eye to confon:1ing with the new requirements or power politics. 

To the non-aligned countries, however, it revealed that the 

struggle for power between the two world power blocs had begun 

in the Pacific region. Consequently, their primary objective 

was to break up the vicious circle of power politics in their 

region. The emergine policies of the United States on the 

one hand and those of the non-aligned countries on the other, 

( 1) Truman• s Statement, Depart;ment of State .du1letin, 
23 (3 July 1950) 5. 
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therefore, tended to cut across each other; this chapter seeks 

to di.scuss its impact on the movement for a Pacific Pact. 

The ImUact of the Korean War on 
,s, Pacific Policy 

The New Aid Policy 

Before the outbreak of war in Korea, the Uni. ted States 

had been inclined to feel that the rr~litary weakness of the 

newly independent countries of South and South-East Asia had 

nothing to do with the Communist menace in these countries, 

and that their weakness was due to the socio-economic problem 

that they faced and could be deAlt with as such. After the 

cu tbreak or the Korean War, she came to feel thnt the Comr:.unist 

Bloc would either be tempted to resort to aggression to bring 

the n:ili tarily weak countries of South-East Asia into its own 

power orbit, or incite the Communist groups in these countries 

to intensify their violent activities. The policy of the 

United States was, therefore, so modified as to help these 

countries in facing the new challenge frOI .. the Cormnunist Bloc. 

The very first statement of President Truman, authorizing the 

u.s. A.nny in the Pacific to give cover to the South Korean 

troops, contained an order for the "acceleration of m111 tary 

aid to the Philippines and to France and the Associate States 

of Indo-China." (2) On 5 July, 1.950, it was announced that a 

military survey team mission, under the lead~rship of John Melby, 

(2) Ibid. -
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would visit the countries of Soutlb-East Asia "to detemine 

military build-up possible in each of tho visited countries, to 

recou'1I:lend priori ties .for arms shipments, &nd to discuss the 

composition of .American military advisory groups which could be 

assigned to each country. 11 (3) Consequent upon the Melby 

Llission Report, Truman, in a message to the Congress for 

supplementary military uid 1 asked for a sum of 303 million 

dollars in cilitary aid for Korea, the Philippines, and "the 

general area of China. 11 (4) This sum, if granted, was to be in 

addition to the 75 million dollars nlrendy available for "the 

general area of Chinn" ann the shqre of the Philippines n.nd 

Korea in the 27.5 million dollars gr1.nted, in the original 

appropriations un~er the f.~utual Defence Assistqnce Act of 1949 1 

to Irr.~, Korea, and the Philippines. In October, 1950, it 

became known that the maJor portion of military aid grants 

would go to Indo-China. The reason for this priority to Indo

China, as given by the Department o.f State, was that operations 

against the Comounists in Indo-China were suf!'i ci ently in1portant" 

"to Justify a particularly high priority in the shipment of U.s. 

equipment to Indo-China." (5) Thailand was given a sum of 10 

million dollars for the construction of roads and airfields. (6) 

( 3) New York Times, 7 July 1950. 

(4) Department of State Bulletin, 23 (14 August 1.950) 247. 

(5) lli.,g., ( 30 October 1950) '704. 

(6) Ibid., 701-2. 
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carrying on operations against the insurgents. (~ 

88 

This stacgerine increase in military aid to the 

oountries of South-East Asia wus not matched by a proportionate 

increase in the ornount of econorr.ic aid, thouch it is prooable 

that the outbreak of war in Korea might have accelerated 

n:atters in respect of econoc::ic aid as well. In September 1950, 

the Point-4 Programme (8) was scheduled to commence. By the 

end or October 1.950, eoonomic co-operation ~r,reernents providing 

for a system of technical and econor.li c as sis tnnce, were 

concluded with Burma, Indonesia and Thailand. (9) Meanwhile, 

a survey mission for the Philippines, whose terms of reference 

had been agreed to 'lfter consul tqtion between Truman and 

Quirino in February 1950, ('!..C) but 'Nas not despatched till the 

outbreak of the Korean war, ( ll) sutmi tted its report, 

recommending large scale economic and administr~tive reforms. 

(7) Ibid., (27 NoverLber 1.950) 856. 

(8) The Point-4 Probramrr.e is so called because it was 
the fourth point of a programme for the activities of the 
United States outlined by Truman in his inaugural address on 
20 January 1949. The 'point' was "to help the free peoples 
of the world through their own efforts, to produce more food, 
more clothing, more materials for housing and more mechanical 
power to lighten their burdens." Department of State Bulletin 
20 (30 January 1949) 125. 

(9) Department of State &llletin, 23 (25 September 
1950) 500; (:D October 1950) 702. 

(10) New York Times, 1D February 1950. 

(11) The final decision to send survey mission to the 
Philippines was announced on 29 June 1950. It re'1chcd r.~anila 
on 10 July 1950. 
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It also recommended that the United St3.tes should give a sum 

of 250 mlllion dollars, over a period of five years, for 

carrying on reco~~ended reforms. (12) In October 1950, 

w. c. Foster, head of the Econo~c Co-operation Agency, assured 

the Government of the Philippines that the u.s. adrr.inistration 

v~uld reco~end congressional action to implement the suggestion 

of the Survey Mission. ( 13) 

Although the grants were thus made for the purpose of 

economic development as well, these did not match the grants 

for military purposes. Instead of balancing the grants for 

military purposes on the one hand and economic development on 

the other, the budget for aid to the countries of the Pacific 

region for the year 1951.-2 maintained the imbalance. The new 

budget, ss passed by Congress, provided 237 million dollars for 

economic aid and 575 million dollars f'or military aid, for Asia 

and the Pacific. ( 14) In other words, 70~ of the total U.s. 

aid to this region was earmarked for rnili tary purposes. More

over, this aid was to be given within the frflDlework of the 

A.~utual Security Act passed by the Congress. According to this 

Pact, the recipients or u.s. military aid were required to make 

( 12) For a summary of the report of the SUrvey Mission, 
see Department of State Bulletin, 23 (6 NoverLber 1950) 723-6. 

( 13) Shirley Jenkins, "The Philippines '!lh1 te Paper," 
Far Eastern SUrve..v, 20 (January 1951) 6. 

( 14) The fUll figures for the u.s. foreir,n aid programme 
for the fiscal year 1951.-2 are given in the Uni teq States in 
World Affaix:s 1951 (New York, 1952) 236. 
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their full contribution to the rr.aintenance of their own defensive 

strength as well as to that of "the free world." (15) 

It would appear, from the above, that the shift in the 

emphasis in u.s. strategy, in order to confront the thrust of 

the Communist Bloc, from economic to military factor tended to 

become permanent. Although she cannot be RCcused of h~ving 

ignored the socio-econorr.ic problems of the newly independent 

st.:1tes, the disproportion~te ffi!phAsis 1~1-j on milit:'lry prepara

tions was reveali n~;. It was cbvious that the United StA. tes, 

though still conct:r:1ed with the probler:. of comr.:unist subversion 

in the newly independent countries, had rele~ated it to a 

secondary place. Her primary concern, hereafter, was to 

s trencthen therr; mill tarily in order to put down cor;Duni at

organized rebellions and to meet invasion. In other words, the 

ratio between the eoonomic and military aid underwent a change 

following the outbreak of the Korean war. \Vhereas before the 

outbreak of war, econooic aid to be given to the countries of 

South-East Asia was considered of primary importance, after the 

outbreak of war military aid replaced it in the scale of 

importance. 

(1.5) For the conditions of u.s. milit.qry A.id to 
foreign countries, see Section Sll(a) of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1951, Documents on International Affairs 1951 (Royal 
Ins ti tu te of International Affairs, London, New York, Toronto) 51. 
Henceforth, the documents compiled ~nd published by the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs would be cited as 
R.I.I.A, Documents. 
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The ~.s. Policy in the North-West Pacific 

The shift in the emphasis from economic to military aid 

was a development in u.s. policy which those who did not approve 

of it, could regret but not resent, since it was none of their 

business to dictate to the United States what her policy should 

be, But she reinforced her hold over the North-West Pacific in 

a manner which ot~1ers could resent, The decision to act in 

Korea was in itself an unexpected step, for the United St~tes 

had refrained from makinc any c..lefini te corr.mi tment in regard to 

the defence of South Korea, Even if it is a~itted that the 

aggression on South Korea morally compelled her to come to the 

rescue of a victim of aggression, the decision to neutralize 

Fo rmosn did not seew to have even moral sanction behind it, In 

a statement releused on 5 January 1950, Truman had said that 

the United States had "no predatory designs on Fonnosa or any 

other Chinese terri tory," and that his Government would not 

"pursue a course which will le:1d to involvement in the civil 

conflict in China." ( 1.6) Clarifying Truman's statement at a 

press conference, Dean Acheson said that the United States was 

determined not to chnnec her position in regard to Formosa, 

because those "in control of the mninland of China are not 

friendly to us." ( 17) Yet, when the Korean 'Nar broke out, 

the order to the U,S, forces in the Far East for eiving cover 

(16) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (16 January 
1950) ?9. 

(17) Ibid, t 80. 
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to tha South Kore3.n troops w~ts accor.JpClnied by ·1n order to the 

U.s. Seventh Fleet to "neutrl3..11ze" Formosa. ( 18) 

As a matter of fact, the United St~tes did not expect 

thnt the Communist l3l.oc would resort to ·1nned aggression in 

the Pacific region for the at tairunent of its ends. It will 

be long debated as to \'Jho engineered the wnr in Korea, but 

Truman and Acheson were convinced that it was un uct of the 

North Koreun Government. They believed that for the Soviet 

Bloc, the occupation of South Korea was not an end in itself 

but only a means to capture Japan. On 19 February 1950, 

John Foster Dulles, special consultant to the u.s. Secretary 

of State said at Sydney, in Australia, that Japan would be one 

of "the world's greatest prizes" to the Soviet Union, and "the 

combination of Soviet Russia, China, Rnd Japan, if formed, 

would be so powerfUl thqt it could not be resisted in this 

part of the world." (19) While the decision to defend South 

Korea may also be seen ns an act to save an independent regime 

from extennination, the decision to ne,1tr1Uize FormosR was 

obviously meant to deny the enemy an area, which was so 

intimately related to the territories in and around Japan. 

The decision to keep Japan inside the u.s. power orbit 

inevitably followed the decision to del'end her from the Communist 

Bloc. Although the concentration of u.s. troops in Formosa, 

(18) Ibid., 23, (3 July 1950) 5. 

( 19) The Hindu, 21 February 1951. 
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Korea, and Japan was sufficient to discourage the Corrmunist Bloc 

from carrying out the plan, if they had any, for an armed 

invasion of Japan, the United St8tes nevertheless felt that 

being still under •occupation,• Japan was "particularly open" to 

Soviet propaganda and subversive w~fare. (20) The United 

States, therefore, decided to conclude a peace treaty with Japan. 

'£his decision had been taken even before the outbreak of the 

Korean War, (21) but the war accelerated matters. A memorandum 

outlining the principles on which the peace treaty with Japan 

should be based, was prepared by the United States, and 

circulated to the members of the Far Eastern Cornndssion towards 

the end of October 1950. It proposed that Japan should agree 

to the U.N. trusteeship of the Ryukus and the Bonin Islands, 

and the United States should be appointed as administering power 

of these areas. It further proposed that all the probable 

signatories to the proposed treaty should waive claims to 

reparations arising out of the acts of Japan during the war, 

and provision should be made for "continuing cooperative 

responsibility between Japanese facilities and U.s. and perhaps 

other forces for the maintenance of international peace and 

security in the Japan area." (22) 

( 20 ) lJll.g. 

(21) On 14 September 1949, Acheson announced at a press 
conference that he and Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign 
Secretary whom he had met on the previous day, had agreed that 
the conclusion of the Japanese Peace Treaty was urgent. 
The Times (London) , 15 September 1949. 

(22) Department of State Bulletin, 23 (4 December 1950) 881. 
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Th0 u.s. rnecor~ndum thus made it cleqr thqt the United 

States w1s detcnnined to ret~in Jnp:1.n within her own power orbit, 

and immunize her from subversive w1rf~re, RS f:1r as practic~ble 

'Ni thin this frllllework. The ~ bB.r on claims for rep'lr·•tions 
A 

wn..s int·-~lded to stimulate the ~conomic ;·rowth of J1.p:1.n :1nd m'1ke 

h:.:-r prosperous, thereby m:iking ccrnr..unisCI in Japan lose its 

appeal. These principles were h:.1rdly likely to be acceptable to 

the Soviet Union, the non-ulicncd powers of the Pacific reeion, 

and those v-.ho had suffered cre:..tt mc.terial Jepred:.:1t1on at the 

hands of the Jupanese troops during the war. rlut all objections 

to the princlples outlined in the r.~err.orandw:1 were ruthlessly 

brushed aside by the United States. The U n1 ted States did not 

send the menorandurn to Cornr.:unist China, on the r.round that she 

had not recognized the communist regime there as the lawful 

government of China. (23) ThP. Soviet Union challeneed the 

principle or transferring the Ryukus 1nd the Bonin Isl:1nds to 

the United !htions 1nd thr~ provision ror the mainten:qnce of 

foreien troc·ps in Japan. (24) Defending the principles l"lid 

do'Nn in the mer:;or:mdum, the United St, tes nlso in!'ormed the 

Soviet Union th:1t she did not concede th·1t "any one nation has 

a perpetual power to veto the conclusion by others of pe:1ce 

with Japan" (25) : this remained frorr. the beginning to the end 

the predorr.inant note in the exchanges between the Soviet Union 

(23) ~., 24 (8 January .1.950) 66. 

( 24) Ibid., 23 (4 Decerr.ber 1.950) 881.-2. 

(25) l.Q.!.g., 24 (8 January 1950) 65-6. 
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and the United States on the subject of the Japanese Peace 

Treaty. India and Burma, though in favour of independence for 

Japan, wanted that her freedom should be real and true, and 

should not be inhibited by consider:1tions of power politics 

with which the Japanese people were not directly concerned. 

They disapproved or the conterr1plated transfer of the Bonin 

Islands and the Ryukus from the control of Japan to the United 

Nations, and the provision for the extension of stay to foreign 

troops in Japan. (26) 'fhe United States rejected these 

objections, claiming that the Japanese Peace Treaty, as drafted, 

would serve the interest of peace and maintain the balance of 

power in the Pacific region. (27) The Philippines, Indonesia, 

and also Bunna, resented the proposed provisions regarding 

reparations, and were told by the United States that, though 

just, these claims to reparations could not be 'validated, 1 

because such a step would drive Japan into the arms of 

"totalitarian damagogues." (28) The final draft of the Japanese 

Peace Treaty incorporated all the principles outlined in the 

me111orandum, ex-.:epting that it provided that Japan and those who 

(26) The Indian note to the United States, ibid., 
25 (3 September 1951) 385-6. On 31 August 1951, Nehru told the 
Indian Parliament that he had been informed by the Government 
of Bunna that it was in cornpl ete agreement with India's point of 
view on the question of Japanese Peace Treaty, with one addition 
that it claimed, unlike India, reparations as well. India, 
Parliamentary Debates, 9, Part 1, (31 August 1951) 839. 

(27) The u.s. reply to India's note, Department of State 
Bulletin, 25 (3 September 1951) 387-8. 

(28) The u.s. State Department Communique, The Hindu, 
3 September 1951. 
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claimed repurution::. L'ror.: her uicht settle, on a bi-lateral 

basis, the terms of reparations after the sicning of the Peace 

Treaty. (29) This draft of tne treaty was sent to fifty-five 

nations, alonr, with invitations to attend the conference to be 

held in September at San Francisco, for conclusion and signature 

of a treaty of peace on "the tenns of that text." (30) 

The signine of the Japanese Peace Treaty was followed by 

the signing of a bilateral security pact between the United 

States and Japan. Accordin~ to this trenty, the United States 

was eiven the right to maintain 1 ts ~rmed forces "in and about 

Japan." The United States also aereed to defend Japan nc8.inst 

"armed attack from wi tllout" and help the Japanese Government, 

if requested, to de,J.l. with " large scale internal riots and 

disturbances in Japan caused through instigation or intervention 

by an outside power or powers." The treaty also deprived Japan 

of the right to concede to other states such rights as had been 

given to the United States "without the prior consent of the 

United States. n ( 31) 

(29) Text of the proposed Japanese Peace Treaty, 
Deparbnent of State Rllletin, 25 (27 August 1.951) 349-55. 
For the provision regarding reparations, see Article 14( l;a) 
of the text. 

(30) !.Q!..g., (30 July 1951) teb. The final draft of 
the treaty was a bit different from that circulated in July, 
but these modifications were non-substantive. For the 
revised draft, see ibid., (27 August 1951.) 355. 

(31) Text of the Treaty, .!.!?!d., (27 September 
1951) 464-5. 
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While the United States was thus tightening her own 

grip over the north-western Pacific9 she was also helping 

France, who was holdine the fort in Indo-China, and Britain~ 

who was fighting the Communists in Malaya. With the outbreak 

or the Korean War, the United Stntes became an~ous to ensure 

that they did not give in to the Communists under any circum

stance. To this end, military ~id to France, which was fiphting 

a well-organized government recognized by the countries of the 

Communist Bloc, was increased several-fold, (32) As insurance 

against 1:Ba intervention by the Communist Bloc in Indo-China in 

favour of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, the United States, 

in the first place, refrained from sending troops to Indo-

China, (33) and, in the second place, issued warnings to the 

Communist .Bloc a£ainst intervention. On 28 February 1952, 

John Sherman Cooper, tb& u.s. delegate to the United Nations, 

declared in the General Assembly of the United Nations that an 

aggression by the Communist powers on Vietnam "'A'Ould be a matter 

of direct and grave concern requiring the most urgent and earnest 

(32) Before the outbreak of war in Korea, the military 
ald to France, specifically for the fighting in Indochina had 
been L5 million dollars. This too, had been gr'1nted only in· 
March 1950, (New York Times, 1 April 1950). In November 1950 
the State Department announced th3t military 8id to France for 
carrying on operations in Indo-China would ~mount to between 
300 and 400 million dollars. (N, Y, Herald Tribune, 
25 November 1950). 

(33) On 11 October 1950, Acheson announced that the 
U.s. troops woult! not be sent to Indo-China. New York Times, 
12 October 1950. 
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consideration by the United Nations." (34) On 30 June 1952, 

a U. s.-French Co[lill:;uni que issued in Washington said that the 

operations being carried on against the communists, in Indo

China, by France were "an integral part of the worldwide 

resistance by the free nations to Communist attempts at conquest 

and subversion." (35) The purpose of these statements was to 

impression upon the Communist Bloc that the United States would 

intervene in Indo-China in favour of France if ~of its 

mernberJ sent troops to help the troops of Ho Chi Minh. 

Following the outbreak of war in Korea, there also 

developed a system of close consultation and co-operation 

between the United States, France, and Britain in the Pacific 

region. On his visit to the United States in January 1952, 

Winston Churchill, the British Prime ~inister, had stressed the 

need for developing a system of co-operation among the three 

powers, to fight the Corr.munists in South-East Asia and the Far 

East. ( 36) A conference of the Cni efs of :;)taff of the three 

powers was held in Washington from 11 January .1.952 to the 18th 

of the same month. General Alphonse Juin, the French Chief 

of Staff, said on his arrival in Washington on 10 January, that 

the conference would establish a common strategy in South-East 

(34) U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Sixth 
Session, First Committee, 505th Meeting, 275. 

(35) Department of State .fulletin, 26 (30 June 
1952) 10. 

(36) .!...Q1..9., (28 January 1952) 118. 
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Asia. (37) The blueprint of this conmon stratecy, if it was 

established at all, was kept a secret, but Juin disclosed that 

the United States and Britain would give air and naval cover to 

the French troops if the Crmrr.unist Bloc sent troops to reinforce 

those of Ho Chi l~:inh. (38) Later, it was reported that an 

agreement regarding the exchnnge of information was reached, and 

an ad hoc colllr.1i ttec was set up in '.Vashington to implement the 

decisions of the conference. (39) On 20 February 1952, a 

conference of the ffiili t;iry at taches of the United States, Great 

Br1 tain, and France, ~.1nd sever~l Asian countries, whose names 

were not disclosed, was held <1t Sing·~pore. (40) 

Besides the system of consul t.'1tion qnd co-oper~tion at 

the military level which was thus growing, there also developed 

a system of similar co-oper~tion 3t the political level. On 

28 May 1.952, the l',oreicn kinisters of the three powers met at 

Paris. The cor:ICunique issued after the conference went no 

further than saying that cordial and frank discussions had been 

held regarding the Far East, (4.1) but Raymond Marcellain, the 

State Secretary in the French Prime 111 ni ster' s Office, disclosed 

that Britain and the United States had recognized that France 

(37) The Hindu, 11 January 1952. 

(38) New Yom Times, 14 January 1952. 

(39) The SundaY Times (London), 20 January 1952. 

(40) Statesman, 22 Febru.qry 1952. 

(41) The Hindu, 30 May 1950. 
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acted as "a veri table pillar of defence" in South-East Asia. (42) 

On 5 June 1952, Robert Schuman, the French Foreign Minister, 

reporting on the talks to the Foreign Affairs Comrrdttee of the 

National Assembly, said that technical and political agreements 

on material and common effort in South...East Asia were more 

advanced than he was able to disclose. (43} The three foreign 

ministers conferred again in June 1952 in London; the communique 

issued after the cont'r.n·ence said that they had B-ereed to the need 

for closer co-operution and consul t11tion in rcgA.rd to both Korea 

and Indo-China. It also s~id th~t the means to ensure this had 

been considered. (44) On R lower level, the stl'lff of the three 

powers stc!tioned in the P.'1cir1c region continued to consult each 

other and co-oper:1te with ench other, v1henever it was needed. 

The systecl was running so smoothly that Malcolm MacDonald, the 

Hri tish Comr:lissioner-General in South-East Asia, said on 14 July 

1952 at Singapore that creater co-operation could not have been 

effected even through a formP.l alliance. He also said that a 

formal alliance for doing the same work as was being done even 

without it, would be u .. l-culled for. (45) 

s 

Reactions to the outbre3k of t.Var in Korea 

The North Korean aggression on South Koreq, ,roused as 

(42) The Times, 30 May 1952. 

(43) Scot§E!an (Edinburgh) , 10 June 1952. 

(44) RsialsAa Q.gcuments 1952, 490. 

(45) The Times, 16 July 1952. 
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much indignation against North Korea in the non-aliened 

countries or South and South-East Asia, as it did in the United 

States. India, which was a member of the U.N. Security Council 

when the war broke out, supported the resolution, passed by the 

Council on 25 June 1950, calling for the immediate cessation of 

hostilities and the withdrawal of North Korean forces to their 

own side of the border. (46) In spite of it, North Korean troops 

continued to advance; consequently, the Council passed another 

resolution on 27 June 1950 making it incumbent upon the United 

Nations "to furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea as 

may be necessary to repel n.rmed Cl t tA.ck, :1nd to res tore 

international peace and security in the area." (4 7) India 

supported this resolution too. (48) Bunna (49) and Pakistan {50) 

also supported the case for U.N. action in Korea. Indonesia 

fozmally remained neutral, but her support for many of the 

(46) U.N. Security Council, Official Records, 
Fifth Year, ho. 15, 7-8 (S/150D. 

(4 7) 1.!2!_g., l~o. 16, 4 (S/ 1511). 

(48) The Indian representative, at this session of the 
Security Council, abstained from voting for lack of instructions 
from his government. On 29 June, however, the Indian Cabinet 
decided to support this resolution as wellJ and conveyed the 
decision to the Security Council. Ibid., ~S/ 1520). 

{49) For the text of the statement made by the 
Government of Burma supporting the resolutions of the 
Security Council, see U Nu, From Peace to Stability 
(Rangoon, 1951) 95. 

(50) Annual Register 1950 (London) 128. 
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subsequent actions of the Un1 ted Nations indicated that she, 

too, was tacitly in favour of the action being taken by the 

Umd ted Nations in Korea, (51) 

The stand of the non-aligned powers, on the problem of 

the Wrlr in Korea, was one of the most crucial decisions that 

they had taken so far. They were convinced that aggression on 

South-Korea had occurred and, therefore, the United Nations 

must right the wrong, In taking this stand, their sole motive 

was to help the establishment of a precedent for U,N. action, 

which could be invoked by the weak nations, such as themselves, 

whenever such a need arose, (52) Yet, the war in Korea, being 

one be~veen a Communist and an anti-Communist regime, had such 

an on:inous setting that they had to be discreet in pluying their 

cards. Their policy was designed to help the United Nations 

estc..bllsh a precedent for the use of its authority in favour of 

a victim of aggression, without themselves becoming involved in 

po·Ner politics in Korea, To this end, they made it c1. ear that 

their support for ~ U,N, action in Korea was w1 thin the 

framework of their general policy of keeping out of the Cold 

War, (53J 

(5.1) For Indonesia's stand on the Korean Crisis, see 
George McTurnan Kahin, "The New Indonesian Government," frr 
Eastern SUrvey, 19 (22 Noveober 1950) 213. Indonesia, wh e 
remainine neutral on the Korean issues A.nnounced on ~A May 
1951 that she would respect the U.N. embargo on the export of 
strategic materials to China. Annua1 Register, 1951, 335. In 
1952 she also supported the U,N, over the issue of the 
prisoners of war in Korea, Ibid., 1952 1 335. 

(52) Nu's stat~ent on Korea, n, 49, 99; Nehru's 
statement in Indian Parliament, Parlig;entarY Debates, 
s, part ii, (3 August 1950) col, 235- • 

(53} Nu, ~., 101.-3; Nehru, ibid., col, 224. 
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Efforts to Res tore Peace 

The non-aligned powers were, however, quick to realize 

that it might not be possible to stop war in Korea unless steps 
(A....A.A. 

to that end were taken immediately; failure to do so might leave 

it to degenerate into a war between the two rival power blocs, 

Thereby world peace would immeasurably suffer, and their 

respective countries would be subjected to unbearable stains, 

In order to prevent such a probability from becominr, a reality, 

Nehru addressed indentical letters to Dean Acheson, u.s. Secre

tary of State, and Stalin, the Soviet Prime L.inister, urging upon 

them the need to preserve world peace and localize the conflict 

in Korea as a first step to that end, He suggested that 

Communist China should be allowed to take "a seat in the 

Council," and this should be followed by a Joint effort of the 

United States, the Soviet Union, and China to settle the crisis 

in Kor.e~. (54) Nehru's letter evoked a favourable response 

from Stalln, (55) but Acheson, obviously referring to the 

sugrestion for China's admission to tl=f& U,N,, wrote back that 

the tel1Ilination of aggression in Korea should not be "contingent 

in any way upon the determination of other questions which are 

currently before the United Nations," He left Nehru in no doubt, 

that tbe U,S, troops in Korea would continue to fight till 

victory was won, (56) 

(54) Department of State Bulletin, 23 (31 July 1950) 170, 

(55) R,I,I,A, Ihcuments 1949-50, 707, (Stalin's reply to 
Nehru's letter was despatched on l5 July 195C), 

(56) Dep artrr.ent of State Bulletin, 23 ( 31 July 1950) 170-1, 
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By the middle of Septerr.ber 1950, ~U.N. forces had 

reached the 38th Parallel, the 1mae1nary linL dividine South 

and North Koreas. On 3) September, a resolution was put 

forward before the Political Committee of the General Assembly 

asking for the establishment of a United Nations Commission for 

the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea (UNClJRK). It was 

approved by the General Assembly on 7 October 1950. (57) In 

the meantime a countel\-proposal by Russia calline for immediate 

cessation of hostilities and withdrawal of foreign troops from 

Korea had been rejected, (58) India voted against the 

resolution, on the ground that it would extend the war at a time 

when the defeat of the North Korean troops seemed to have at last 

opened the way to peaceful solution. (59) Burma, Indonesia, and 

Pakistan abstained from voting. On 8 October, tbe- U.N. troops 

~rossed the 38th Parallel, Communist China retaliated towards 

the end of November and ~U.N. troops retreated, By the 

beginnin£: of December, it seemed, as if it was now China's turn 

to cross the 38th parallel, On 5 December, India along with 

ten other ooun tries which included Bunna and Pakistan, sent an 

appeal to China requesting her not to cross the 38th parallel. (60) 

(57) U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Fifth 
Session, Supplement No. 20, Resolutions 376 (oV) 9-lD. 

(58) Ibid,, Annexes, Agenda Item 24, 9. 

(59) For the explanation of India voting aeainst 
the resolution sponsored by the Western Bloc, see the 
report of Nehru's press conference on 16 October 1950. 
R.I,I,A. Docgments 1949-50, 710. 

(60) Ibid,, 713. 
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On 6 December 1950, India's representative in the United Nations, 

Sir .ti. N. Rau, introduced two resolutions concerning ceasefire 

and settlement of disputes in Korea. (61) These efforts, 

however, bore no fruit; on 26 December 1950, the Chinese troops 

crossed the 38th parallel. 

From Efforts For Peace To 1Peace Area• 

The war in Korea had a very significant lesson to convey 

to the neutrals. It continued in spite of their ex:p ressed 

annoyance and efforts to stop it, revealing thereby that the 

pattern of international relations in their own region was 

subject to the world-wide pattern of internAtional relationships 

which they did not h~ve the power to control. It was obvious 

that peace in the Pacific WAS being jeopardized without regard 

to their sentiments and interests. Having failed in their 

efforts to influence the operations in Korea, the non-aligned 

countries of South and South-East Asia concentrated on designing 

steps for preserving ther~selves from the rivalry of the Great 

Powers. India and Bunna did not attend the San Francisco 

Conference to conclude the Japanese Peace Treaty, because they 

felt that the terms of that treaty would increase further 

international tensions in the Pacific region. (62) They were 

not opposed to freedom of Japan from occupation, as was shown 

(61) U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Fifth 
Session, First Committee, 41Sth Meeting, 433-4. 

(62) Vide n. 26e 
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by their separate treaties with her. (63) Similarly, India and 

Bunna opposed the neu tro.li zation of Formosa by the U.s. Seventh 

Fleet, as such a step could only keep up tension between China 

and the United States. (64) Only Indonesia, among the non

aligned powers, tended to look with sympathy upon the anti

communist measures taken by the United States in the Pacific 

region. She signed the Japanese Peace Treaty and also signed 

an agre~nent accepting military aid from the United States under 

the tenns of the Mutual Security Act of 1951. (65) fu t the 

Cabinet led by Sukiman which decided upon these measures, had 

to resign for having taken decisions which tended to incline 

Indonesia in Cavour of the Western iJloc as led by the United 

States. (66) The Cabinet, that followed he~ded by Wilopo, 

revoked the decision of the preceding Cabinet as regards the 

acceptance of aid under the &utual Security Act, and shelved the 

(63) India concluded peace treaty with Japan on 9 JWle 
1952. !''or the text of the treaty signed, see Contewporary Japan 
~' 21, nos. 4-6 (Tokyo) 325-8. ili.nna concluded peace treaty 
and Reparations Agreement on 5 November 1954. For the texts, 
see 1 bid 1955 23, nos. 4-6, 424-9. 

(64) Vi de n. 26. 

(65) The Government of Indonesia, however, disputed that 
her support for the u.s. policies meant sympathy for the United 
States. i',o r the explanation of 1 ts policies given by the 
Government see "Indonesia looks Abroad," Indonesian Affairs, 
2 (February, IV~arch) 8-11. 

(66) The official announcement on the resignation of 
the Sukiman said that it was done with a view "to overcome the 
problems which have arisen around the conclusion of an agreement 
pertaining to the lviu tual Security Act." 1J2!.g., 1. 
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question of the ratific9.tion of the J:1panese Peace Treaty. 

It decided to pursue such an independent forei en policy as 

would "confonn to Indonesia's ••• national interests." (67) 

On 17 Aubust 1.952 1 Sukarno said that "experience had taught" 

that his country could not afford to take sides in the struggle 

be~veen the two power blocs. (68) Since the fall of the 

Sukiman Cabinet, Indonesia, too, thus adopted a policy similar 

to that of Burma and India. Yet, the stark fact was that the 

non-aligned powers had neither been able to persuade the United 

States to revoke her decision to neutralize Formosa, nor could 

prevent the conclusion of the Japanese Peace Treaty whose 

features they resented; nor could they prevent the crossing of 

the 38th parallel by either party to the Korean war. 

The failure to influence the pattern of international 

relationship in the Pacific region led the neutrals of South 

and South-East Asia to design methods for keeping themselves 

out of the Cold War and also to preserve as much areas, around 

them, from it as they could. On 12 JW1e 1952, Nehru told the 

Lok Sabha of the Indian Parliament that "our neighbours" should 

tell "those warring factions and those great countries that are 

so explosively bitter against each other" that "they will save 

their own regions and try to save the rest as best as they 

(67) Indonesian Affai:r;:s, 2 (February-March 19521 
Djakarta). 

(68) "Indonesia Tnkes Stock," Far Eastern SUtyeY, 
31 (8 October 1952) 143. 
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can." (69) Later, he said that this task c:1nnot be '3.Ch1eved by 

military means but by the establishment of "a third area," "an 

area which ••• does not v1ant war, works for peace in a positive 

way and believes in cooperation." (70) 

Even before Nehru spoke in terms of a "peace area," 

trends towards it were developing. At the end of the year 1950, 

the Government of India, facing famine cond.i tions in the north

eastem provinces of India, sent an urgent request to the United 

States for shipment of 2 million tons of grain for beating off 

the impending famine. (71) Truman recor;mended to the Congress 

that half the amount be made available immediately as gift. (72) 

The Congress was reportedly in f8.vour of helping India, but 

wanted that the entire amount should be r,ranted as loan rather 

than as a c1ft and that terms of repayment should provide for 

the shipment of specific strategic and critical materiAls. 

Nehru, however, let it be known that grain given in whatever 

form, must be unaccompanied by "political strings." (73) When 

the measure was passed finally, terms of repayment did not 

(69) 
Division, 

(70) 

Jawaharla1 Nehru's ::,leeches 1949-50 (The Publication 
Government of India, 'ew Delhi, 1954) 21.5. 

lli.,S., ( 17 February 1953) 231. 

(71) J. c. Kundra, Indian Foreim Policy& A Study 
of Relations with the Western Blo.c (Bor::1bay, DJakarta 
1955) 1.55. 

(72) Department of State Bulletin, 24 (26 February 
1951) 350. 

(73) The United States in World Affairs 1951 (New York, 
1952) 257. 
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specify the materials that were to be supplied in exchange. (74) 

In July 1952, Sukarno, wiser after the fall of the 

Sukiman Cabinet, said in a broadcast especially beomed to the 

Philippines, that "we have resolved to occupy the no-man's 

land that lies between the opposing cumps." (75) In Bunna, 

U Nu was equally dete:nrJ.ned "to shun any activity which is likely 

to create misunderstanding in any quarter." (76) A Defence 

Agreement signed between Burma and Britain at the time of the 

transfer of power had provided for ~ stationing ot~ a British 

Military Mission in Burma; according to the terms of the 

Agreement, Britain alone h~d the right to maintain such a mission 

in Blrma. (77) In January 1953, Buma gave the required one year's 

notice to end the ~~reement, which duly expired ~t the end of 

the year. (78) Even more important step thqt Burma took to 

demonstrate her neutrality in the Cold War was her decision in 

regard to the Kuomintang troops who, forced to retreat from 

mainland China in June 1950, had settled down in Burr.:a with the 

(74) The "India Emergency Food Act of 1951," under which 
India's request for grains had been fully met, provided for 
rep~ent of loans through the supply of strategic and critical 
materials "so far as practicable and possible." See the text of 
the Act in Department of State Bulletin, 25 (2 July 1951) 38-9. 

(75) Indonesian Affairs, 2 (Jun~July 1952) 19-20. 

(76) The Hinqu, 7 June 1954. 

(77) See the text of the Anr,lo-lllnnese Defence Agreement 
signed on 29 August 1947. Articles 4 and 8(a) N. Mansergh, 
ed., Documents and Speeches on Brt tish Commonwealth Affairs, 
II, 772, 733. 

(78) The Times, 6 J~nuary 1953. 
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intention or carrying on operations a~:·:..inst 11m! Co~unist troops 

o:' ~mainland China, The Bunnese Government fel-lring that the 

presence or Kuo~intang troops on their soil ~icht provide an 

excuse to the Communist Government to despatch troops into Burma, 

professedly to deal with the Kuomintanc forces, urged upon the 

United States to prevail upon Chiang Kai-shek to imr:•ediately 

withdraw his troops from funna.. (79) The Government of the 

United States apparently did nothing to satisfy Bunna. In 

March 1952, the Government of Bunna began operations against ~ 

Kuomintang troops. Burma registered her dissatisfaction with 

the attitude of the United States by notifying the u.s. Govern

ment on 17 March 1953, thqt she did not desire further aid after 

3) June 1953, (80) and broucht the issue of thP. presence of 

Kuomintang troops in Bunr.,l before the United N:1tions. (81) In 

other words the non-aligned countries or South and South-East 

Asia were keenly pursuinG their policy or non-alienrrent by such 

steps as were neccss:1ry to impress upon the world 8.t large, the 

genuineness or their neutrality as between the existing rival 

power blocs. 

Prospects .for the forn;utign of a Pacific Pact 

"Situation of Strength" Versus "Peace Area" 

So far, we have exwr.ined the reactions to the outbreak 

(79) Manchester Guardian, 18 May 1951. 

(80) Department of State Bulletin, 28 (13 April 1.953) 530, 

(81) General Assembly, Official Records, Seventh 
Session, Annexes, Ar,enda Item 77, 1-2. 
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of war in Korea of the United States on the one hand and the 

non-aligned countries on the other. Their reactions not only 

varied but were also antithetical. The United States had shifted 

the emphasis in her policy, from that of making the democratic 

way of life acceptable to the Asians, to one of relying ~on 

physical strength as the means for maintaining a 'situation of 

strength' in Asia and Pacific. The non-aligned countries, on 

their part, were desperately trying to maintain a "Peace Area," 

which would remain unaffected by the struegle for power between 

the rival power blocs. The anti-thesis between these two 

political approaches to the problem of the Pqcific securl ty is 

obvious. The policy of the "si tuatlon of strengtht' postulates 

a readiness on the part of' those trying to promote and maintain 

it, to act ruthlessly to counteract the challenge of the rivalJ 

in pursuing that obJective, their area of operations might not 

be limited. The United States, as has been seen, acted without 

regard to the feelings of others, to reinforce her eXisting 

hold over the north-western Pacific, and helped France and 

Britain to pursue a sirtilar policy in Vietnam and Malaya 

respectively, without regard to the repercussions that such a 

policy might have on the peoples in and around these areas. 

On the other hand, an essential condition for the continued 

existence of the 'Peace Area' was that those dedicated to its 

maintenance must, under all conditions, preserve 1 t from the 

fire of the struggle for po'.''er going around 1 t. Thus, the 

two objectives- 'situation of strength' and 'Peace Area' -

were mutually contradictory. 
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With the simultaneous operation of these tv~ mutually 

contradictory factors in the international policies of the 

Pacific region, the movement for a Pacific Pact reached an 

interesting stage. Its formation would have synthesized the 

various strands of the 'situation of strength' policy; but at 

the same time, it would also have been an anti-thesis to the 

'Peace Area,• Though pledged to the maintenance of a situation 

of strength in the Pacific, the Un1 ted States, was not vJilling 

to bring herself face to face with the 'Peace Area,• On 

23 January 1951, a bi-partis~n resolution was introduced in 

the House of Represent~tives of U,S, Congress, urgine the 

Administration to join the efforts to "discourF.tee further 

aggr~?ssion," in the Far East, and take the lead in eiving the 

coWltries of the Far East and South.-East Asia "the hope of 

material bet tennent of living conditions so urgently required. "(82) 

But the Administration, though preoccupied "twenty-four-hours

~day" with the problen of the defence of the Pacific, was, 

as in the past, not willing to take the required steps on her 

own, (83) 

NJZJJS and the U ,S,-Philippines &u tual Defence TreatY 

On 18 April 1951, however, Truman announced that the 

United States had agreed to make such arrangements with 

Australia and New Zenland as "would establish consultation to 

(82) The Hindu, 24 Janu~ry 1951. 

(83) Acheson's statement issued on 21 Fcbru·1ry 1951, 
Department gf State wlletin, 24 (5 March 1951) 369. 
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strengthen security on the basis of continuous and effective 

self-help and mutual aid. 11 He also made it clear thn.t the 

proposed arrangements would be "in pursuance of articles 51 

and 52 of the United tJations Churter," (84) which together 

entitle a member of the United Nations to make such arrangements 

for self-defence as it deems necessary, and to join or form 

regiolli~ organizntions to that end or any other end not 

inconsistent 'dth the terms of the Charter. As a result, a 

security pact between Australia, New Zealqnd 11nd the United 

States was signed on 1 September 1.951; the signinr. of the bi

lateral sccuri ty pact between the Philippines and the United 

States preceded its conclusion. The fourth article of both the 

treaties proviJed for mutual assistance, "in accordance with 

constitutional processes" of the party or p nrti es concerned, 

in case of an armed attack on the territories or possessions of 

either party or parties. (85) The treaty between Australia, 

New Zealand, and the United States, more popularly known as 

the AN~S Treaty, also provided for a Council, like that under 

the North Atlantic Treaty, to consider ~atters concerning the 

implementation of the treaty. (86) The treaty between the 

Philippines and the United States provided for no such Council, 

(84) .!Q!_g.' (~ April 1.951) 699. 

(85) See the text of the ANZUS treaty7 ~., 25 (23 July 
1951) 148-9. For the text of the U.S.-Phillppines treaty, 
see i!2!.2•, (27 August 1951) 335. 

(SJ) See Article VII of the ANZIJS tre<tty, .!.Q!£. 



114 

but for consultation "from time to time regarding the implemen.

ta tion of the treaty. " ( 87) 

It should be mentioned, that the decision of the United 

States to conclude these security pacts was in the nature of 

compensation given by her to the other parties for their signature 

to the Japanese Peace Treaty. They had objected to the provisions 

of the Japanese Peace Treaty which provided for the reannament 

of Japan. Dulles, who toured Australia and the Philippines in 

January-FebruAry 1951 to dissipate their fears returned, 

convincedt; that the United st,tes would have to guqrAntee their 

security as the price for their signfiturcs of the Jopanese Pe~ce 

Treaty; (88) hence these treaties. Even before the ANllJS Pact 

had been concluded, l)llles had said thgt the "p rlmary security 

value" of proposed .MUllS would be to let the probable aggressors 

know that "the deterent striking power of the United States 

would be brought instantly into play, if there should be an 

attack upon AUstralia or New ~ealand. n (89) A U.s. Senator, 

A. Wiley, considered that the AN4:1JS was "a new form of lk.onroe 

Doctrine for the West Pacific." (90) Richard Casey, Australia' a 

(87) See Article III of the U .S.-Philippines treaty, 
n. as. 

(88) Depgtment of State Bullet! n, 24 ( 12 March 1951) 406. 
For a more detailed description of JAtlles' experience in Canberra 
especially, see, R. N. Rosecrance1 Australian Diplomacy and Japan 
(Sydney, London, New York, 1962) 200-1. 

(89) The Hindu, 24 April 1951. 

(90) Christian Science hlonitor (Boston), 13 July l£'51. 
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Foreign Minister, was also inclined to rate 1 ts value in the same 

tenns. (91) 

It is thus clear that the pui}>ose of ANZ1JS as well as the 

Mutual Security Treaty between the United States and the 

Philippines was to actively associ ate the United States with 

efforts being made by other parties for self-defence. The multi

lateral and bi-lateral twists given to these treaties were 

insignificant. The parties to both the treaties agreed that 

"a more comprehensive systec1 of regional security in the Paci fie" 

should develop in ti~e. (92) That such a pact hnd not been 

concluded wns obviously due to the feeling or the United StBtes 

th::1t the timr~ for it h:3.-: not yet qrrived. This decision hHd been 

taken in spite of' the expressed disappointment of the British 

Government n.t the smaller confines of ANJJS, 8nd resentment of 

the Conserv~tive Party, then in opposition in the House of 

Commons of the British Parliament. (93) South Korea, too, 

resented that she had been kept from, whnt she considered ANZUS 

to be, a Pacific Pact; (94) but the United States held her own. 

(91) Richard Casey, Friends & Neighbours (Michigan, 1955) 
82' f!JJ. 

(92) This phrase occurs in the Preamble of the u.s.
Philippines Treaty, and Article VIII of the ANZUS Treaty. 
See the texts, vide n. 85. 

(93) U.K., Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 
4f!/J ( 1.9 Ap ri 1 195lJ , col. 200 7- 1D. 

(94) Ben c. Limb, "The Pacific Pact: Looking Forward or 
Backward," Forei~n Aff~rs, 29 (New York, July 1951) 539-50. 
(Limb wns then t e Foreien r~inister of South Korea; this 
article has, th~refore, b~en relied upon ~s the representqtive 
opinion or the Government of South Korea.) 
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The State Department stated that "steps looking towards • • • 

the .:ieveloprnent of' a more comprehensive sys tern of regional 
.X 

security in the Pacific Area" would follow ANLIJS, (95) but &Re-

did not specify the steps to be taken to that end. Explaining 

the inhibitions of the United States in this regard, Dulles 

wrote that the attitude of the neutrals towards the Western 

Powers wJB the most important factor influencing u.s. decisions 

regarding a comprehensive Pacific Pact and the champions of the 

Pacific Pact, therefore, must wait and work for the dissipation 

of those "unreasoned fears" which "barred fruitful collaboration 

between Orientals and 'Nes terners." (96) 

A[>J4IS, the United 9tsptes, and the 
l11ovement for a Pac1f1c Pact 

Consequent upon the conclusion of ANaJS, the movement for 

a Pacific Pact assumed a new 1 ease of life. "lfi th the United 

States pledged to uevelop a co: .. prenensive security system for 

the Pacific area, a maJOr obstacle from its path had been 

removed. how tile problem that remained was to reconcile the 

neutrals to such a proposition. Even oefore the conclusion of 

ANaJS, Truman himself appealed to the peoples and Governments 

of the Far East "to understand us as we try to understa.nd them" 

and "undertake together" the tasks of opposing the spirit of 

(95) The !Undu, 10 August 1951. 

(96) John Foster Dulles, "Security in the Pacific," 
Foreign Affairs, 31 (January 1952) 182, 184. 
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aggression. (97) In July 1952, Quirino went on a state visit 

to Indonesia, and in his address to the Indonesian Parli&Jent, 

he said that his country held before herself a vision of a 

"partnership" of the countries of this region, and appealed to 

the Indonesian Government to agree to accept 1 ts benefits and 

responsibilities. (98) Quirino returned home convinced that 

his plan had made a favourable impression on the Indonesian 

Government; (99) but Soenardjo, Chainnan of the Foreign Affairs 

su~oommittee of the Indonesian ParliAment, declared that a 

military aer·~ement between Indonesir:1 'lnd any other country was 

out of question. ( 100) Wilopo, the Indonesian Prime Minister, 

declared on 11 August 1952 that Indonesia would adhere more 

closely th~n ever to its independent foreign policy. (lOl) 

The attitude of the Government of Indonesia to the 

proposed Pact seemed to have gone a long way in detennining the 

attitude of the United States towards it. Indonesia was the 

only professedly neutral Asian country which had been inclined 

to take the side of the United States, in her struggle for 

power in the Pacific reeion. The popular reaction in Indonesia 

aeainst the pro-American steps taken by the Government disclosed 

(97) Truman's speech of 17 October 1950. Department of 
State Bulletin, 23 (30 October 1950) 685, 686. 

(98) Indonesian Affairs, (June-July 1952) 17. 

(99) The Hindu, 14 August 1952. 

(100) Times of Indonesia (Djakarta), ll August 1952. 

( 101) .!.Q!.g., l2 August 1952. 
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that such steps were u:~opular in the Asian countries. The 

United States was, however, deterrr~ned not to alienate public 

opinion in Asia, unless it was absolutely necessary. Since the 

United States considered the existing security system as 

adequate, only a 00untry capable of effectively coercing the 

United States could have succeeded in securing her support for 

the conterr.plated Pacific Pact. 

The first meeting of the ANZ11S Council was scheduled for 

August 1952. South Korea ( 102), the Philippines ( 103) and 

Britain used this opportunity to impress upon the United States 

the need to form a Pacific Pact. The United States, however, 

showed no inclination to change her er1rlier str1nd on the subject 

of a Pacific Pact. The A1UlJS Council which met in Hawaii in 

August 1.952, decided against undertaking any project for its own 

enlargement ttat this early stage of 1 ts own development." ( 104) 

Between 22 and 26 September 1952, the military corrmi ttee of 

AJJillS met at Honolulu. The .uri tish Government made it known 

that 1 ts request for either the mer.1bership or association with 

( 102) On 21 August, the South Korean Ambassador to 
the United States was reported to have formally conveyed his 
government's request to the United States for taking the lead 
in the formation of a Pacific Pact. The Times, 23 August 1952. 

(103) On lD August 1952, Romulo said that since 
"the ground" for a possible Pacific Pact "had been" laid by 
the ANZUS treaty, he ~~d been asked by President Quirino to 
work for its materialization. Manchester Guardian, 
1.5 December 1952. 

(104) Department of State Bulletin, 27 (18 August 
1952) 245. 



ANZJJS had been rejected by the AN:l.US powers, ( 105) It was 

reported that Australia and New ~ealand recommended the 

acc~tance of the British request, but the United States 

threatened to abandon the pact, if thei pressed the British 

case further, ( 106) This report was promptly denied by the 

Un1 ted States, ( 107) but in spite of the denial, there was 

little doubt that the United States resolutely resisted the 

pressure of her ANZJJS partners to admit Br1 tain into ANZDS. 
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S, G, Holland, the New Zealand Prime Minister, himself championed 

Britain's case for membership of ANZJJS. ( 108) The Australian 
fi. 

Prime Minister, R¥ lJenzies, however, told the Australian 

Parliament thnt the decision to turn down the British request was 

a unanimous decision, ( 109) but in London on 14 December 1952 

he reached "complete understanding" with his British and New 

Zealand counterparts regarding "certain fundamental proposi tiona 

which will, in due course, be the subject of friendly discussion 

with their ally, the u.s.A," (110) The subject of their 

discussion was reported to have been related to Great Britain's 

(105) U,K, Parliamentaby Debates, House of Commons, 
505 (26 October 1952) col. • 

( 106) New York TimeJh 19 October 1.952; Observer 
(Manchester) , 12 October 1952. 

(107) Manchester Guardian, 11 October 1.952, 

( 108) L, K, Munro, "New Zealand and the New Pacific," 
Foreign Affairs, 31 (July 1953) 636. 

(100) Commomveal th ParliamentarY Debates, 219 ( 15 October 
1952) 15f8. 

·' (11C) R,I.I.A. Document§, 1952, 492. 
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case for ce::bership of AN:llJS. ( 111) While these evidence 

establish that neither Australia nor New ~ealand was against 

British association w1 th ANWS, the oft-repeated statements of 

u.s. Assistant Secretary of State John M. Allison during his 

tour of the Pacific region fro~:r. Sep tsnber to November 1952, that 

the neutrals were unen thusi as t1 c about the idea of a P aci fi c 

Pact, made it clear that the United States had not changed her 

stand as regards the Pacific Pact. ( 112) 

The year 1952 was the presidential election year in the 

United States. The Republican Party, whose candidate ~1ight D. 

Eisenhower, was voted president, hqd promised to end, what it 

considered, "the neglect of the Far East," if its cqndidate won 

the elections. ( 113) The victory of General Eisenhower, there

fore, aroused fresh hope ~ong the champions of 3 P~cific Pact. 

In January 1953, Churchill paid a visit to the United States and 

also met Eisenhower's Secretary of State-designate, John Foster 

Dulles. He was reported to have urged upon the latter, the 

need to put an end to American inhibitions regarding the Pacific 

Pact, and establish it without delay. ( 114) The new Administr~ 

tion, however, showed no marked inclination to break away from 

( 111l Manchester Guardian, 1.5 December 1952. 

( 112) New York Times, 26 September 1952 J Times of 
Indonesia, 8 October 1952; The Hindu, 5 November 1952. 

( 113) James Eayers, "A Pacific Pact: 'Step in the 
Right Direction'?" International Journal, 7, No. 4 
XToronto l95L-2) 295. 

( 114) New Yor!s Times, 13 January 1953. 
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former U.s. policy in this respect. The military and financial 

aid to France and Britain for purposes of fighting the cormnunists 

in Indo-China and lv•alaya was increased, but that was all that 

the new Administration was willing to do. The second meeting 

of the AN:llJS Council was held in September 1953. Regarding its 

own enlargement, it reached the conclusion that such a step 

"would not contritute directly and materially" to the defence 

of the Pacific area. ( 115) Dulles held that e1 ther ANZlJS or any 

other existing bi-lateral security pacts between the United 

States and countries or the Pacific region could not be "the 

framework" for a Pacific Pact. Moreover, he felt, like the 

leaders of the preceding A~inistration, that "the development 

within the Pacific area of a gre~ter measure of international 
t4.4 

goodwill and greater unity of purpose" ~t precede the 
I. 

establishment of a Pacific Pact. (11.6) 

It is necessary at this point, to explain the continuing 

coolness of the case for a Pacific 

Pact. Some have sought to explain it away by attributing it 

to the deep opposition or the United States to the maintenance 

of colonial rule in any part of the world. This coolness has 

also been attributed to the unwillincness of the United States 

to underwrite the defence of the mainland of South East Asia. 

( 1115) 
1953) 415. 

(lt6) 
of External 
1953) 656. 

Department of State fulleti n, 29 (28 September 

Olrrent Notes on International Affairs (A Ministry 
Affairs of Australia Publication, November 
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There can be no doubt about the fact that the United Stutes was, 

in principle, opposed to the maintenance of colonial rule in 

Sout~East Asia, as much as she was opposed to it in any other 

part or the world, and used all opportun1 ties to demonstrate to 

the people of Asia her opposition to colonialism. In February 

1952, the British Government declared its policy that "Malaya 

should in due course become a fully self-governing nation;" ( 117} 

this declaration was promptly and wannly welcomed by the United 

States. (118) In respect of Indo-China, too, she advocated 

independence for the Indochinese States from French rule, but 

wanted that the emerging independent states should not have 

communist governments, 
; 

In June 1952, a Franco-U,S, communique 

said thnt the United States would bear40Jf, of the expenditure on 

anti-communist operations in Indo-Chin:1, if the given aid was 

used 11 to build up national anr.ies of the Associated States," ( 119) 

It showed that the United States, in fact, wanted France to 

leave Indo-China if the defence of the successor states could 

be ensured, 

u.s. coolness towards the Pacific Pact, however, can be 

hardly attributed to her hatred for colonialism and her fear of 

being involved in the struggle between colonialism and anti-

(117) R,I,I,A. Documents 1951, 675. (It was the theme of 
a directive issued to General Sir Gerald Templer, High Commissioner 
for Malaya, by the Secretary of State for the Colonies towards 
the end of 1951 but was released to the press only on 7 February 
1952). 

(118) Acheson's reactions, Department of Stnte Bulletin 
26 ( 17 I'»~ arch 1952) 427, 

( 119) .I.Q!.g,, (3:> June 1952) lC 10. 
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colonialiSCl. She '.'laB opposed to Col':lr.iunisn: more than to 

colonialism; wherever these two forces were pitched against 

each other, she elected to support colonialism. The assistance 

thnt she had been renderine to Br1 tain nnd France in Malaya and 

Indo-China respectively, cannot be explained otherwise. The 

argument th9.t she was willing to keep nwa.y from the mainland 

of South-East Asia is, likewise, not very convincing; ror she 

was expressly appealing to the neutralist countries of this 

region to join her in :.'1 g:1ting the menace of commun1Sz:J. 

Moreover, the fact tlk.t she was helping France and Britain in 

holding the communists at bay could not but convey her 

detem.ina.tion to preserve the mainland from the Communist Bloc. 

As a matter of fact, the reason for u.s. coolness towards 

the case for the Pacific Pact lay in her confidence, that the 

existing arrangements were enough to restrain the Cor:m1unist 

Bloc. Dulles wrote that the Japanese Peace Treaty, the security 

pacts with Japan, the Philippines, Australia and New Zealand, 

and the instructions to the U.s. Pacific Fleet to prevent an 

attack on Formosa, constituted together "an impressive deterrent 

to the domination of the Pacific by Communist imperialism." (120) 

Besides, the Government of the United States wns confident that 

Britain and France, in 1!nlaya 11nd Indo-China respectively, would 

succeed in breaking the strength of the Communists. (12U With 

( 120) 

(121) 
26 (30 June 

Dulles, n. 96, 187. 

Acheson• s speech, Department of State bUlletin, 
1.952) 1009-10. 



this confidence, the United States was not prepared to further 

alienate the neutrals who were opposed to the idea for a 

Pacific Pact. However, when these calculations were upset, 

the United States proceeded towards the goal, envisaged by her 

allies, ruthlessly disregarding the representations of the 

neutrals against the steps being taken. 

Following the conclusion of the sep~rate security pacts 

with the Philippines, Japan, and ANZAC powers, Thomas E. Dewey, 

the Republican candidate in the 1948 presidential election in 

the United States, called for "a single Pacific treaty to 

supersede the bits and pieces approach or President Truman." 

He said that the United States had gone "eighty-per cent 

towards collective security" and must cover the remainder. ( 122) 

It is difficult, however, to see the security pacts 

referred to by Dewey, as deliberate steps towards the kind of 

Pacific Pact under discussion among tts champions. The United 

States, as we have seen, had never been opposed to the principle 

or an anti-communist Pacific Pact; she had only opposed the 

suggestion for for~ing such a pact without the co-operation of 

the non-aliened governments or South and South-East Asia. The 

outbreak or the Korean war did not cause any change in the 

attitude of the non-aligned countries towards the idea of a 

Pacific Pact; for that matter, ~u.s. attitude townt~ the 

case for the formation of a Pacific Pact did not undergo any 

(122) Chx:lstian Science X.~oni tqr, 18 September 1951. 
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change either. Even when Eisenhower, a Republican, became 

President of the United States, the attitude of the government 

towards the Pacific Pact remained as it had been in the past. 

It cannot be held, therefore, that the proponents of Pacific 

Pact had achieved greQter meqsure of success during the period 

following the outbreak of Korean War than that preceding its 

outbreak. 

Yet, the rnovanent for a Pacific Pact had better atmosphere 

in which to develop than during the period preceding the 

outbreak of the Korean war. In the first place, the aggression 

in Korea and war in Indo-China tended to suggest that the 

Cormnunist Bloc might be planning to lau11Ch aggression on 

South-East Asia; consequently, the champions of a Pacific Pact 

pursued their case even more vigorously. In the second place, 

the United States, too, danonstrated that she could disdain the 

protestations of no~aligned governments, if such a course 

became necessary in the interest of the maintenance of her own 

innuence in the Pacific region. This provided the champions 

of the mover.1cnt for a Pacific Pact with hope in the future. 



Chapter Four 

THE COLLAPSE OF' FREI~CH ~EFE:~CES IN INDO-CHINA 
AND £HE REACTION 0? TIIS UNITED STA:'ES TO IT 



In the preceding chapter, it was seen that the United 

States had developed a broad military strategy with an eye to 

contain any fUrther advance of Communist Bloc forces within 

the borders of mainland China. The U.s. troops as disposed ror 

the defence of South Korea, Formosa, ~nd Japan o~ the one hand, 

and the French troops carrying on operations against the 

Democratic Republic of Vietnaffi on the other, provided the back

bone of this strategy. 

In }A.arch 1954, however, the Governn:ent of tho United 

States was info~ed by France that her resistance to the 

troops of Ho Chi Minh had reached a collapse, and could not 

be continued any fUrther without more active help from the 

United States. As soon as this news became public, U.s. 

resistance to the mov~ent for a Pacific Pact broke down. 

She had no choice than to rill in the breach that had occurred 

in her system of strategy with a collective defence pact for 

South-East Asia. In this chapter, an attempt is made to 

explain the breakdown of u.s. resistqnce to the movement ror 

a Pacific Pact. 



Problem of the Defence of Indo-China 

The Franco-Viet Minh War In Indo-China 
and the Navarre Plan 
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It was pointed out previously that what France was up 

against in Indo-China was not merely a strong communist movement 

but also a nationHlist movement at the same time, spearheaded 

by the communists. Though Ilo Chi !.!inh was a staunch communist, 

he was also a great nationalist le~der of Vietnam. It was his 

personality as a nationalist thnt was prominent in the minds of 

those fightinc for the liberation of their country from alien 

rule. ( 1) As has been already pointed out, Ho laboriously 

sought to build up his imace as a nationalist in the minds of 

his own people as well as of those abroad. (2) 

If the nationalist movements in South-East Asia had any 

lesson to convey to the colonial powers, it was that such a 

moverr.ent could not possibly be prevented from reaching its 

appointed coals, though atteL!p ts to contain it might drive the 

rank and file into the ranks of opposition to the Western Bloc. 

The problem for France, therefore, was not merely to crush 

the comr.:unists -that was impossible to achieve till the 

(1) For the attitude of the no~cor.r.unist supporters 
of Ho Chi Minh, see Virginia Thompson & Richard Adloff!. 
The Left-Wing in Southeast Asia (New York, 1950) 35, 37. 

(2) Ho Chi l..:inh 1s reply to foreien correspondents 
vide Chapter I 1 n. 36; Harold R. Isancs 1 s interview with 
Ho Chi Minh, vide Chapter I, no 77. Also see Ho's speech 
on the occasion of the inaueurnt1on of the Democr~tic Republic 
of Vietnam, Allan B. Cole, ed., Conflict in Indochina and 
International Repercussions (New York, 1956) 19-21. 
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~communist cause in Indo-China rerr.ained identifled with the 

cause of nnt1on11ism, but to isolate them from the currents of 

nationalism in order to crush them. The first step taken by 

lrancc to this end was the organization of the Associate States 

of Indo-China. !<,ranee's allies helped her in this tusk by 

recognizing these states as the lawful states. (3) 

In spite of it, the war in Indo-China appeared to be a war 

between France and Ho Chi ~inh's government. Most of the fighting 

against Ho's troops was still being done by French troops. It was 

obvious to the United States thnt as lone as the war in Indo-China 

was not drained of its colonial character, the popularity of Ho 

would continue to be enhanced. After the outbreak of the Korean 

·.var, it became far r:1ore necessnry to extem.inate the cornr.1unists in 

Indo-China; but trends in Indo-China did not suggest that this goal 

of' the ','/estern Bloc would be er1sy to .'1tt.'11n. In order to solve 

the diler.ma in Indo-China, the United St·1tes begRn urgine upon 

France to develop the fiehting strength of the Associate States 

and to put them ultimately in charge of the fighting. (4) The 

(3) The new states of Vietnam, Laos, and Camoodia were 
called Associate states, because they were still to attain 
independent statehood. The adwin1stration of foreign affairs, 
defence and currency still remained in the hands or r,rance. 
The U ai ted States recognized them as "independent states within 
French Union" (vide Chapter II, n. 83), but Britain took then 
as "Associate States within the French Union,n The Times 
(London) 8 February 1950. 

(4) On 30 June 1952, a U.S.-Franco corr.rr:unique issued in 
Washington said that the u.s. eovernr.1ent had agreed to cover 
40% of the French military expenditure in Indo-China on the 
condition that additional aid would be used "to build up 
nationalist armies of the Associate States. n Department of 
State fitlleti,!h 26 (~ June 1952) 1010. 
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calculation of the United States was that if the Associate 

States, instead of France, fought Ho's troops, the war in 

Indo-China would cease to be a colonial war, France was, 

however, to continue to fight Ho's troops till the Associate 

States acquired the needed military strength. When Dulles 

became Secretary of State in January 1953, he kept to this 

policy. (5) 

In 1larch 1953, Rene Mayer, the French Prime Minister, 

paid a visit to the United States and discussed with Eisenhower 

and Dulles "the plans for rnili tary action" in Indo-China. Mayer 

promised his hosts "to increase the effectiveness of the French 

and Associate StA. tes' forces in Indochina" and his hosts 

promised "to detennine how and to 1•!hat extent the United States 

might be able to contribute rnA.terial qnd financiAl support to 

their achievement." (6) The new plan for mill tary action, 

reportedly prep arcd by R. Sal an, the Comrr.ander-in-Chief of the 

French Expeditionary Forces up to May 1953 and finally approved 

of by his successor Paul Henri Navarre, (7) conformed to the 

desires of the United States. The purpose of this so-called 

the ~avarre Plan was two-fold. In the first place, 1 t aimed 

at creating an operational force more powerful than that of the 

Democratic Republic of Vietnam. The number of Ho 1 s fighting 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 
(London, 

~., 28 (9 February 1953) 212-16. 

!.!2!.,g. , ( 6 Ap ril 1953) 491, 

Donald Lancaster, The Ehlangnation of Indochina 
1961) 265. 
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troops was supposed to range betweent300,000 and 400 7000. The 

Navarre Plan aimed at the creation of an army of 550 7000 men by 

the end of 1955. In the second place, it aimed at adding 125,000 

Indo-Chinese to the existing strength of 175,000 Indo-Chinese in 

the army of the Associate States by the end of 1955. (8) With 

this plan, Dulles disclosed later, it was designed 11 to break the 

organized body of communist aggression by the end of the 1955 

fighting season and thereby reduce the fighting to the guerilla 

warfare which could, in 1956, be met for the most part by the 

national forces of the three Associate States. 11 (9) In June 

1953, a military mission under the leadership of Lt. Gen. 

John W. 0' Daniel was dispatched to Indo-China by the United 

States in pursuance of the promise made by Eisenhower to 

Mayer. ( 10) Consequent upon the Daniel Mission report, the 

United States promised to give France, prior to 1954, "additional 

financial resources not to exceed $385 millions" to assist 

France "to break up and destroy the regular enemy forces in 

Indochina," "with maximum speed and effectiveness. 11 ( 11) 

The Navarre Plan, however, was based on the assumption 

that the war in Indo-China would continue to remain localized. 

In order to ensure that its calculations were not upset by the 

(8) !.2!,9o 

(9) Dulles' testimony before the Foreign Affairs Committee 
of the House of Representatives on 5 April 1954, Department or 
State fulletin, 30 (19 April 1954) 583. 

( 10) Ibid., 28 (29 June 1953) 909. 

( 11) .!12!,g., 29 ( 12 October 1953) 486-7. 



131 

intervention of the Communist Bloc countries in the war, the 

United States continued to refrain from sending her own troops 

to Indo-China, as such a step would have given them a reason to 

send their troops to help Ho's troops. The impending cessation 

of hostilities in Korea, however, carried a danger that the 

Chinese, relieved from Korea, might be tempted to undertake 

engagements in Indo-China. As the Allies of France had helped 

her by recognizing the Associate States, so also they came to her 

aid when she was going to launch the most crucial of her plans 

for m111 tary action. On 16 April 1953, Eisenhower declared that 

"the new Soviet leadership confronts" a free world which knows 

that aggression in South-Bast Asia was "a threat to the whole 

free community" which, 1 f necessary, was to be met by "united 

action." (12) A communique issued after a session of the North 

Atlantic Council on 25 April 1953, expressed its "deep concern" 

at the extension of hostilities in Indo-China which had increased 

the burden of France in "the struggle against aggression. 11 ( 13) 

The conference of the Foreign Ministers of France, Britain, 

and the United States held at Washington during 10 and 14 July 

1953, also expressed concern at "the struggle against aggressive 

communism" which France was carrying on in Indo-China. ( 14) On 

27 July 1953, representatives of the sixteen Governments, whose 

( 12) l,W. , 28 ( 27 April 1953) 60 1. 

( 13) .!J2!.g., ( 11 May 1953) 674. 

( 14) Ibid. , 29 ( 27 July 1953) 105. 
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troops hnr1 t'cuGht in Koren, mnde, fcllowinr. th~ sicninr, of the 

Korenn armistice, 9 declnr'ltion, W!1rnine the Communist Bloc 

that the •a~istice must not result in jeop~rdising the 

restoration of the safeguardinc o~ pe'lce in nny other pnrt of 

Asia." ( 15) On 2 Sep temoer 1953, Dulles warned the Cormnuni st 

Bloc acainst intervention in Indo-China Wtlich, he said, "could 

not occur without t;rave consequences wnich r;icht not be confined 

to In<..:ochina." ( 16) Thus supplemented, the N:::.varre Plan was 

launched in October 1953. 

The Situation in Indo-China, and the 
Attitudes· in France To the war in Indo-China 

The r~avarre f'lan and the allied back inc for its 

impl·'c:entation provided a solution only of one side of the 

problem of the French resistance in Indo-China. The successfUl 

implementation of the Navarre Plan required, besides the 

support of the allies, a strone will to fieht the Cor~'Tunists 

on the part of lrance. The existence of such A will on the 

part of ?ranee depP.nded, in its turn, on the attitude of the 

people in the Associate St~tes to the policies of France, And 

that of the French people to the war in Indo-China. 

Regarding the attitude of the people within the Associate 

States towards the war, a hint had been given in January 1953. 

In a municipal election held in Vietnam, one of the parties 

(US) 1..Q!.g., 24 (AUgust 1953) 347. 

( t6) !.Q!.g., ( 14 September 1953) 339. 
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stood for "a genuine unification of the country" and "negotiations 

with the Viet Minh." ( 17) That such issues could be raised even 

in municipal elections indic~ted the extent of concern of the 

people for such matters. 

horodom Sihanouk's Revolt, The French n.uthorities could 

ai'ford to ignore the issues raised during municipal elections 

but they could hardly afford to do the same with i'1orodom 

Sihanouk, the monarch of Cru;Jbodia. In Cambodia, the movement 

for independence from French rule had been formally launched by 

some nationalis~s in 1.940; the organization formed by them was 

known as Khmer Isaa.Ik (Free Cambodia), In 1.951 Khmer Isaark 

joined hands with the Viet iv.inh. ( 18) Its popularity was on 

the increase when Sihanouk decided to steal its nationalistic 

thur.der, In February 1953, he left Cambodia for a holiday in 

Europe, but soon the holiday turned out to be A crusade for the 

independence of Cambodia from French rule, In April, he reached 

New York, nnd declnred at a press conference that unless the 

French gave his people "more in~epen~ence within the next few 

z:r.onths," they would join the Viet Minh, Sihanouk plcflded that 

r~ance should nccep t his demand for independence as such a step 

would nip the Khmer Isaark in the bud. ( 1.9) As a result of his 

( 17) Ellen Hammer, The Strugele for Indochina 
(California, 1954) 290. 

( 18) For detailed information about the Khmer Isaark, 
see Thompson & Adloff, "Cambodia Moves Towards Independence," 
Far Eastern SUcye,y, 22 (August 1953) 106-1.0. 

( 19) New York Times, 19 Ap r11 1953. 
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campai rn, frrrnce w:1s cons tr'li. nl:'d to rive him some crncessi ons. 

On 9 !.ay 1053, t·~to protocols were signed in Prrris by the 

Cqr.bodian Prirr.e :.ini:.;t•'r, Penn :;out:1, '1n.~ the renre.:::ent<1tive of 

t ro t ' ' nc ~Jov· rnr..cn cl ··r::nc.,, 

cor.c.and tlle C;.: .. uoJian 'r.:;y ln'~ :r ntinc cor:.plete ju :icinl 

cc::petence to the uov-:-:rnrr.ent c.f' Car.Jbodi.J.. L~) But in respect 

of econor:.1 c cat tcrs and tae extra- terri torLll rights ol' the 

French in CuL.oodL.!., tne 1"r0••cn uov .·r.a:.ent still held its own. (21) 

!;;;ihanuuk, wau ll~d returned tu Car:.oodi<J. in the mc<..::.ntime, 

was not at all sati.sfi ed wi til the new concessions. de asked for 

P!1ilippin..:;s lJy tile Unitl')d .::itiltes, anci wanted a i'"ranco-Car;.bodian 

r:.ilitary a(rcct:.ent on the S<>.r.:e basis as thnt or the u.s.

f-hilippines <1creer:.ent of :.arch 1947. (22) On 13 .June he openly 

rovoltn.d 2;:2.inst Frl··nch rule anrl fled tc Thailand wher~ he 

announced his cleci sion to ii r:ht th·"' F'r("?nch "to obtain indep 0ndence" 

for his country. ('-3) 

w::.s 3n cnorr .. ous s:1ccccs. In the first r 1 ·1ce, he succePded in 

(3:>) Th0 Hindu, W ... :1y l9S3. 

(21) L.-.nnchestcr Gua::."dia.n, 12 l..ay l9S3. 

(22) hew :.Lork rimes, 26 ;..ay 1953. 

( 23) L.unches ter Guardi p,n, L'S June 1953. 
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beint: a r.:(~re tcol of the French. (24) In the secc~1d place, 1 t 

constrlincd France to make an offer, J: on 3 July 1953_7 of 

negot1nt1ons to eflch A..c;sociate StqtP. for a revi~·" of their 

stntus within the French Union. (~5) 

C·nly Laos .qmonr~ the thre0. Assocb:~.te St..,tes [.riVe in 9'1Sily. 

On 2~ Cctober UJ53, ::. trP.~ty of "Amity 8nd Friendship" was signed 

in Pari.s between L:1os and F'r~nce. 1~y this tre!:!ty, France 

recognized L3.0S as a "fully independent and sov~reign state" and 

Laos agreed to rcr:-:3.1 n a mcc.ber of the French U :>ion, according to 

whose constitution, the foreign and defence policies of the Union 

\·;ere to be u subJ cct for the lJnion. ( 26) An at tec~.p t to conclude 

a similar acrcar.:ent with CGJ;,bodia failed; she held fin:-.ly to the 

stand t.:-!at U1<:: ccnsti tution of t:1e i?rench U :ion s:x~uld be so 

changed, as to cc11forrr. to th~1t of th(! L>ri tish Cor.J::onweal th whose 

mer.1bers had unfettered soverei bnty. ( ?7) In Vi ctnarr., the case 

for continued French rule was rejected with no less emphasis 

thnn in C8l.lbodis. In Aueust 1953, Bao Dai, the Y.'ing of Vietnam, 

left for Paris for necot1-:1tions reearding the nev1 stntus for 
~ 

his state within tht! French U :ion. But soon it bec'1!!lc clear 
'---"" 

(24) After S1hanouk 1 G revolt, on,-· of the r.1ost prominent 
amont; Khmer Isaark le:1ders, San r~goc Thanh S<1id th'lt he had 
mistnken the Kint; as 8. mere tool or the French. (I;ew York 
Times, 24 June 1953). Sihanouk claimed in July th·1t rr.ore than 
3,000 guerillas had joined hh after he rcvol ted 8.C'..iinst the 
French rule. (I~ew York aer~ll.d Tribune, 25 .July 1953) • 

(25) New York Times, 4 July 1953. 

(26) la.<.lnC~lc_pter Guardian, 24 October 1953. 

(27) Ibid., 14 July 1953. 
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that he did not have the support of the people of Vietnam for 

doing so. On 6 September 1953, a conference of nationalists was 

held to ventilate the nationalist reaction to the French offer. 

The conference issued an anti-French manifesto which Also 

contained criticism of the rule by Bao Dai. (28) Dao Dai, who 

was then 1n PR.ris, WRS perplexed by the turn of events in 

Vietnam, in his absence, and immediately dispqtched Prince BuR~ 

Loc, his trusttd lieutenant, to convene another Congress. The 

purpose of this Congress, according to Bao Dai, was to detenni ne 

the terms of independence and conditions under which Vietnam 

would be willing to remain within the Union, and the submission 

of a list of twenty names from whi ell Bao Dai would choose five 

or six as additional members of the Vietnamese delegation which 

was already in Paris. (29) The Congress was held in Saigon from 

12 to 17 October 1.953; on 16 October, it passed a resolution, 
.... 

asking for the "total independence of Vietnam." (3)) Bu.n Loc 

soon applied pressure on the delegates and got it amended. (31) 

Even so, the resolution as finally passed emphasized the right of 

the national assembly -whose members were to be elected on the 

basis of universal suffrage and which was to be completed before 

the conclusion of Paris negotiations - to rAtify any Rgreement 

that was reached in Paris. The Congress also refused to designate 

( 28) New York Times, 7 September 1953. 

(29) l.Q.!.g., 9 September 1953. 

( 20) lli,g. , 17 September 1953. 

(31) l.ianche§ter Guardian, 19 October 1953. 
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candidates to participate in the negotiations with France, giving 

a clear indication thereby that it wanted to be completely free 

to disavow the results of the ne~tiations if these did not 

conform to its desires. ( 32) 

War-Weariness in France. The unrest in Cambodia and 

Vietnam against French rule was in itself enough to break the 

morale of the Government of France which was fighting to preserve 

these two countries from the communists. It wqs obvious that 

even if France could exterminate co~unism from Indo-China, she 

would still lose the region to the nationalists. The resulting 

outlook for the future of French rule in Indo-China bore heavily 

on the political situation in France. As a matter of fact, 

weariness with the eight-year war had been mounting in France 

for some years, and the various French governments had been aware 

of it. Late in 1952, Prince Bun Hoi, a Vietnamese noble, had 

been dispatched to Ran~on by the French Government to discuss 

the settlement of the problem with a representative of Ho Chi 

Minh. Bun Hoi, however, did not succeed in his mission. (33) 

The beginning of negotiations for the armistice in Korea raised 

hopes that a similar course might be followed in Indo-China. 

The expression of a desire to th~t end by the Communist Bloc 

increased war-weariness ~in France. (34) 

(32) For the text of the resolution, see The Hindu, 
19 October 1953. 

(33) Hammer, n. 17, 310. 
(34) On 2 August 1953, the Russian army paper 'Red Star• 

said that the Korean truce provided a fresh stimulus for ending 
the war in Indo-China. (New York ·rimes, 3 August 1953). A broad
cast from Peking on 14 September a1 so stressed the possi bill ty 
of a truce in Indo-China. (The Hindu, 16 September 1953). 
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This weariness, however, become an i:nport:;.nt factor in 

French politics, only B.fter the SRi con Coneress. Sihanouk 1 s 

revolt, which had preceded the SaiRon Congress, ~nd reports about 

the proceedings of the ConerN;s .qroused "cont0r~tuous n.nger" in 

France. (35) The French '.'!ere intelli ·ent enough to see thAt the 

Frenc.~ 'Jnion, in 1 ts current forr.:, h'ld no r'rospects of success in 

Indo-C;:inn; they were not int~re.:ted in the ·.·nr in Indo-Chinn. if 

victory of l"rance w:-lS tc be followed by li quid'ltion of French 

rule, Th" feelinc in J:t'r0nce w~1s that there W3.S no point in 

losing French soldiers in Indo-China while Germany was being 

rearmed nearer home, if the latter was not to r(Jilain with France 

in fUture, A discussion on the probler~ of Ir1do-Chinn. in the 

l'·ational Assembly followed the conclusion of the Soi gon Congress. 

The Assembly decided by 315 votes to 257, th;~t everything should 

be done to R.Chieve peace by negotL:tion in Indo-China. (36) 

The Dien lJien Phu Crisis and 
U,S, Reaction to it 

The Problan of Dien dien Phu 

Th0. dil errT.Jn of the French Governrrent c~nnot be described; 

it can only be ic1eined, On the one hAnd, it w~s being pressed 

by its people A.t home to ."\b·:ndon the strur.rle in Indo-ChinA. if 

it saw no prospect or the French Union in Indo-China. (37) 

(35) ~anchester Guardian, 27 October 1953. 

(3)) New York Hcrul.d Triwne, 29 October 1953. 

(37) While the French i'lational Asscrr.bly pressed the 
government to <Jxplore the possibilities of peace in I ndo-Cl1ina, 
it also asked it to see that inciep enJcn...:e of' the N3sociate 
States WUS t;rante-.J within the r'rench Union, .!..Q!.S. 
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Even while allowing the Government to fight, they wanted it to 

seek peace whenever such an opportunity arose. On the other 

hand, unrest against French rule in Cambodia and Vietnam was too 

real to be ignored. The allies of France, however, wanted her 

to fight in Indo-China in the interest of a common cause. As a 

matter of fact, the U.s. Government was reported to have urged 

France to bring her case before the United Nations, so that the 

communists could be condemned by the Security Council and allied 

help to France could assume more effective proportions. ( 38) 

Such a course would have mitigated the French burden, but at the 

same time, it would have deprived her of the direction of the 

war. Moreover, this policy would also have drained her of the 

capacl ty to influence political trends in Indo-China, and would 

lay open her colonial rule in Africa also, to the attack of the 
1 though not very large, 

Afro-Asian Bloc in the United Nations, whichlhad a vast and 

lively audience all over the world. Considering the mood of the 

people of France, this policy v.ould have been dangerous for any 

government to pursue. (39) 

In October 1953, the Government of France decided to make 

its most crucial move to escape from the dilemma in which it 

found itself. It opened an offensive on the forces of the 

Democratic Republic of Vietnam, disposed round Thanh Hoa, south 

(38) lianchester Guardian, 9 May 1953. 

(39) See a report on the prevailing view in France 
regarding the possible reference of Indochinese War to the 
United Nations, New York Herald Tr1 tune, 8 May 1953. 



140 

Ol' the delta or the Red .Hiver. This Wr;.S the ber,irmin(; of the 

impler.:entation oi the I\avarre Flan. Joseph Laniel, the French 

Prir:1e Linister, justified this act as necessary in view of the 

intransit:ence of ~o Chi rHnh, whorr· he accused of being apathetic 

to his ~all for p eflce. (40) At the sru:Je time, the French 

Governr.:ent '1lso st::rted ncc,cti-,tions v1ith the AssociP.tn. St~t~s, 

v11 th the professed intention ot .. ·-~"~crr.ininr: their ne'.'! .st2.tus 

within the: French 'Jnion. Cn ?C :'~o·.rerr:ber, F1· ench p <1r·,- troops 

aptur8Ci uien <-3ic·n Phu, ·1 town w:1ic~1 h··d been unr:er :Io's control 

.sin-.;c the prt:vious ye·_·!r. 

fhc town of Di •::n ui .:;.J 1· .1u diJ not hi!Ve >tny r.:·1jor positional 

.sigr,ificu.n..:f~ in the •.v:,r bet·Necn L1o'.s troops '~ln:3 the ?rench. But 

towards ttlc end of 1.953, it WC;.S invcGted ·.vi tn tr~:::.e:;dous 

0it;nificoncc by the French. The core or the r'rw.r~co-Vietnamese 

anny, the French Exp cdi tionu.rJ" r,orce, wns ccncc:1trated on this 

town vJi.th a view to fight the !"dghly trained r:-.cbile units of Ho's 

nn:;y. Under the ;b .. varre Pl;;.n, the French apedi tionary Force 

was charr:ed with the tn.sk of r.:ectinc the threat or the rr.obile 

un1 ts or ~1o' .s forces. Its CfiP ture of Dien ui en Phu, therefore, 

met=m t thn t 1 t was prep nri n c for the f'i nnl nssa..ul t. Tlo 1 s troops 

accepted the chr1llenr,e. When the ?rench Exp Pdi tion.qry Force 

proceeded to provoke battle round Th,qnh Hoa, they rP.trer!.ted, but 

towards the end of the war, they, too, were reported to h~we been 

po.si tior:in,-:: ther~..s el ve.s to moet the ch'd lcnre thus t!1rown. (41) 

(40) Ibid, , 2<J Ucto bcr 1~53. 

(41) The :lind., 27 D·..:cer: bcr 1953. 
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The signi~'icnnce of the c:>_p ture of Diem nien Fhu, 

therefore, was primarily political. It indiL;Flted that the 

Governr..ent of France wrrs tryinr, to provoke a direct showdown 

between its own crnck units in Indo-China and those of the 

Democrnti c Republic of Vietnam. 'Hi th Ho' s troops, 1 ed by the 

skillful General Vo N.'""tlyen GiRp, acceptinr the chgllenge, the 

future of the Vl?..r in Indo-Chin'"\ Wr'\S f!inned on the fqte of 

Dien Bien Phu. 

The Sie1~e of Dien ni~n Phu 

'Nhil c the Governrr.en t of /r<1.ncc h'1d, it seems, c1 ven firm 

orders to the ~iuti1orities in Indo-Chin;_l to provckc b·1ttles with 

llo'.s troops, it ulso reLained on the lookout for opportunities 

to negotiate peace with lio Chi Linh in deference to the wishes of 

its own people. In r~overr.ber 1953, LeDinh Than, a delegate from 

the 0(!Docratic Republic of Victnarr. to the World Peace Council 

session held in Vie:ma, said that t~1e WRr in Indo-China could 

be ended by p eac;et'ul negoti n tions. (4~) On 29 !~overr.ber, a 

Stockholm newsp np cr, Exp res sen, published a r!1)ort of an 

interview with Ho Chi ? •. inh. According to this report, Ho 

professed his preference ror peaceful nego ti 'l tions as a mer~.ns 

to the set tl ~ent or the terns or 1 ndep <:nrlencc f'or Vi etnrun. (43) 

The French press der.J:Jnd ed :1n ~·xp lor,1tion of the rtesi re for 

(42) The Times, 17 Deccr;Jber 1953. 

(43) The Hindu, l Decen:ber 1.953. 
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peacefUl negoti a tiona cxp res sed by the Ho Government. (44) 

Ueanwhile, the Soviet acceptance of the ·:western proposal for a 

conference of Foreien ~linisters of the Soviet Union, the United 

States, Uri tain, and France csme to the rescue of the French 

Government. The conference ~et in Berlin during January

February 1954, and V. M. Molotov, the Soviet Foreign Minister, 

agreed, professedly in ~eference to the wishes of Prance, (45) 

tc convene jointly with France, Brit1in, r1n'~ the United Stntes, 

n conference in Genev:1 to discuss the p roblerns of Korea and 

Indo-China. 

Dulles was, however, sceptical e1bout the prospects of 

the proposed conference. He advised Georges tiidault, the French 

Foreign L..inister, against being coul!Jlaisant as regards Indo

China, ana urged him to go ahead with th~ ir;ipl L!lllentation of the 

Navarre Plan. (46) His attitude to the coming encounter w1 th 

CorrJnunis t China at Geneva was that she would come to "account 

before the bar of world opinion" for her role in the Korean and 

Indochinese war. (41) In other words, Dulles was not contemplating 

any serious negotiation f0r peace with the co~unists at Geneva. 

(44) For a survey of the FrP.nch press reactions to 
Ho 1 s offer, see The Hindu, l3 Dccernber l953. 

(45) v. r. .• J,\olotov sn.id in Berlin on lO Pcbru:~ry l9f4 
that his eovernr.ent would re~dily discuss the F~r Eastern 
probler:Is 8-t a v1ider conference th·~n the one being held in Berlin 
if it was "a matter of such gre'1t urgency to r"rance,'' 
Christian Science 2cioni tor, 11 Febru;1ry 1954. 

(46) .ll2,!.g., 18 ?ebru:iry 1954. 

(47) Department of St_ate Uulleti:l, 30 (8 karch 1954) 346. 
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In France, attitudes to the forthcoming conference on 

Indo-China varied. On 19 February .1954, Rene Pleven, the ft,rench 

tw.inister for l~ational Defence, accompanied by General Ely, the 

Chief of Staff of the French Anned Forces, inspected defences in 

Indo-China. They, :1owever, returned with contrary opinions. 

Ely told Laniel that ~French defences in Indo-China were 

strong and could resist any offensive if it was launched by Ho 1s 

troops. (48) Pleven, on the other hand, confided to Laniel that 

the general rnili tary situation in Indo-China was unfavourable 

for France, and, therefore, advised him to send Ely to Washington 

"in order to inform our allies very exqctly of the reA.!. military 

prospects." (49) Lar.iel, ho·.vever, elected to rely on Ely's 

reports. On 5 1~arch 1954, he told the i'~ational Assembly that the 

evacuation by Ho's troops of Laos, Cambodia, ~nd South Vietnam 

and an agreement between .i.t,rance and the Democratic Republic of 

Vietnam for the creation of a no-man's land around Dien Bien Phu 

were his conditions for peace with the Democratic Republic. (50) 

Meanwhile, the French troops based in Dien rlien Phu were 

further entrenching themselves. On 6 February 1954, the United 

States had dispatched 300 mechanics and twelve B-26 bombers to 

reinforce the French position there. (51) The Democratic 

Republic of Vietnam, however, was equally determined to deny the 

(48) Lancaster, n. 7, 294. 

(49) l.Q!.g., 295. 

(50) 1!2.1:.9. , 294-5. 

(51) New York Times, 7 Februqry 1954. 
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French th~ advantage of being in control of Dien uien Phu, while 

negotiating with the Communists at the Geneva Conference. No 

less than l''rance, the Der:.ocratic Republic was thus deterr.:ined 

to negotiate at Geneva from a position of strength. 

The fateful day came on 13 1larch 1954 when Ho 1 s troops 

took the offensive with an attnck on Dien Bien Phu. The battle 

that ensued bet'ween the crack units of the opposine troops was a 

trial of strength between France and the Der::ocr~t1 c Republic, 

each being equally determined to negotiqte from a position of 

strength nt Geneva. Soon after the openinc of the bqttlc, the 

French begB.n to suff·:r reverses, till the F'rench troops posted in 

Dien :31cn Fhu v1cre subjected to s protr~cted seige by Ho' s troops. 

They, however, die~ not surrender in th:; knowledr.e th:1t their 

surrender would represent a decisive defe-ot for Fr:1nce in Indo-
/,kA...c_ ~ to

China. 0 n 8 1l. ay 1954 , how cv e r, they surrendered'. 

The Reaction of the United States 
to the Siege of Dien Hi en Phu 

The United 5tates was cor.:.n;i tted not to send her troops 

tc Indo-C!1inao The decision to .send r.1aterial reinforcements to 

Indo-China on 6 February 1954 had caused apprehension in the 

United States that she might become involved in the war in 

Indo-China. (52) The Government, however, made definite 

(52) See editorials asking for defining the u.s. attitude 
in New York Times, 9 Februr1ry 1.954; New York Herald Tribune, 
8 February 1954; Christi an Science monitor' 10 Febt'lary 1954. 
These newspapers also contained letters to the srune effect during 
the week beginninr from 7 February 1.954. Soveral inrlucntial 
Senators also voiced their opposition to it, New Yorl{ Herald 
Tribune, L5 February 1954. 
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pronouncements to remove any cause for alarm. On 10 February 

1.954, Eisenhower stated that he could "conceive of no greater 

tragedy than for the United States to become involved in war in 

Indo-china." (53) Charles Wilson, the Defence Secretary, also 

said that the United States would refrain froiii being involved in 

war in Indo-China. (54) On 18 February 1954, Adrr.iral Radford, 

chainnan of the Joint Chief of Staff and ·.'/alter Bedell Smith, 

Unde~Sectetary of State and himself ar. experienced soldier, told 

the Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee of the House of Representatives 

that the French had developed such a. military strntegy for Indo

China, thnt they would win the v;~r even without the help of ~ 

u.s. troop~. (f5) In spite or the French r~verse At Dien Bien 

Phu, the Unite-d States appeared to stick tc her old policy. On 

23 ~arch 1954, Dulles tcld the press thAt q co~~unist victory 

in Indo-China "in terms of tnc communist dominntion of Indochina11 

was not probable, and th3t u.s. policy towards the war in Indo

China was established "so far as the political aspects of it are 

concerned." He made 1 t cl enr thut in view of the definite 

principles of the u.s. policy regardinf. Indo-ChinR, any further 

request for help by France would be "a matter for Defense 

people in any case." (56) 

(53) New York Times, 12 February 1954. 

(54) Christian Science A-ioni tor, 9 Februnry 1954. 

(55) New York Herald Tribune, 19 February 1953. 

(56) Department of State Bulletin, 30 (5 April 
1954) 512-13. 
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Dulles' press conference on 23 ~.arch 1954 was held before 

his meeting with Ely, who hd.d been sent to Washineton with word 

that Indo-China would be lost unless the United States intervened 

to save it. (57) After his press conference, Dulles met Radford 

and Ely and later discussed the problem with the President. What 

followed these conferences was a complete reversal of the attitude 

of the United States to the war in Indo-China. On 24 March 1954, 

EisenhovJer indicated the shape of things to come in ~U.s. 

policy. He stated that Indo-China was of "the most transcendent 

importance to the free world," (58) although, only a week back, 

he had considered it as "ly1nc on the frinee or the periphery of 

our interests." (59) The logical conclusion was renched on 

29 .r.:.arch 1954; Dulles speakine at the Overse~s Press Club of 

America at New York said, 

Under the conditions of today, the impos1 tion on 
Southeast Asia of the political systems of Communist 
Russia and its Chinese Communist ally, by whatever 
means, would be a grave threat to the whole free 
community. The United ~tates feels that that 
possibility should not be passively accepted, but 
should be met by united action. These might involve 
serious r1 sks. But these risks are far less than 
those that will face us a few years from now if we 
dare not be resolute today. (60) 

This declaration of Dulles, approved in advance by 

Eisenhower, (61) stood in direct contrast to all the declarations 

(57) Chalmers 1:. Roberts, "The Day we Didn 1 t Go to War, 11 

The Reporter, 10 (New York, 14 September 1954) 31. 
(58) New York Times, 25 March 1954. 
(59) Ibid,, 18 March 1954. 
(60) Department of State Bullet! n, 30 ( 12 April 1954) 540. 
(61) On 31 March, Eisenho·.ver told his press confPrence 

that he had seen Dulles' speech before it w~s delivered and 
apr roved it. New York Times, 1 April 1954. 
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made by the United States on Indo-China before his fateful 

coni'erence with Sly on 23 ~arch 1.954. On 7 April 1954, Dulles, 

in a broadcast, argu~d that his declaration of 29 .t..arch Lii.d not 

strike any new note in u.s. policy towards Indo-China, but was 

simply a reiteration cr the policy outlined by Eisenhower on 

16 April 1953. (62) It is, however, not possible to accept 

Dulles' corr.parison of the sense of his own speech made on 29 t..larch 

1954 w1 th that of Eisenhower's rr.ade about a ye-:1r earlier. 'Vhat 

Eisenhower had said then was, th8t in case China sent her troops 

to assist Ho's tirocps, the '.'/estern Bloc would confront her. 

Eisenhower's speech of 16 April 1953, was, therefore, a warning 

to China n~ainst ser1ding troops to Indo-C~ina. In contrqst to 

1 t, Dulles' plea tc the rlilies for united nction, as made on 

29 1~arch 1954, was occasioned not because the Chinese troops were 

supposed to be .'iGhtinG en tlJe side of Ho 1s troops- w:U.ch 

possibility Eise:-1ho ... ,. ·r had made a condition l'o~- retaliation by 

the \'/estern .Dloc - but because a situation was likely to develop 

in Indo-China, wnich, a~;cording to earlier cr.J.culu.tions, could 

not have developed without the active participation of the 

Co~unist Bloc troops in the war. 

Al thouch Dulles had no justifiable reason to compare his 

own speech of 29 March 1954 with that of Eisenhower of 1.6 April 

1953, yet he could have justifiably claimed that his plan for 

united action was not a deviation frorr. the general tenor of the 

(62) Oepartr::1ent of State &l,lletin 1 30 (27 April 1954) 601. 
Eisenhower's speech or 16 April 1953, vlde n. 12. 
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South-East Asiu polic.Y of the United ::;tates but its inevitable 

corollary. It ho.d been tile policy or the United ~tates to 

contain the expansion o1' Comrr.unist rule within the borders of 

China. Since the outbreak of the Korean war, she had relied on 

her own r.:ili tary strength as well as that of her allies for the 

achieverr:ent of this aim. Her own forces in the northwestern 

Pacific had provided a safeguard aeainst CoiTIDunist expansion in 

that direction. France had held the fort in the direction of 

South East Asia. The function of France in Indo-China was not 

only to resist the further expansion of the rule of the De~ocratic 

Republic of Vietnam, but to extem:1n71te it. Even on 23 ?.~arch 

1954, Dulles was confirlent th·1t France would rench her gonl in 

Indo-China. (63) ~'/hen in the cvenine of the snme dqy, he v:as 

informed ~bout the i~ending collapse of r~ench resistance in 

Indo-China, Dulles was caught unawure. It r:1eant that a severe 

breach had occurred in the Paeific defence sy~ts;, of the United 

States. Uulles' plan for 'united action' in Indo-China was not 

a design for u new policy to replace the old, but meant to fill 

in the breach that had occurred in the military strategy for 

achievin[ an oft-repeated objective. His case before the 

Foreign Affairs Cor:nd. ttee of the House of Representatives, that 

the United States must act in Indo-China to frustrate the 

"scheme" of the Communist Bloc, (64) rationalized his plan for 

united action better than his argument that it was a sirple 

(63) Vide n. 56. 

(64) Vide n. 9. 
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reiteration of an older policy. In form, it was a new policy 

in spite of Dulles' clairr.s to the contrary; but in spirit, it 

was an inevitable outgrowth of u policy laid down four years 

earlier by Acheson, that the United States would meet Soviet 

thrusts everywhere and by all means. (65) 

The Reactions to the Dulles Plan 

Under the constitution of the United States, it is 

Congress which has the right to declare war. (66) It was, 

therefore, necessary for Dulles to sound Congress before taking 

any decisive step rer,arding his plan for 1uni ted action' in 

Indo-China. On 3 April 1954, Dulles Rnd Rad~ord conferred with 

a group of Congrecsional lenders, consistinr both of Republicans 

and Democrats. John McCormack, one of the group, said later, 

that at that meetine Dulles explained his plan for attack on 

the besieeers of Dien Bien Phu, and proposed to the Congressmen 

"to commit ourselves in Indochina even without any assistance 

from any other country." The Congressional leaders did not 

disagree with the rationale for united action, but advised 

Dulles to secure support for his plan from friends and allies 

with interests in the Pacific region. (67) The stand thus taken 

(65) Vide Chapter II, n. 82. 

(G6) See Section 8 of the Constitution of the United 
States of America, in D. w. Brogan, Government of the People 
(New York, 1933) Appendix I, 389-90. 

(67) U.s. Congressional Recorag, tOt, ~Jo. 32 (House of 
Represent•1tives, 22 Febru!lry 1955) 1! ss. 
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by the group meant that they would vote for his case in Congress, 

if it enjoyed the support of the allies. 

The Reaction in South and South-East Asia 

It is clear that in making out his case for united action 

in Indo-China, Dulles was convinced that tlE issue in Indo-China 

was pri~arily one be~1een the Western Bloc and the Communist 

Bloc, and that other aspects of it were secondary to its primary 

character. The Communist Bloc, too, had the same understanding 

of the probler.: of Indo-China as had been evidenced by the 

recognition extended by its menbers to Ho Chi t:inh' s Government 

as the lawful government of Vietnam. (68) In the frameworK of 

Asian history, however, the struggle in Indo-China was primarily 

one between colonialism and anti-colonialism. The Governments 

of the newly independent South and South East Asian countries 

could not have afforded the luxury of taking such a stand on 

the probler~; of Indo-China as would be tantamount to ignoring the 

struggle betwce11 colonialisu; and national! sm in thut area. 

Anti-colonialism was the most powerful force in the history of 

these countries; their leaders could not have ignored it without 

jeopardizing their own political existence. Nehru, U Nu and 

Sukarno did not create this force; each of them came forward to 

lead a given rr:ovemento They were capable of influencing the 

course C~f this movement, but not of changing 1 ts general nature. 

(68) Communist China recognized Ho's Government as the 
lawful Government of Indo-China on 20 January 1950. (The Hindu, 
21 January 1950). Russia followed on 2 Febru13.ry 1950. (The Hindu, 
3 February 1950). 
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Had they faltered in leading it, others would have replaced them. 

ilio political eroup other than the cor.a.~unists was likely to 

replace them in case the.; failed. i'4ehru, U hu, and Sukarno -

all of then. were den.onstrably non- COLICJlUnist. rlu t on the issue of 

colonialisrr. versus anti-colonialisrr~, they could not be expected 

to pave the way for their rivals by tak ine a stand in favour of 

colonialism. Given their opposition to corrur:unisrn on the one hand 

and the requirements of their leadership on the other, there 

could hardly have been a more difficult problem than that of 

Indo-China in which to demonstrate their views on coi'Ilr.1unisrn and 

colonialism. It is important to note that till Dulles expressed 

his intention to fight the communists in Indo-China, the non

alir,ncd leaders of Asia had preferred to mnintain a non-committal 

stand reearding Indo-China. They had supported the cqse for th~ 

independence of Indo-China and denounced the role of French 

colonialism; but at the same tin;e, they hn.d :llso refr.J.ined from 

recognizing Ho Chi .Ltlinh' s Government. Nor, was there ever 

convened a conference on Indo-China, like that on Indonesia 

in January 1949, to organi~e support for the independence 

struggle in Indo-China. 

It is in this oackrround that the reactions of the 

Governments of the newly independent countries of South and 

South-East Asia should be exru:ined. In the context of Asian 

history, Dulles' plan meant a plan to support an imperialist 

power like France against a nationalist movement triumphantly 

marchine ahead under the leadership of Ho Chi :t.~inh. 1.\Then Dulles 

announced his plan, the old image of the United Stqtes as an 
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anti-colonialist nation had alrer1dy evaporated from Asia. It 

came at a time when the United States was being considered the 

most arrogant or the powerful countries of the world. Various 

steps taken by the United States following the outbreak of war 

in Korea, like the neutralization of Formosa, the crossing of 

the 38th Parallel in Korea, the Japanese Peace Treaty, military 

aid to France and Britain to f'ight the communists in Indo-China 

and Malaya respectively, and the security pact with Japan, worked 

to tarnish the fanner image of the United States. The brusque 

treatment given to the protests of the Asian Governments against 

these steps led to the development of profound anti-U.s. feeling 

in Asia. Communist propngrmda encouraged it; n statornent made 

in ~ebruary 1954 by Walter s. Robertson, U.s. Assistant Secretary 

of State for Far Eastern Affairs, thnt his Government was 

"undertaking to maintain for An indefinite period of years 

American dominance in the Far East," (69) .fUrther aggravated it. 

It reinforced the imp,..ession,of latelt ga1n1ne eround in India, 

Bunna and Indonesia that the United States would pursue 

ruthlessly her own interests in their part of the world, even 

•Ni thout regard to the welfare and freedom of the countries of 

thi s region. ( 70) 

(69) t.·:anchester Guardian, 25 February 1954. 

(?0) The anns aid pact between the Un1 ted States and 
Pakistan had been responsible for this impression ¢ning ground 
in India. (For India's reaction to u.s. aid to Pakistan, see 
Sisir Gupta, India and Regiona1 Integration in Asi~ (Bombay, 1.964) 
53-7; for Burma's reaction to u.s. stand on KMT troops issue, 
vide Chapter III, n. 80). In In ~on~sia, too, the ir.pression among 
the people had been stronr. that the United States though in a 
position to cor.;pel the Dutch to lee1ve West New aulnea, were 
reluctant to do so. 
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The growing anti-Americ~nis~ in Asi~ was not an isolated 

trend but a manifest:1tion of the deep-rooted anti-colonialism 

in these countries. It wns incumoent on the ruling r~gimes in 

the newly independent countries of Asia to save their peoples 

from what they considered colonialist r.:.~lchinations. Robertson 

resented the "misinterpretation" beint; put on his statement. (71) 

Even if we appreciate Robertson's resentrr.ent, the fact remains 

that his statement lacked subtlety. The peoples of North America 

and Europe on the one hand and those of Asia on the other were 

living under two entirely different historical conditions. It 

would be useful to repeat here that communis~ in the Asian 

historical fr3I!Irwork w~s not, as it was in Europe or North America, 

a subversive force but one of the powerful ideas being used by 

its followers for winnine the allegiance of the Asian peoples. 

If the ruling re~imes failed to represent the popular resentment 

and fears, the communists were wnitinr. to replace them. 

Robertson's s":atement thus raised the fundamental issue 

in the strur.::l e between li beralisL1 and comrnunism in Asia. Its 

Asian significance lay in its being a challenge to irr1perialisr. .• 

The issue that it raised therefore, was whether the non

communists in power could meet it or not. The communists were 

' mak inc promises in this regard. The non- communist ruling regimes, 

therefore, were oons trained under the pressure c.!' circumstances 

to denounce, what appeared to be then·:, American colonialism. 

(71) The Hindu, 17 March 1954. 



On 28 Fcbr..1ary, the Indiqn Prime !· .. inister, ~Jehru proclaimed 

0:1 be~eJ.f of all Asian::;, i!. re~~ly to Robertson thqt "Asi"lns do 

not propose to ·.ccept American don:ing,nce." (72) 

Dulles' stG.terr.ent of 29 lv'.arch 1954 fUrther acgr--,v8.ted 

anti-Americanism in Asia; following on Hobertson's staterr.ent, it 

appeared as the beginninc of the end. ~ince it V/3.5, in the 

context of Asian history, a logic!:il development of Hobertson's 

statement, hehru' s reply to Robertson had to catch up with it. 

On 24 April, tJehru denounced Dulles' stateoent as "a kind of 

unilateral declaration of the Lonroe i)octrine over the countries 

of Asia," ( 73) A conference of the Prime I\:1 nis ters of Ceylon, 

Bu~a, Indonesia, Pakistan, and India was held in Colombo from 

26 April to 1 ~.ay 1954. The conference cnlled for a ceasefire 

in Indo-China, withdr~wal of French rule fror. Indo-China, and 

an agreeF.,ent guaranteeing non-intervention in Indo-China, by 

China, Britain, the Soviet Union anci the United States, (74) 

The Asian reply to DuJles' call for 1 llnited action' in Indo

China was thus a counter-cG.ll for a ceasefire and the non-

intervention in Indo-China, The antithesis between the two 

needs no corrmlen t, 

( 72) ..!12!.9· , 2 !.:.arch 1954, 

(73) India, ParliamentarY Debates, House o1' the People 
4 Part ii (24 April 1954) 5579, 

(74) R,I,I,A. Documents 1954, 167, The cornrrunique issued 
by the Colorr.bo Conference proposed the same solution for the 
Indo-China problem which Nehru had proposed on 24 April 1954 in 
his speech to the Lok Sabha, (India, Parliamentary Debates, 
(House of the People, 4 Part ii, 24 April 1954) 5581-3.) 
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The hostile rC'Flction to thP. Dulles pl:m, however, should 

not be t:lken to c~·!n th·1t :~he Asi;;n Governments f--wourcd the 

Co.::rr.unist lJloc in the Cold '.'/ar. r.ehru, le,1dinr whnt qppe'1red 

to be then, the revolt of ~ AsiqnJ a,s:1inst the ~/estern riloc, 

was the r:-.ost deteroincd opponent of communism 1 n Asia. ( 75) 

U Nu and ~ukarno were also strong oppor1ents of couJr.;unisr.; in their 

respective countries. J3ut all of ti1err. were l~~dcrs of anti

colotdali st rLoverr.ents and e3.cl1 or thE.:r;: was anxious to maintain 

his anti- colonialist thu:1cier. Their anti-Amc:ri can u ttorances, 

therefore, appear to have been addressed primarily to their own 

peoples, who welcomed such utterances. But the oolT!Dunists 

promised to provide wh3t the peoples vmnted, if the non-corr.:nunists 

failed to rise to the occasion. 

It is sicnificant thqt th0 Fhilippines which supported 

the Dulles plan "in principle," (76) proclaimr.d th::1t the powers 

unriert:i-:ing to right th" cc:·~unists in Indo-China, must rive a 

plcdee to respect "the rieht of the A.s1'3.n pPoples to self

det~nr.i nation." ( 77) The Governments of Ceylon s1nd Pnkistan, 

(75) Vincent Sheean says, "bUt to suppose thA.t lir. Nnhru 
has a weakness for cor:• unism is arr::tnt nonsense." "The case for 
India" Foreign Affair~, 30 (October 1951-2) 85. Dulles himself, 
while 011 u tour of I ndl a between 20 and 23 iJ.ay 1953' declared 
at a press conference that India was "uctinc u<.;cording to its 
o~st jUdL.,;u;ent to prowote den.o..;rac.Y in the world." He added, 
"I have no doubt, whatever in rt.y mind, that the government • • • 
in India are strongly opposed to total1 tarianisr.1 and its 
spread. 11 The iii ndu, 21 1uay 1953. 

( ?6) Statesrr.an, 16 Ap rll 1954. 

( 77) The Hepubl1 c of the Philippines, Offi cicl Gazette, 
50 (April 1954) 1540. 
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though sympathetic to the plight of the United States, (78) 

nevertheless Joined those of India, Burma, and Indonesia in 

denouncing colonialism. (79) Their reactions, therefore, show~ 

that :1ot only the Governments of India, Burma, and Indonesia 

but also the pro-American regimes in Ceylon, Pakistan, and the 

Philippines were mindful of the working of anti-colonialism in 

their respective countries, and of the probable impact of their 

unqualified acceptance of the Dulles plan on their respective 

domestic situations. The fact that the reactions of the 

Governments of India, Indonesia, and Burma to the Dulles plan 

were so bellicose, is to be attributed to the American patronage 

being given to Pakistan, Formosa and the Netherlands, in spite 

of protests of the Governments of India, Burma, A.nd Indonesia. 

Thailand was the , nly country in Asia which lent 

unqualified support to the Dulles Plan. (80) We have seen that 

Thailand was not keen upon Blir:ninr herself with any existing 

power bloc till she could afford to rr.BintAin such A. stqnd. 

The rise of a powerful China produced a new situation for 

Thailand, for, the new regime in China was openly contemptuous 

of the ruling regime in Thailand. This fact brought her face to 

(78) rloth the governments of Pakistan as well as Ceylon 
granted the transit and landing rights to the u.s. military 
aircrafts engaged in airlifting paratroops from Paris to Hanoi. 
(The Hindu, 28 April 1954). That the United States may request 
for similar facilities frorr. India had been discussed in the 
Indian Parliament and ~ehru had declared in the Council of States 
on 22 April 1954 that such a request, if made by the United 
States would be turned down. 1J2!.g., 23 April 1954. 

( 79) See the corrmuni que of the Colombo Conference, vi de n. 73. 

(80) New Times of Burma (Rangoon), 11 April 1954. 
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to race with n powerful nnd hostile neighbour. (81) Her past 

experience or a policy or ncutr~lity h8~ not been sAtisfactory. 

She had also known that friendly countries, however powerful they 

might be, could leave Thailand to her own devices if not P~ready 

commit ted to come to her assistance. (82) Si nee the rise to 

power of the Coinir.unists in China, the search for secur1 ty had 

been the most powerful operation in the Thai foreign policy. 

The Thai Governrr.ent ·was keen Llpon securing a situation in which 

the intervention of the Western Great Powers on its side in case 

of a war, was never left in doubt. The Dulles plan promised 

Thailand what she had been w~iting for, hence her enthusiasm 

at it. 

The Reaction of Br1 tain and Australia 
to the Dulles Plan 

The reaction or Britnin and Austr8lia to the Dulles Plan, 

thollgh in the ultimate 8-n'llysis, sir.lil~r to those or the non
~ 

aligned countries, was, however, not predicqted ~ similar 
A 

~ 
'NlU.l e the non-nli r,ned countries resented the decision 

(81) For more detailed analysis of China as a factor 
in the Thai foreig:• policy, see Amry Vandenbosch & Richard 
A. Butwell, Solltheast Asia Among the World Powers (Lexington, 
1957) 163-5, 175-7, 178-9. Also see John Kerry King, 
"Thailand 1 s .W.renucracy and the Threat of Corr.r:;unist Subversion," 
Far Eastern ~rvex, 23 (November 1.954} 119. 

(82) ~ ~ ~~ ~-4-.~ ~ ~,- f-!'--(.1 ~~ 
~_Jt.A~~~ ~ 1;;;._ ~ ~~ ~. h 4L 

~ ~l:f ~ ~/ ~ :J. ~' -!-··!
-~ck 1: ~ f~/..:4 ~ ~, IJJ})/ ?-17. 
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of Dulles, Britain (83) and Australia (84) welcomed u.s. 
interestedness in the defence of South-East Asia. But they 

doubted if united action by the Allies in Indo-Chinq, at that 

stace, could save it. l'hey cpinP.d, therefore, thnt France 

should persist with .'l !1olding war till a settlement in regard 

to Indo-China could be arrived at, at the corr.ing Geneva 

conference. They held that even partition of Indo-China should 

be agreed to, if that appeared as the only solution of the 

Indo-China problem. (85) The United States was not opposed to 

the principle of partition of Indo-China, as such, but was 

sceptical about its v.orth as a measure of peace with the 

COr.1D1Uni S t Se ( 86) 

The reaction of Australia and Britain, however, was so 

categorically acainst the Dulles plan for 'united action,' that 

the United States soon chnneed the shape of her proposition. 

She now proposed that an ad hoc coalition, consisting of the 

United States, Britain, France, Austr~in, tJew Zealand, Thailand, 

tl1e Philippines, and t~e three Associate Stn.tes of Indo-China, 

should be fo~ed immediately. This coalition should issue a 

(83) Anthony Eden, ~eli•Oirs (London, 1960) 91. 

(84) Cor;-.r:entine on Dulles' speech of 29 z.:arch 1954, 
Casey said in the House of Representatives that "Australia 
cannot but welcome this Americo.n interest in preserving the 
security and independence of the nations of South-East Asia 
and the South Pacific." Current I~otes, 25 (April 1.954) 287. 

(85) Eden, n. 83, 92. For Australia's stand, see Casey's 
statement in the Australian House of R~resentatives, 
ParliamentarY Debates (New Series}, House of R~resentatives, 
4 ( 10 August 1954) 97. 

(86) ~. 
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solemn declaration of their readiness to take concerted action 

under Article 51 of the u.r:. Charter, at;o.inst continued intel'

ference by China in the Indo-China war. The United States qlso 

proposed that simult~neously with keepine R watch on developments 

in Indo-China, the proposed coalition should nlso set about 

organizing a collective defence pnct for South-East Asia. (8~ 

On 4 April 1.954, Eisenhower in a personal letter to Churchill, 

urged hir.~ to accept u.s. plan. (88) On 7 April 1954, Eisenhower, 

magnifying his government's concern for Indo-China, said at a 

press conference, that South.-East Asia was like a "row of 

dominoes," Indo-China being the first in the row. Consequently, 

if Indo-China was to fall to the communists, ''what would happen 

to the last one was the certainty that it would go very 

quickly." (89) 

The United States, it would appear, had released her 

trump card by converting her plan for united action into a plan 

for a South-East Asia defence pact. Uost of those proposed for 

the merbership or the ad hoc coRlition hnd been advocnting the 
~~~ 

case for a South-East Asia-~ security pact; u.s. refusal 
A 

to participate in the makinr of such a pact without the non-

aligned po·.·:ers of South and South-East Asia had been the biggest 

(8~ l..Q!.g.' 92-3. 

(88) James Shepley, "How Dulles Averted War," 
!J.S. !'4ews and World Report, 40 (Washington, 27 January 1956) 131. 
This articlt: is based on an interview given by Dulles, to its 
author, of the negotiations reearding united action in Indo
China. It was originally published in !J:.£§ magazine on 
1.6 January 1956 and was reproduced in U.S, News and World Report, 

(89) The Hindu, 8 April 1954. 
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hurdle in its way. In or~er to ne,ltralize India's continued 

opposition to the collective defence ~rr~nrements in Asia, 

Dulles proposed her exclusion from it, as qlso thA-t of Formosa, 

J.3.pan, .:1nd South Korea. (90) l>J.lles c:-1lculated t~1at if the 

t·rritorial scope of the proposed ~~fl.ct ·.vere confined to South.. 

East Asia, India's opposition to it could be neutralized. Since 

many of the countries appro,tched by the United States had been 

the chorr:pions for n collective defence arrangernenrsouth-East 
1.. 

Asia and the Pacific Dulles believed that he would obtain their 

support for his new plan. 

Dulles' new plan met with the enthusiastic approval of 

Britain and Australia who had opposed his fo:nner plan for united 

action in Indo-China. Still there rerr;ained a fly in the 

ointment; Dulles wished to see the formation of an ad hoc 

coalition to precede the ectunl formation of the South.. East Asia 

Collective Defence Pact. Th!":' purpose of this coalition would 

have been to warn Chin."l arflinst continu0.d interference in Indo

China. It, therefore, followed that if ChinR decided to ipnore 

its existence, the ~d hoc body would co into Rction. Neither 

Britain nor Australia believed that China would take note of 

its existence. The result, therefore, would be war. Since 

they were ready to accept the partition of Indo-China, they 

felt that war would not be the right instrument for achieving 

that objective. They also felt that if France continued a 

holding war in Indo-China, which they believed she could do, 

(90) Eden, n. 83, 97. 



any other measure, such as the proposed ad hoc conJition was 

unnecessary, and at the s~me time, d~ngerous, as it would 

fUrther alien::}te the Asian Governments from the Western Powers. (91) 

On 11 April 1954, Dulles reached London to talk the 

matter over personally with Anthony Eden, Britain's Foreicn 

Secretary. (92) In his conversations with Eden, Dulles maintained 

his point, that an ad hoc coalition and the proposed South-East 

Asia pact were related issues, the forr;.er being the first step 

to the latter. Eden, on the otuer hand, sought to disentangle, 

what he considered, two different issues frou. each other. While 

he welcomed the proposal for a Sou t~East Asia pact, he opposed 

Dulles' case for an ad hoc coalition. On 13 April, the~· issued 

a joint statement, agreeing "to take part, with other countries 

principally concerned, in an examination of the possibility of 

establishing a collective defence" for South East Asia and 

South Pacific. (93) From London, Dulles went to Paris, where 

a joint statement by Dulles And Uidqult, similar to the Eden

Dulles staterr.ent, was issued on 14 April 1954. (94) 

Dulles returned from his trip to London and Paris, 

convinced that France could carry on a holding war in Indo

China. Since he was not opposed to the partition of Indo

China as such, he was convinced by Eden that his plans either 

( 91) ~.' 93-4. 

(92) For an account of the conversations, .!...Q!.g., 95-6. 

(93) Department of State dllleti n, 30 ( 26 April 1954) 622. 

(94) .l.e!.S. 



for 'united action' or for an ad hoc coalition would not mAke the 

problem of the Western powers eqsier th~n it was. The communiques 

issued on his talks in Lo~on and Paris 1 ndi cated that he had for 

the present r1grced to give up his plRn for action in Indo-China. 

On ?.3 April 1954, Dulles re1c1ched P•1ris to attend a meeting 

of the NATO Council. From Paris, he was sch,:duled to proceed to 

Geneva where the Conference 011 Korea and Indo-China was to open 

on 26 .April 1954. un 23 April 1.954, however, he was shown a 

telegrar;. which had been sent to the French Government by General 

Navarre. It said that the French troops would be constrained 

to give up their strugcle against Ho's trocps, if no assistance 

was rendered to then;. Lavarre asked for a massive air-strike 

to save Dien Bien Phu. (95) 

Navarre's telegram upset Dulles' calculations regarding 

Indo-China. He felt that if the French were not assisted to 

hold Dien Bien Phu, they m1 cht abandon the struggle Bl together. 

The consequences would be thnt the cornounists woulo come to 

negotiate at Geneva, with Dien dien Phu in their pocket qnd 

the whole of Indo-Chin:1 lJ-'ing :1t their mercy. He believed that 

with a situation so f3vour8.ble to ther:., the corw.:unists would 

not be content only with the northern h:tl f of Vietnam, but would 

ask for more and the Western povJers would not be i~1 a position 

to resist their claim. 

(95) Roberts, n. 57, 34. The account of Dulles' renewal 
of his case for 'united action' is based on the account of it 
given in Eden, n. 83, lD0-6. Roberts' article is being used for 
verifying Eden's narrative. 
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Dulles immedi~tely inforn:ed Eden, w~o W3.S qlso in PA.ris, 

about the situgtion in Indo-Chin~ nnd proposed that the Western 

powers must r·~sort to 'united '"'\Ction' to hold the comr.1Unists in 

Indo-China. Eden w:ts schedt1led to fly to GenevR from Paris on 

24 April; but after: ccnference with Dulles nnd rlidQult, Eden 

returned to London for consultations with his Government regarding 

Dulles' appeal for 'united action. ' ( 96) There were urgent 

meetings of the Caoinet, S·-:rvice 1.inisters and Chiefs of Staff 

at the .britis:l Prime 1.in1ster1 s official residence. (97) The 

.dritish Government, however, once again kept to its earlier stand 

regarding 'united action.' On 25 April, Eden left London for 

Geneva and conveyed the decision of his Governrr.ent to Bidault, 

who ·•:as W3i tine for him at Orly airport in Paris. With this 

step Dulles' plan for 'united action' was finally extinguished. 

The whole story of the n~r,otiqtions reearding 'united 

action' suggests that it w~ls Bri tgin' s uncompromising op11osi tion 

to it th<1t [oeRled it.s fe1te. But Eisenho•ver stqted A.t 'l press 

confere<~ce on 29 April :954 that "3ritish qdvice h--d not affected 

wh'J.t the United Stntes snould do in r1ny sp~cific instnnce for 

eiving :1id to r~rance." (98) Eisenhower, thus, S'lgeested thgt 

the decisive influence that constr,1ined his Adr.Iinistration to 

chance its plan reGarding united action in Indo-China was not 

that of Great uritain, but came from some other sources. There 

(96) Roberts, n. 57, 34. 

(97) The Times, 26 April ill54. 

(98) ~., 30 April 1954. 



is evidence which micht be su~oned to support the contention 

that within the administrqtion 3lso, the opposition to the plan 

for 'united action' was fierce. General N.athew Ridgway, then 

Chief of Staff of the u.s. Armed Forces, wrote, after his 

retirement, that ~Army's analysis of the hazards involved in 

the proposition for 1 Wli ted action' played a considerable part 

in the decision not to embark on the project. (9g) McCormack 

also testified later that exceptinG Admiral Radford, no member 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff favoured the caoe for the 'united 

action' in Indo-China. ( 100) As reeards Dulles' revival of his 

case for 'united action' on the eve of the Geneva Conference, 

there is evidence to support the thesis that he put off his 

plan after discussions with his advisers, and that his decision 

had been taken before Eden returned \rlth his Government's message 

regarding the plan and conveyed it to Bidaul t at Orly. ( 101} 

Yet, Eisenhower's argument th~t Britain had not influenced 

u.s. policy regarding the war ir. Indo-China seems to be incredible 

for two reasons. In the first place, Dulles had tgken his 

decision to resort to 'united action' in the face of the 

opposition of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That they '"ere against 

the plan for 1 un1 ted action' had been conveyed to McConnack and 

other Congressional leaders on 3 April 1954, when Dulles and 

Radford had met them. The fact that Dulles pursued his case for 

(99) Mathew B. Ridgway, 1iemoirs (New York, 1956) 275-7. 

(100) McCormack's statement in the House of Representatives, 
vide n. 67. 

(101) Roberts, n. 57, 35; New York Times, 25 April 1954. 
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'united action' in Indo-China, in spite of the opposition of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, inrlicqted that the A(~inistr~tion 

would have ordered its troops to fight in Indo-China if Britain 

had ngreed to support the p 1 nn. The Congressional lead ..,rs too 

had 1-greed to Stlpport the case for 1uni ted action,' if the 

Administration received the support of the allies. ( 102) In 

the second place, in the United States, as in other democratic 

countries, the civilian wing of the Administration fir;:1ly controls 

the rr.ili tary wing. Instead of any indication to the effect that 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, being against the 'united action,' 

were detennined to disobey the orders of the President in this 

instance, evidence is to the effect that they were poised for 

action and awaiting the orders of the President. In consultation 

with the French Command in Indo-China, the u.s. Pacific Command 

had prepared a blueprint for action in Indo-China known as 

"Operation Vulture." (103) This P.Vidence suggests that the 

decisive influence in makine the United St~tes desist from 

resorting to armed action in Indo-China was not thqt of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, but of i:)ritain. The Administration had 

not expected Congressional support for unilateral action in 

Indo-China, because the Congressional leaders whom Dulles had 

met on 3 April 1954, knew that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 

against it. Any plan that Dulles might have had in his mind 

( 102) McCormack, vide n. 67. 

( 103) L an cans ter, n. 7, 300. 
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for unilateral action h"'ld been given up then and there. Since 

then, he hqd been pursuing a case for 'united Hction,• which was 

finally foiled by Britain. 

It is, however, importr4nt to be·:lr in mind, fHctors on 

v1llich the reactions of Britain and Austrgli9 on the one hAnd, 

and those of the ·:on-aliened countries of Asia on the other, 

against the Dulles plan were bused. Unlike the non-aligned 

countries of Asia, britain and Australia did not resent the 

decision of the United .::>tates to intervene in Indo-China; they 

opposed the conterr.plated step on the ground that it would not 

obtain the desired result. Their respective attitudes towards 

the next step proposed by the United States clearly demonstrated 

the antithesis between their views. Britain and Australia 

welcomed the decision of the United States to take no fUrther 

risks as regards the defence of South-East Asia and the Pacific, 

and establish a collective defence mnchinPry for the defence of 

South-East Asia. The non-aligned countries of Asin, however, 

opposed the lqttcr with the same resolution RS they had assailed 

the proposition for united action. I3r1 tain and Australia, while 

opposine the Dulles pl~n for united '1ction, had at the same time 

agreed to join in the formation of a South-East Asia Collective 

Defence Pact, in spite of the cr1 tL:i~ of the proposed step by 

the non-aligned countries of Asia. 

Although the United ~tates had given up her opposition 

to the case for a Pacific Pact and its older champions had, on 

their part, agreed to the u.s. point of view that the scope of 



the proposed Pacific Pact should be lim1 ted to South..East Asia 

and the South Pacific to begin with, yet the task of forming 

the proposed pact h~rl not become ~ny easier than at any time in 

the past. The difficulty was not beCRUSe of the opposition in 

Asia to the proposed step; in fact, <1S we have seen, Agreement 

regarding it had been re'lched nrr.onc interested powers, in spite 

of the opposition to it in Asia. The difficulties were to arise 

from the differing ideas about the nature of the proposed pact, 

held by the United States on the one hand and Britain and others 

on the other. 

As far as the United States was concerned, her conditions 

for leadine the forr:1ation of a Pacific equivalent of the NATO 

did not yet exist. There was not, in existence, any "effective 

plan for collaboration" ( 104) among the countries of Asia, nor 

any indication to the effect that the newly independent countries 

of Asia would join any organization of that nnture. As a matter 

of fact, ~11 indicqtions on the Asian political scene were to 

the effect th8.t such an organization, if formed, would be 

denounced in Asia. 

i3u t there W:i.S 'lnother str~nd, too, in U.s. P'3cific policy 

whose disposition was as cleqr :1s her n.tt1 tude towards the 

movement for a Pacific Pact. She had been determined, since 

the beginnin£ of the 'Cold War,• to maintain a 'situation of 

strength' vis-a-vis the Co~~u~st bloc. Since the Korean war, 

( .104) Acheson, vide Chapter II, n. ~. 
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her policy hRd been to r.JRint:1.i n 1 t thrcugh a pov;erf'ul defence 

machine; she hud ruthlessly set qside the protest·-ttions of the 

non-aliened Goverrltlents of Asi:1 qr,qinst steps to thA.t P.nd. 

l'"rance hnd been depleted :-1n pla;,·inc ·1 vi t'11 p<1rt in its working. 

The collapse of ~ French defences in Indo-China, therefore, 

meant the breakdown of ·1 vi tal p nrt of the U.s. defence m3ch1ne 

in the Pa<;ific. The United States W'1S interested in finding a 

replaccrnent for this brc,ken part of her defence-machine. Her 

case, from •u.·1ited HCtion' through an 'ad hoc coalition' to 

'Sout~East Asia Collective Defence Pact' appeared, as it were, 

the pre-requis1 tlons for the replacer.;ent for the broken part. 

When 'u·•i ted action' was not available, the United States asked 

for the 1 ad hoc coalition' which appeared like requisitioning a 

temporary replacement, till a pennanent replacement in the shape 

of a formal 'South-East Asia Coll~ctive Defence Pact,• could be 

obtained. There wns thus n causal relationship between the 

collapse of French d~fcnces in Indo-ChinA. ~d u.s. qcquiescence 

1 n the proposition for n P ·-1ci fi c Pnct. 

Thoubh th·-~ older ndvoc-,tes of the Crl.Se for '1 Pilcific 

Pact, wel com'?d the decision of the United St'1 tes to fonn the 

p reposed pact jointly with the:: , they were ·~.1 so e I£:Cr to 

establish a Pacific Pact which would as much express t:1eir 

own fe."lrs and desires, as those of the United States. In the 

following ch::JP ter, th·:: course an\.! the conseque:lces of this 

fu11damental difference between the United States and her allies 

regarding the nature of the proposed pact is recounted. 



Chapter Five 

THE BIRTH OF S.E.A.T.O. 



In the preceding chapter, it was shown that even though 

the United States had become far more eager to establish a 

Pacific Pact than its older proponents and they, too, had agreed 

to the u.s. view that the scope of the proposed Pacific Pact 

should be initially confined to South-East Asia and South Pacific, 

yet the problem of establishing the proposed pact had not thereby 

become easier than in the past. As the matter of executing the 

agreement proceeded further, it transpired that the United States 

had not necessarily moved away from her frequently stated 

posi tlon on the issue of a Pacific Pact. Her proposals for 

united action, the ad hoc coalition as well as the collective 

defence pact, though qualitatively far removed from each other, 

were variants of the same equation. Each was similarly conceived 

as a replacement for the broken part of tR U.s. defence machine 

in the Pacific region. None of them was conceived as the design 

for a new over-all defence and political policy. To her, the 

acceptance of her suggestion for a South-East Asia alliance by 

the older proponents of a Pacific Pact meant, therefore, their 

agreement to her own proposition of 1 t. 

~t this was not so; the older advocates of the case for 

a Pacific Pact felt that the United States had come round to 
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realize the need for a Pacific Pact as hA.d been proposed by 

them. 

Conse~uently, the ~greement that had been reached between 

the United States on the one hand and the older proponents of a 

Pacific Pact on the other, soon turned out to be misconceived. 

Yet, each side was so dedicatedly given to the cause of a 

formal agreement between the two, for the defence of South- EB.Iit 

Asia, that each was alike unwilling to let the opportunity slip. 

As a result, the South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty was 

signed on 8 September 1954 at Manila. Inevitably it bore the 

strain of differences between its founders. In this chapter, 

the circumstances of its birth are commented on. 

The Anglo-U.S, Wrangle Over the Nature 
of the Proposed Pact 

The Cause and Nature 

The Eden-Dulles talks of April 1954 had led to two 

concrete results. In the first plRce, they h~d agreed to 

establish in time, jointly with other interested countries, a 

collective defence pact for the defence of South-East Asia and 

the South Pacific. In the second place, they had also agreed to 

refrain from taking any such action as would seal the fate of the 

Geneva Conference in advance. ( 1) Neither Eden nor Dulles was 

dissatisfied with the outcome of the talks. 

(l) U.S.-U.K. statement 13 April 1954, Department of 
State Bulletin, 30 (g, April 1954) 622. The part of the 
statement dealing with the proposed Geneva conference said, 
11It is our hope that the Geneva conference would lead to the 
restoration of peace in Indochina. n 
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Dulles, for his part, wqs only interested in finding a 

replacement for the broken part of the American Pacific defence 

machine, so that it might be switched into action in time. 

Although Dulles had agreed not to disturb the proceedings at 

Geneva, and he adhered to the promise fairly if not helpfully, 

yet he never rated the chances of success of the Geneva conference 

high. (2) Partly for this reason and partly for its own sake, 

Dulles wanted to get his defence machine repaired, so that it 

might not be unworkable when the need for its use arose. He, 

therefore, wished that while the Geneva conference might go ahead, 

those interested in the establishment of the proposed collective 

defence pact for Sout~East Asia, should set about it expedi

tiously. (3) Since Eden and Bidault had agreed to his suggestion 

for a South-East Asian alliance, he believed that the United 

States might pursue it without delay. He returned from his 

European tour, convinced that although Britain had opposed his 

case for united action and an ad hoc coalition, she had yet 

(2) Dulles• statement of 20 April 19.54, Department of 
State Bulletin, 30 (3 May 1954) 669. Before leaving for Geneva, 
Dulles said, '*Ever since the Berlin agreement to seek peace in 
Indoohina, the Communist forces have stepped up the intensity of 
their aggression. • • • This is not a good prelude to Geneva. 11 

See also a statement of similar import made by Dulles before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 4 June 1954, 
Department of State Bulletin, 34 (23 January 1956) 123. 

(3) Dulles understood the outcome of his talks in London 
and Paris as the following& "It was a matter of common knowledge 
that if there should be breakdown of the Geneva talks then the 
British and the French, were prepared to go ahead with us on the 
programme of 'united action.' It involved, if necessary a common 
military effort there with whatever weapons would be appropriate. 11 

Decartment of State Bulletin, 34 (23 January 1956) 123. 
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agreed to his proposition for the defence of South-East Asia 

by agreeing to join the proposed pact. (4) In fact, having 

observed the reactions to his plan for united action, Dulles 

had reconciled himself to the prospective loss of that part of 

Indo-China to the Communist Bloc which had either already fallen 

or might fall in the meantime, under the control of the 

Democratic Republic of Vietnam. (5) He was genuinely convinced 

that by pursuing his own plan for a South-East Asia alliance, 

he would not be acting contrary to the promise given to Eden. 

He returned to Washington on 15 .April 1954; on 17 April, he sent 

invitations to the envoys of Britain, France, Australia, New 

Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines, and the three Associate 

States of Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam, to meet him on 20 April 

1954 to discuss preli~inary matters concerning the proposed 

pact. (6) 

Eden was especially satisfied with his talks with Dulles. 

His Government was one of the old proponents of the idea of a 

(4) Statesman, 17 April 1954. Back at Washington on 
15 April 1954, Dulles told the pressmen, "I am satisfied • 
Chances of a 10-nation pact for South East Asia have been 
enhanced by my talks at London and Paris." 

• • 

(5) At a press conference, on 11 May 1954, D.llles said, 
" ••• they are extremely important and that the problem of 
saving South-East Asia is far more difficult if they are lost. 
But I do not want to give the i~~ression either that if events 
that we could not control ••• should lead to their being lost, 
that we should consider the whole situation hopeless, and we 
should give up in despair. We do not give up in despair." 
Department of State Bulletin, 30 (24 May 1954) 782. 

(6) New York Herald Tribune, 18 April 1954e 
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Pacific Pact. He, therefore, welcomed the decision of the 

United States to form, jointly with others, a collective defence 

pact. He considered his agreement with Dulles regarding the 

establishment of a South East Asia alliance as a new and highly 

significant matter which had to be carefully pursued. To this 

end, he felt, it was necessary to make an objective appraisal of 

the situation in South-East Asia and of the abiding interests of 

its pro~ective members. Since the Geneva conference was 

scheduled to deal with one of the most significant sectors of 

South-East Asia, Eden preferred to await its results. He told 

the House of Commons that the nature and shape of the proposed 

pact would "certainly be influenced by what happens at Geneva. 11 

He also said that all the Commonwealth governments" including, 

of course, the Government of India" would be consulted as "the 

matter develops." (7) He felt that the haze over South-East 

Asia cast by the confusion prevailing over Indo-China, must be 

lifted, and that Britain, as Also other members, should take 

note of her interests in a clearer ~tmosphere. Eden also believed 

that if the negotiations designed to lead to the formation of 

the proposed pact were immediately launched, the fate of the 

Geneva conference would be sealed in advance. Although he was 

not sure if the coming Geneva conference would lead to a settle

ment of the Indo-China problem, he was nevertneless detennined 

to make a bid for it. He was sure that he had Dulles' support 

(7) U.K. Parliamentar~ Debates, House of Commons, 
526 ( 14 Ap ri 1 1954) col s. 9 9- ?s. 
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for the contemplated bid; (8) so, when Dulles invited the 

British envoy Sir Roger Makins, as also the envoys of eight 

other countries, Eden cabled instructions to him to protest 

against the contemplated meeting, as it was being held in spite 

of "our agreement in London." (9) 

Thus, within a week of the talks with which both of them 

had professed satisfaction, Eden and Dulles had fallen out 

regarding what they had agreed to. Yet, neither of them was 

prepared to attribute it to any misunderstanding. Dulles 

ascribed it to "a change of heart 11 on the part of Great 

Britain, ( 10) and Eden, to a tendency in the United States "to 

think the time past when they need consider the feelings or 

difficulties of their allies." (11) In spite of the accusations 

they levelled against each other, it would be fair to attribute 

their differences to misunderstanding on the part of both. The 

fact that the United States was not contemplating any change 

in the broader aspects of her Pacific policy caused the 

misunderstanding. Dulles did not see any reason to wait for 

the dust to settle in South-East Asia; the broken part of his 

Pacific defence machine had to be replaced, irrespective of 

what happened at Geneva. Eden, on the other hand, felt that 

(8) See &den 1 s account of his conversations with Dulles, 
Anthony Eden, Memoirs (London, 1960) 95-7. 

(9) lli.Q.' 98. 

( 10) New York Times, 12 June 1954. 

( 11) Eden, n. a, 99. 
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Dulles had agreed to the old proposition for a Pacific Pact; 

unlike Dulles, therefore, he preferred to wait for the dust in 

Soutn-East Asia to settle down, so that an objective appraisal 

of the situation in South-East Asia might be made. When Eden 

and Dulles met in Paris on 23-24 April 1954, they knew that 

their respective positions on the question of a Pacific Pact 

were as far removed from each other, as they had ever been. (12) 

On 27 April 1954, Churchill declared, in the House of Commons, 

that Britain would not take any step towards the establishment 

of the p reposed pact "until the outcome of the Geneva Conference 

is clearer." ( 13) 

The British stand on the question of the p reposed pact 

greatly annoyed the public and the Government of the United 

States. They were determined to carry on the work of repairing 

the Pacific defence machine with B note of defiance to the 

Communist Bloc. To the United States, it was unimaginable that 

the Communists should go to Genevg with their dominant position 

in Indo-China unchallenged. On 2 lviay 1954, in a public statement 
"W 
~. F. Knowland, the Republican chairman of the Senate Foreign ,. 

Relations Committee, urged the Administration, "to act at once 

on forming an anti-Communist coalition" and not "surrender to 

another nation, the power for its Prime Minister to say what the 

United States should do. 11 ( 14) Soon, the Government met halfway 

( 12) Ibid., 103. 

(13) U.K. Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 
526 (27 April 1954} col. 1693. 

( 14) Manchester Guardian, 3 Iiay 1954. 
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the demand thus being made; on 5 May 1954, in a press release 

from the White House, E1 senhower was quoted, as saying that 

conversations among the powers interested 1 n the p reposed pact 

were "actively proceeding" and most of the nations concerned 

have shown "affirmative interest." ( 1.5) On 7 May, Dulles 

confirmed this at a press conference, and added that "good 

p regress" was being made at the talks. ( 16) 

Soon, however, it became known that the statements made 

by Eisenhower and Dulles were designed to put pressure on Britain 

with an eye to constrain her to revise her existing attitude 

towards the es tabli shmen t of the proposed pact. ( 17) On the 

same day as Eisenhower was quoted saying that talks in regard to 

the proposed pact were actively proceeding, Selwyn Lloyd, 

Britain's Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, told the House 

of Commons that no discussions concernine the proposed pact had 

been arranged among the allies. (18) On 10 May, Selwyn Lloyd 

was confronted with Eisenhower's statement to the contrary as 

confirmed by Dulles. He successfully came through the 

( 115) Department of State Bulletin, 30 ( 17 May 1954) 740. 

( 1.6) l.Q.!.g. ( 17 May 1954) 743. 

( 17) A writer terms the diplomacy resorted to by the 
United States as the diplomacy of 'Fait Accompli. 1 Charles o. 
Lerch, "The United States, Great Britain and the SEATO: A case 
StudJ in the Fait Accompli," Journal of Politics, 18 (Florida, 
1956). He defines it as "the technique of deliberately exertlng 
pressure upon others by taking a significant policy step without 
warning or prior consultation." 460. 

(18) U.K. Par1iamentarY Debates, House of Commons, 
527 (5 May 1954) col. 369. 
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ordeal, (19) but only to be contradicted by developments which 

followed. on 16 May 1954, it was reported that the United States 

was having separate talks w1 th France regarding the proposed 

pact. (20) In the House of Commons Churchill regretted, the 

holding of the U.S.-French talks ttas reported in the press," but 

kept to his old stand of awaiting the results of the Geneva 

conference. (21) On l9 May, Eisenhower told a press conference 

that n given cooperation in other quarters, 11 the United States 

might undertake to form the proposed pact without Britain. He 

said that Britain's manbership would not be "indispensable" if 

Australia, New Zealand, and 11 some Asian countries" agreed to 

co-operate with the United States in this regard. (22) Churchill, 

still, did not yield. Instead, he agreed with the view expressed 

by a manber in the House of Commons th::1t "the recent moves in 

u.s. policy were inconsistent with the spirit of the Western 

alliance." ( 23) It was obvious th.:1t Bri tei n WRS not contemplating 

sutmission to pressure applied by the United States. 

( 19) Ibid. ( 10 May 19.54) col. 834. Selwyn Lloyd threw 
aside what appeared to be a big poll tical controversy 1 n the 
following words, "It is clear that the President was referring 
to informal and exploratory conversations. It is equally 
clear that on each occasion I referred to this matter I referred 
to more formal discussion attended by representatives of a 
number of states." 

(20) New York Times, 1.6 May 1954. 

(21) U.K. Parliamentary Debates, House of Collllilons, 
527 ( 17 May 1954) cola. 1692-3. 

(22) New York Times, 20 May 1954. 

(23) U.K. Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 
527 (20 May 1954) col. 2291e 
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Australia, New Zealand and the Anglo-U.S, Difference 

On the issue of the nature of the proposed pact Australia 

and New Zealand held the same view as Britain. They also wanted 

to base it on an objective assessment of the situation in South

East Asia. On 2 .i!Ua.y 1954, taking advantage of the presence of 

the foreign ministers of Australia and New ~ealand at Geneva, 

Dulles requested for a meeting of the ANLDS Council. At the 

meeting Australia and New Zealand agreed, as Britain had done 

previously, to examine with others "the possibility of establishing 

a defence pact for Sout~East Asia and the West Pacific." (24) 

B.lt, again like Britain, they preferred to await the results of 

the Geneva conference, in order to have a clearer view of the 

situation in South-East Asia. On 5 May 1954, Casey, Australia's 

Foreign Minister, said that the proposed pact would remain in 

"suspended animation until the si tuqtion in IndochinA has been 

fully discussed." (25} Clifton Webb, New Zealand's Foreign 

Minister, also held a similar view. (26) 

Thus while following the same policy as Britain, 

Australia and New Zealand were not in a position to afford a 

wrangle with the United States over the question of the nature 

of the proposed pact, nor could they give company to Britain 

over that matter, beyond a certain limit. It has been noted 

previously, that the relationship between Australia and 

(24) The Hindu, 3 May 1954, 

(25) Statesman, 7 May 1954, 

( 26) l.Q!.g. , 6 May 1954. 
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New Zealand on the one h~nd Rnd the United States on the other, 

was based on the hard experiences of Australia and New Zealand 

during the war. The Second World War had demonstrated that 

Britain was no longer capable of looking after their secur1 ty; 

the principle of 11 the recognition of leadership of the United 

States in the Pacific, 11 which Evatt referred to, as being basic 

to the operation of Australia's foreign policy, (27) was based 

on this fact. Consequently, it was difficult for them to join 

issue with the United States over a scheme for the security of 

the Pacific region. As regards the issue of the proposed pact, 

it was still more difficult. Since the end of the Second 

World War, Australia had been working for the conclusion of a 

defence arrangement which would commit the United States to 

the defence of Australia, New Zealand, and South-East Asia. 

With the conclusion of the ANLUS Tre~ty, they were h~lfway to 

the goal; the proposed collective defence pact for South-East 

Asia and the Western Pacific held out the prospect of reaching 

the goal. It was, therefore, inconceivable that Australia 

and New Zealand would take any step that would annoy the United 

States and make her abandon the plan out of despair. 

Although for reasons of security, Australia and New 

Zealand had elected to remain closer to the United States than 

to Britain, they still felt closer to Britain in sentiment. 

It had been quite a task for them to keep these two countries 

(27) Vide Chapter II, n. 14. 
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reconciled in the operation of their own foreign policies. 

The proposed South-East Asia alliance was designed to have both 

the United States and Britain as members. Th~, therefore, 

keenly seized an opportunity which they had long been looking 

for. When, after the return of Dulles from his bllropean mission, 

a di~ute seemingly over the question of timing for the estab

lishment of the proposed pact, developed between the United 

States and Britain, Australia immediately set herself to the 

task of resolving it. At the ANZUS Council meeting held at 

Geneva on 2 May 1954, Casey proposed to Dulles, and later also 

to Eden, that military representatives of the United States, 

Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand should meet to discuss 

the military situation in Indo-China. (28) In doing so, Casey 

had two objectives in view. He believed thqt if such a 

conference was held, the United States would appreciate the 

problem in Indo-China better and refrain from taking any such 

step as would prejudice the chances of success of the Geneva 

conference. In the second place, he also believed that such 

a conference would bring home to Britain the need for a 

collective defence pact for South East Asia. Ca8ey obviously 

assumed that differences between Britain and the United States 

on the issue of the proposed pact pertained merely to the timing 

of 1 ts conclusion. His proposal for a conference of mill tary 

representatives was designed to resolve such differences. 
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Before arrangements for convening the proposed Five-

Power fuilitary Conference could be finalized, Anglo-U.s. 

wrangle assumed serious proportions~to the utter disappointment 

and embarassment of Australia and New ~ealand. Eisenhower's 

proposal of 19 t..ay 1954 posed before them the problem of 

electing either Britain or the United States as their leader. 

Arising in the context in which it did, it meant for them a 

problem of electing either one of them in preference to the other. 

Clifton Webb's reaction to Eisenhower's call was typical of the 

feelings of Australia and New L.ealand. On 20 May, he said in 

Washington that he could not even nconceive of a satisractory 

South-East Asia alliance whiclt. did not include Britain." (29) 

Yet, he resented (30) his statement being interpreted to mean 

that New Zealand would not join the proposed pact without 

Britain. (31) In the end, however, their efforts to arrest 

deterioration in Anglo-U.s. relations bore fruit. (32) On 

22 May 1954, it was announced in W~shington that a conference 

of the mill tary representatives of the United States, Britain, 

Australia, New L.ealand, and France would be held in Washington 

"in the next few days or two weeks. tt (33) 

(29) New York Times, 21 May 1954. 

(30) The Hindu, 23 May 1954. 

(31) New York Times, 21 May 1954. 

(32) Webb was in Washington at that time. On 20 May, he 
met IAllles. (New York Times, 21lv:ay 1954). In Br1 tain, too, the 
Australian and New Zealand High Commissioners contacted the 
Foreign Office. It, therefore, seems to be a fair conclusion 
that they worked for reconciliation between Britain and the 
United States. 

(33) New York Times, 23 May 1954. 
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The Five-Power Military Conference 

The proposed Five-Power .ll,~ili tary Conference was, however, 

hardly a measure capable of resolving the Anglo-U.s. wrangle. 

The United States was not determined, as was being alleged, 

to disrupt the proceedines at Geneva, nor was Great Britain 

reluctant to join the efforts to form the proposed pact. The 

issue between them was essentially poll tical and pertained to 

the character of the proposed pact. Soon after the announcement 

that a conference of military represent~tives was to be held, 

it became known that the proposed conference would not deal 

with the cause of the trouble. On 25 ~ay 1954, Churchill told 

the House of Commons that the proposed conference was directed 

"to immediate practical issues and is quite different from the 

question of collective defence organization for South East 

Asia." (34) On the other hand, Dulles told a press conference 

that the p reposed talks were not "in any sense exclusive, 11 but 

only one in a series of discussions "with relations both to the 

political aspects and the military aspects of a possible 

collective action in relation to South-East Asia." (35) The 

difference in approach soon manifested itself. Following the 

agreement to hold the Five-Power Military Conference, the 

United States proposed that Thailand and the Philippines, as 

(33) New York Times, 23 May 1954. 

(34) U.K. ParliamentarY Debates, House of Commons, 
528 (25 May 1954) col. 208. 

(35) Department of State Bulletin, 30 (7 June 1954) 864. 
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two Asian countries which had agreed to join the proposed pact, 

should be invited to send representatives to the p reposed 

military talks. (36) Britain however held to her own point of 

view. In response to a corrmunication from the United States 

proposing an invitation to Thailand and the Philippines, Britain 

replied that the proposed military conference was a session of 

the Five-Power Staff Agency and was not a conference preparatory 

to the proposed pact. (37) As a result, Thailand and the 

Philippines, were not invited. 

Conscious of the need to nip Anglo-U.S. differences in 

bud and not sharpen it by taking sides, Australia and New 

Zealand held a position between the British stand on the one 

hand and that of the United States on the other. On 26 May 

Casey said at Melbourne that the holding of military talks 

should not indicate the failure of the Geneva talks." (38) 

On the same day, Sydney Holland, the New ~ealand Prime Minister, 

said at Wellington, that 11New Zealand is not to be cornmi tted in 

any way at the military talks." At the same time, however, 

Hell and said that the pol 1 tical discussions regarding the 

p reposed pact "would depend a great deal on what transpires 

(36) Statesman, 27 May 1954. 

(37) Ibid., 29 May 1954. The Five-Power Staff Agency had 
been in existence since January 1953, and its terms of reference 
covered South-East Asia. Collective Defence in South §ast Asia: 
The Manila Treaty and Its Imllications. A Report by a Study 
Group of Royal Institute of nternational Affairs (London, 
1956) 3. 

(38) Statesman, 27 May 1954. 
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at this conference." (39) Thus, Australia and New Zealand, 

while regarding the proposed military talks as prelude to the 

proposed pact, were also determined to await the results of the 

Geneva Conference before going in for the proposed pact. (40) 

The Five-Power Military Conference began its proceedings 

on 3 June 1954 and continued till 11 June. No communiques were 

issued, excepting the one immediately after the beginning of its 

sessions, which said that conversations at the conference "would 

not corrani t anyone to any particular line." (41) 

The Eisenhower-Churchill Meeting 

In the meantime, the Genevq Conference was heAding to a 

climax. The situation in Indo-China had been fully discussed. 

By the second week of June, it becnme necessary to decide 

whether the conference should continue or disperse. On 10 June 

1954, Eden asked the delegates to admit failure, if they 

believed that no progress towards the settlement of the problem 

could be made. (42) On 16 June, however, it transpired that 

the conference might, after all, attain success. On that day, 

the Communist side made some genuine concessions on the points 

in dispute. The Western side pursued them. By 19 June, the 

Conference seemed well-set for a successful conclusion. On 

(39} 

(40) 

(41) 

Ibid. -
:ll?.!,g. 

New Yorl< Herald Tribune, 4 June 1954. 

(42) Great Britain: Documents Relating to the Discussion 
of Korea and Indochina at the GenevA Conference. Command 9186, 
(June 1954) 167. 
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the same duy, almost all the delegation leaders left Geneva, 

leaving the Conference to be carried on at a lower level till 

they returned. 

unce the discussion of the situation in Indo-China had 

been cor;1pl eted 1 n Geneva, the British Government decided to 

design measures to meet situations arising from either the 

success or the failure of the Geneva Conference. In the mean

time, General Hardinge, who had led the British delegation to 

the Washington Fi ve-l' ower :~~ili tary Conference, returned to 

London and reported to Churchill on the military situation in 

South-East Asia. (43) On 15 June 1954, Churchill announced that 

he would co to Washinr,ton for t11lks with the U.s. Government and 

Eden would accompany him. He 1-1dded th11t "decisions" reg"·.rding 

South-East Asia could no loncer be delayed. (44) It was reported 

that in the official circles in riritain, Churchill's proposed 

visit to Washington was sc·en as a "new phase" ot decisions on 

how to meet the Communist menace in :;)ou th.-East Asia. (45) 

In the United States, however, the primary significance 

of Churchill's p reposed visit seems to have been missed. Dulles 

felt that it was due to the exhaustion of the "possibilities of 

Geneva." (46) There was r,ene~al jubilation at the news. 

(43) Stutesman, 14 June 1.954. 

(44) .lli.9., 17 June 1954. 

(45) 1.E!..9· 
(46) Department of State Bulletin, 3C (28 June 19~4) 990. 
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Eisenhower told the new French Government, headed by 1. •• ~andes

France who had replaced Joseph Lo.niel on condition that he would 

try to secure a settlGLent of the II1do-C:1ina problem by 20 July, 

that the decision to forge a united front in Sout~East Asia 

"represented on our part a momentous and grave decision." (47) 

It does not seem to have been realized, that the British leaders 

were corr.ing to Washington to confront the u.s. thesis about the 

South-East Asian alliance with their own. 

On 25 June 1954, Churchill and Eden 1 eft for Washington. 

Before that, Eden reported to the !louse of Commons on the 

proceedinps at Genevn an0. the coming conrrcntation with the 

Americ~ns. In his speech, he lnid stress on three points. (48) 

In the first plnce, he s•1id th-=-·t steps must be t:1ken to guarantee 

the settlement th~t ~~ght emerge 3t Geneva. To this end, he 

suggested "a reciprocal arraneement in which both sides take 

part, such as Locarno." In the second place, he said that there 

should also be esto.blished "a defei•sive alliance such as NATO 

is in ilirope." In the third place, he said that any defence 

system for Sout~East Asia must have the understanding of the 

Colombo Powers. 

This statement by Eden made two points clear. In the 

first place, he reiterated the old British stand that any 

(47) Statesman, 20 June 1954. 

(48) U.K. ParliamentarY Debates, House of Commons, 
529 (23 June 1954) cols. 432-3. 
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system of collective defence of .SOuth.-East Asia must be based 

on an objective appraisal of the situation in South..East Asia. 

It should have its own inner ccrr.pulsions and not be merely a 

manifestation of those of s.ny existine defence systerr.. In the 

second place, he stated the type or alli3nce, given the conaitions 

in South.-East Asia, th~1t Bri tA.in would prefer. 

The difference between th se two points r::ust be mAde 

clear. The first w~s, in f:1ct, Britain's condition for joining 

a coll"ctive defence pact; the second conc•rned :jritain's own 

plan ~·or the defence of South-East Asia. On this point, Bri tRin 

felt that the settl•![;,ent th;J.t rdght be reached ·1.t Geneva, should 

be re~,;o~11i~ed and respected, und a .SOuth.-East Asian equivalent 

of I'lATO should be pror;ioted, to euarant~,e the secllrity of the 

interests or its members. '£he first, therefore, had the 

character of being sacrosanct, while the second represented the 

British view of the prospective collective defence system and 

was, therefore, the subject of discussion. 

Again, the main significance of the Eden Plan was missed 

in the United States. In thc=tt coLmtry, his case for a Locarno

type acreement to gu~1rantee the Indo-China settlcrnent was picked 

up and denounced. (49) Twelve members of the House Foreign 

Affairs Co!Tir.littee, in q letter to Eisenhower, urged rejection 

of Eden's plan :iS it w:1s designed to guargnt~~e the g:"lins m:1de 

by the Communist nloc in Scuth-East Asia. (50) A further 

(49) Christian ~cience u.oni tor, 24 June 1954; New York Times, 
24 June 1954; New York Herald Trirune, 24 June 1954. 

(SO) l~ew York Times, 27 June 1.954. 
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r:~ani festation of the Coneressional protest against the Eden 

Plan was the pa.ssing of an GTr.endrr.ent in the House of Represen.. 

tatives to the A-:utual Security Act of 1954, to the effect that 

military assistance would be withheld from any Government 

"committed by treaty to maintain Communist rule over any definite 

terri tory of Asia." (51) r.:o suegestion from any public source 

came for u.s. Government on the reql point thnt w~s to be 

discussed: whether it should have its own loeic as Britain 

sugeested (52) or should be a l'!lere p.1rt or the existing u.s. 
defence m3ch1nery in the Pacific, 8S the ~.s. government seemed 

to suggest. 

The Eisenhower-Churchill mcetine W3s duly held during 

26-29 June 1954. ·rwo cor.r.1uni ques were issued; the first, issued 

on 28 June 1954, said that they hud a£reed "to press forward 

with plans" to meet the situation resulting from e1 ther the 

success or the failure of the Geneva conference. (53) Explaining 

it, Churchill said that preparatory work relating to the proposed 

pact would begin "now, immediately, whether or not an ar,reement 

(51) Congressional Records, 100 (House of Representatives, 
3C June 1954) 8892. 

(52) !Jpenking in the House of Commons on 23 June 1954, 
Eden said, "The ide:1 of ~ p~1ct for South...East Asiq A.nd the 
Pacific is really not q new one. It h.'ld been C"nv·1ssed for 
many years. • • • It is quite wrong to suppose th~t it suddenly 
sprang into the licht of day A. few weeks ngo, fully ~rrned, like 
~lnerva from the he~d of Jupiter. It really w,s not so. Its 
relevance to current events must not be exaggerated. It could 
be a ru ture safegu:.ird, but 1 t is not a present pan'lcea," 
vide n. 48. 

(53) Department of State Bulletin, 31 ( l2 J•.1ly 
1.954) 49. 
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it reached at Gene·o~a." (54) An official Anglo-U.s. Study Group 

was set up to build up the road to the conter~~pln.ted goal. (55) 

The second, issued on 29 June 1954, said that they would not be 

parties to any treaty that would "confirm or prolong ••• the 

unwilling subordination ••• of formerly sovereign states now 

in bondage." (56) 

The communiques, however, providP.d no innicqtion as to 

the decision on the real issue in the Eisenhower-Churchill 

confrontA.tion. These did not sny whether the proposed P~ci fie 

Pact would be merely n replacement for ?rqnce in ~ u.s. 

Pacific defence m<'tchinery, or would be q ccr.:plete system within 

itself. The decision "to press forward with plC1ns" for a South

East Asia alliance wus by no means a new note struck at the 

meeting. The United States had always been eaeer to do so, and 

Churchill had made it clear long before that he would agree to 

begin the talks in this respect once the situation in Indo-China 

became "clearer"; (57) by June, it had become so. Britain, then, 

became as eager as the United States already was, to prepare to 

meet the situation resulting from the Geneva conference. The 

decision of the Washington meeting, therefore, cannot be said to 

(54) Statesman, 30 June 1954. 

(55) Collective Defence in South East Asia: The 
Manila Treat;x: 3nd Its Impli en tiona. A Report by n Study 
Group or the Roy,l Institute of Internntional Affairs, 
n. 37, 3. 

(56) Department of St~te ~ulletin, 31 (12 July 1954) 49. 

(57) Vi de, n. 13. 
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have settled their differences. liowever, it made it clear that 

the proposed pact would be established rer:ardless or Anglo-U.s. 

differences as to its character. 

In another respect, however, the Eisenhower-Churchill 

meeting took a final decision. It was regarding Eden's suggestion 

for a Locarno-type aereement meant to guarqntee the settlement 

that mir,ht emerge at Geneva. Eis~nhower Bnd Churchill decided 

against such ~ r.uar<Jntee: that w'~s the sense or the second 

cornrr.unique issued -:1t Hashington. The Loc~rno ideq sug;-ests a 

.situation whose rr.ainten:mce is gugrflnteed by both sides to the 

dispute; they decided ngn.inst cre,\ting such a system or gunrantee~. 

Yet, even in this respect, the British c.<_mnot be s3.id to have 

completely lost their case. Two rer.1arks me1de by Churchill 

significantly pointed to the .uritish success, ttlollgh only 

partial, in this reapect. On 29 June 1954, Chllrchill said at 

Washington that the Western Powers shollld Give "a cood try to 

peaceful coexistence." (58) This rer..r!rk, made after his meeting 

with Eisenhower, indicated that his hosts had agreed not to 

disturb the settl~ent that might be reached at Geneva. Later, 

on 12 .July 1954, Churchill told the House of Cormnons that the 

United States "fully appreciated" the role of the Colombo 

Powers in the Asian situation. (59) Keeping in mind the fact 

thA.t the Colo~- bo Powers h'J.d called for pcA.ce !"]nd no~intervention 

(58) Statesman, 30 June 1954. 

(59) U.K. Parlirune!)tarY Debates, House of ComLlons, 
530 (12 July 1954) col. 44. 
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in Indo-Chinq, Churchill's House of Commons stRtcment confirmed 

the ir;.port of his e:1rlier stFltement in Washington. 

After the Eisenhower-Churchill mPeti ne, work on the 

proposed pact was started. On 30 June 1954, the ANLJJS Council 

met at Nashi ngton and agreed "on the need for irr.mediate action 

to bring about the early establishment of collective defence for 

Southeast Asia." (60) On 7 July 1954, the Study Group began its 

work "to decide on organi~ation, procedures, and other such 

matters connected with negotiations for a South East Asia 

pact." (61} 

Factors that Influenced the Makers of SEATO 

Though the Eisenhower-Churchill meeting was adjourned 

without resolving the differences between the two Governments 

regarding the charqcter of the proposed pact, it made it 

certain th~~t the settlements which might be reqched at Geneva, 

as well as the views of the Colombo Powers would be tn.ken note 

of, during the m:lkin;: of the proposed p~=~.ct. At this point, it 

is necessary, therefore, to discuss the n~ture of these two 

factors and the extent of their impact on Britain and the United 

States, who had designed the strategy of the proposed pact. 

The Geneva Settlement 

The Geneva settlement on Indo-China, as finally agreed 

to on 21 Julil-954, consisted of two broad features. In the 

first ;> 1 ace, a~reemen ts were si t-:ned between the parties to the 

(60) Department of State Bulletin, 31 (12 July 1954) so. 

161) Statesman, 9 July 1954. 
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dispute on the question of the cessation of hostilities. As 

regards Cambodia, it was agreed thqt the insurgents should be 

demobilized. The Cambodian Government pledged not to take any 

reprisal against the former insurgents. (62) As regards Laos, 

it was agreed that the French Union troops as well as the 

insurgent troops might maintain their establishments, but the 

French troops were to be concentrated in Seno and M~ong Valley 

and the insurgent troops in the north-eastern provinces of 

Phongsaly and Samneua.. The number of French military personnel 

was not to exceed 3,500; the number of insurgent troops was 

fixed at 3,000. (63) Regarding Vietnam, it was provided that 

the French and the Communist troops were to regroup respectively 

on the southern and northern sides of a provisional demarcation

line running from east to west in "the general neighbourhood of 

the 17th parallel." A demilitarized zone on either side of the 

demarcation line was established, to preclude any armed incident 

which might lead to the resumption of hostilities. (64) 

It is apparent that the strategy of the Geneva conference 

regarding the cessation of hostilities in Laos and Vietnam was 

to remove the troops of the parties so far away from each other, 

(62) Great Britain, Further Doowments relating to the 
discussion of Indo-China at Geneva June 16 to July 21, 1954. 
Conmand 9239 (August 1954). Document No. 3. Agreement on the 
cessation of Hostilities in Cambodia, Articles s, 6, 13. 

(63) Ibid., Document No. 4. Agreement on the Cessation of 
Hostilities in Laos, Articles 1, 6, 8 and 14, 18-22. 

(b4) ~., Document No. 51 Agreement on the Cess~tion 
of Hostilities, Article I, 27. 
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agreements were carried out in an atmosphere of peace and 

mutual understanding, the Agreements for each state provided 

for a Joint Commission consisting of the parties to the dispute 

to execute the agreement, an International Supervisory Commission 

to supervise their execution, and prohibition of the introduction 

of fresh troops, armaments, and military personnel and the 

establishment of ne11 military b3.ses. (65) 

The second feature of the Geneva settlements consisted 

o~ declarations made by the p3.rties to the dispute and the 

interested powers, promising not to take steps which might cause 

trouble. These declarations ~i~ht be divided into three 

categories. In the first place, France promised to respect the 

independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cambodia, 

Laos, and Vietnam, and withdraw the French troops still left in 

these countries, if and when requested to do so by the Governments 

concerned. (66) In the second place, the Governments of 

Cambodia and Laos promised to refrain from joining any military 

alliance, unless the need for such an alliance was considered 

inescapable. (67) The division of Vietnam was provisional. 

(65) !bin, See, Articles 7, 11, 12, 13 and 14 of the 
Agreement on Cambodia, 13-5; Articles 6, 7~ 25, 26, 27, 28 of 
the Agreement on Laos, 204; Articles 16, 17, 19, and 30-4 of 
the Agreement on Vietnam, 32-6. 

(66) Ibid., Documents Noo 10 and 11, 42. 

(67) ~.,Documents No.6, 8, 7, and 9, 40-2. 



194 

The agreement on Vietnam provided for the holding of a general 

election in 1956 to unify the country. Till then, the two 

parties were obliged "to ensure that the zones assigned to them 

do not adhere to any military alliance and are not used for the 

resumption of hostilities or to further an aggressive policy." (68) 

The Democratic Republic of Vietnam had signed the agreement, and 

therefore became a party to all its provisions. (69) The 

representative of South Vietnam did not sign the agreement, but 

declared at the Conference that his Government would not "use 

force to resist the procedures for carry! ng the cease- fire into 

effect." (70) In the third place, the Conference issued a 

"Final Declaration" on behalf of Bll its members. This declaration 

in addition to taking note of the declarations made by the parties 

to the dispute, said that they would respect the independence and 

territorial integrity of the Indo-Chinese states and refrain from 

interference in their internal affairs. They also agreed to 

consult each other, if and when required, in the interest of 

the preservation of peace in Indo-China. (71) The United States 

dissociated herself from the 'Final Declaration,• but promised 

(68) .!.Q!_g., Article 19 of the Agreement on Vietnam, 33 • 
.lli.Q. , 

(69) LArticle 27 of the Agreement on Vietnam, 35. 

( 70) !.Q.!..g. , 7. 

(71) I bid., Document No. 21 "Pinal Declaration of the 
Geneva Conference • • • " 9-11. 
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"to refrain frcr:. the threat or the use of force to disturb" 

the settlements arrived at. (72) 

The foregoinG narrative should leave us in no doubt 

as to the strategy of the Geneva conference regarding the 

preservation of peace in Indo-China. Though it was not said 

so in so many words, the sense of the settlement was the 

neutralization of the new Indo-Chinese states from the Cold War. 

Britain understood it as such (73} and Dulles himself told a 

Senate Co~~ittee that "the degrees to which those nations 

themselves can participate militRrily in a pact, let us say, 

is rendered in doubt by the ~1nnistice tems." (74) 

The Colon.bo Powers ':1nd Situation in Asia 

In the preceding chapter, the attitude of the Colombo 

Powers to the problerr: of Indo-China has been noted. It has been 

observed that they could not have afforded to take a stand other 

than the stand they took on that issue and the other issues 

related to it. It has also been noted that India, Indonesia, 

and .Bunna p arti cul arly were in such a position, that it was 

incumbent on their leaders to denounce the steps that the 

United States was taking to reinforce her position near their 

borders. Two developments, preceding the establishment of 

SEATO, specially helped them to stick to their own points of 

(72) I!2,!.g., 7. 

(73) Observer (London), 25 July 1954. Also see Eden, 
n. a, 140-1. 

(84) Statesman, 8 August 1954. 
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view. The first was the effect of Chou En-lai's visit to Delhi 

and Rangoon durine the recess at Geneva. The second was the 

impact of the Geneva Conference on the situation in Asia. 

Chou's Asian Visit. During the recess at Geneva, 

Chou En-lai, Prime l•.inister and Foreign .tr.inister of China, 

visited Delhi and from there, went to Rangoon. At a press 

conference in New Delhi, Chou declared that "revolutions cannot 

be exported; at the same time outside interference with the 

common will expressed by the people should not be permitted." (75) 

On 28 June 1954, a Joint co~unique on the talks between Chou 

and Nehru was issued. According to it, they endorsed the five 

principles eoverning their agreement on Tibet, namely, non

aggression, non-interference, resp~?ct for terri to rial integrity, 

equality, and peaceful co-existence, as those on which their 

relationship would be based. They also called on their coun tr.l es 

to make these the guiding principles of "international relations 

generally." They also expressed their hope for a settlement in 

Indo-China which should "aim at the creation of free, democratic, 

unified, and independent states which should not be used for 

aggressive purposes or be subjected to foreign intervention." (76) 

From New Delhi, Chou went to Rangoon, where, after talks with 

U Nu, a similar statement on behalf of Chou and Nu was issued. (7~ 

(75) The Hindu, 28 June 1954. 

(76) 
Division, 

(77) The Hindu, l July 1954. 

(The Publication 
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Chou's visit to New Delhi and Rangoon had a tremendous 

impact on the international relationships of the Asian countries. 

With the Communist Government of China pledged to maintain 1 Five 

Principles• as the guiding principles of her foreign policy, the 

leaders of non-aligned Governments of South and South-East Asia 

felt relieved of what had been a perpetual worry, for, it meant 

that Comrr.unist China would not assist the Communist movements 

in their countries. For the f1rst time, they could be reasonably 

sure of dealing with the Comrr.unist problem without any dRnger of 

provoking ~ Chinese Communist intervention in their internal 

affairs. Reports about the creat economic experiments being 

made in Ctlina also convinced them that the tiSSUrA.nces given by 

Chou En-lai were genuine and true. 

The advantage thus gained from Chou's visit by the non

aligned Governments was, however, not in the nature of an ex

parte decree. While Nehru's purpose in inviting Chou to Delhi 

and urging him to visit Rangoon, where Nu was still facing a 

difficult Communist movement, (78) was to secure a public 

assurance from hirr. that China would not interfere in the internal 

affairs of other countries. Chou's motive in accepting Nehru's 

invitation seems to have been to make use of anti-colonialism 

in Asia to the advantage of his own country as well as to that 

of the Corrmunist Bloc. It was obvious that the non-Communist 

leaders in power in the countries of South and South-East Asia 

(78) ~., 28 June 1954; Statesman, 28 June 1954. 
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still enjoyed their people's confidence and could not be 

displaced by any means, so long a.s they could keep to their 

stand regarding their countries• internal affairs and external 

affairs. Consequently, by supporting them, he was not foregoing 

any possible advantage. Chou En-lai conducted his visit with 

great statesmanship; aware of the recrudescene of anti-westernisn 

in the Asian countries in the wake of the Indo-China crisis, 

Chou repeatedly laid stress on the need to promote a fraternal 

Asian community to fight western iD'J)erialism in Asia. (79) In 

so conducting himself, Chou deprived the Communists in Asian 

countries of nothing that they had and succeeded in further 

working up anti-Western feelings in Asia. It was the obligation 

of the leaders of these countries to give vent to the roused 

anti-Westernism of the peoples they led. 

The Geneva Settlements. The Geneva Settlements provided 

for all that the Colorr.bo Powers had desired. It put an end to 

French Colonial rule in Indo-China. It also provided for a 

cease-fire and worked out a technique for the neutralization of 

the Indo-Chinese states from the Cold Waro It was, therefore, 

(?9) The following extract from one of Chou's several 
utterances during his vi si t 1 s typical of the speeches made 
by hima "All the peoples of Asia want peace. The menace of 
peace of Asians comes now from outside, but Asia to day 1 s 
no longer the Asia of yesterday. The age when outside forces 
could decide at will the fate of Asia has gone for ever. 
We are confident that the hope of peace-loving nations and 
peoples of Asia will frustrate the scheme of war-mongers." 
The Hindu, 27 June 1954. 
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natural that the Colombo Powers, having been civen almost all 

that they had asked for, should enthusiastically approve of its 

results. On 3 August 1954, a stuternent representing the reaction 

of all the Colombo Powers, was released by the Ceylon .Ministry 

of External Affairs; it said that the Colornoo Powers reearded 

the agreements arrived at at Geneva as tta notable contribution 

to the consolidation of peace in South East Asia" and extended 

their "firm support to them." (80} 

It will be long nebated whether the results of the Geneva 

conference were fAvourable to the 'Vestern 3loc or to the Comr1unist 

Bloc. Ho Chi l\iinh r,ot "a good deAl less than he rr.ir,ht have 

r.:ili t':lrily hoped for," (81) P..nd the ·.'/estern i.3loc lost almost 

half of Indo-C!1inn. to the Corr:rr.unist Jloc, even though it had 

used all the practical means at its disposA.l to S9.Ve it. The 

results of the Geneva Conference, however, were favourable to 

the non-aligned countries of South and South-East Asia. The 

Conference had not only led to the cessation of war in Indo-

China w t with Chou 1 s pledge to uphold the 1 Five Pri nciples 1 in 

the background, it had also laid the foundation for a 'Peace 

Area.• Under given conditions, these countries were obliged to 

follow a policy of non.-alit:nment. With the settlements 

concluded at Geneva, there was a chance, that the pattern of 

international relationship in South-East Asia might no more be 

a sub-system to the existing Cold War between the two power 

(80) The Hindu, 5 August 1954. 

(81) Survey of International Aff1irs 1954 (London, 1957) 72. 
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constellations, and that the non-aligned powers, constrainedly 

so, might not have to undergo the ordeals of escaping from the 

vortex of the Cold War. Even before the settlement regarding 

Indo-China had been reached, Nehru's adviser on foreign affairs, 

v. K. Krishna Menon, had said that "any proclamation, which 

spoke of collective action in South-East Asia was an incipient 

and embryonic infringEJnent of our 'Peace Area' approach." (82) 

Menon later played a unique role at Geneva and his contribution 

to the successful conclusion of the Conference was second to 

none. (83) At a st~"'if:r when the contcr;:plated 'Peace Area' 

appeared 11s an accomplished r~ct, '1ny talk about :'ln ant1-

Co~nun1st collective defence system w~s sure to qnnoy Nehru and 

others following a si~ilar policy. 

Br1 tain, the United Stutes, ~1nd the Colombo Powers 

!he United States, however, h~d never been on record 

as havinc respected the feelings of Asians on questions on 

which sne had already made up her mind. In the matter of a 

collective dei'en~.:e pact for South-East Asia, she was particularly 

sensitive and not amenable to any suggestion to the contrary. 

(82) Statesman, 19 April 1954. 

(83) India was not a member of Geneva Conference, but 
I.lenon reached Geneva towards the later part of May 1954. 
His function at the Conference was officially described as 
"confined to taking soundings." (The Times, 31 W.ay 1954). 
He called himself "a mere tourist, a bystander." (Statesman, 
20 July 1954). But it is r,enerally ~ereed th~t he wns a 
tireless intermediary in the private top-level me~tings at 
which the real progress occurred. ' 
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She was anxious to fill in the brer1ch that h'1d occurred in her 

defence system by the collapse of French defences in Indo-China, 

as soon as possible. Apart from that, the United States was 

ready to convince the non-aligned Asian Powers, that the 

proposed measure was not meant to be used against them. She 

was, however, not prepared to awa1 t a change in their attitude 

towae+a the proposed measure. 

Britain's attitude was different. She would have 

preferred to await the cooline-off of passions in Asia; but 

the United States was detennined to push A.head with the plan 

for a South-East Asia Collective Defence Pact without waiting 

for anything. ~,:oreover, as it wn.s ql so certr1i n thqt others 

interested in the conclusion of the proposed pnct would join 

it if the United Stqtes so desired, there was q ch~nce that the 

proposed pact might c.;ome off, even without Brl tnin. She w~s 

not ready to forego a chance of associ·1tion with a collective 

deren~e pact meant for such a significant area as South East 

Asia. In fact, she had been one of its oldest advocn.tes and 

had resented her own exclusion from the A.Nil.JS Treaty of 1.951. 

i•ow that such a chance had come, Hrl tain was deten;.ined to 

seize it; bUt she was alike deten:~ined to mould the proposed 

pact after her own analysis of the situation in South-East Asia. 

She was aware of the role that neutrals played in the politics 

of Asia and the Pacific, and therefore believed that no anti

Communist defence systen could have a reasonable chance of 

successfUl operation unless it enjoyed the support or, at least, 
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the understu. ding of the neutrals. In order to win their 

sympathy for the proposed pact, dri tain was reported to have 

suggested to the United States that the proposed pact must 

provide for means to deal effectively with "the cor.:plex eoonor.Jic, 

social, and cultural problems of the area." Britain believed 

that if a case for the proposed pact could be made out on these 

grounds, the neutrals would not only r.ive up their opposition to 

it but might also be tempted to join it. (84) 

The United St'1tes h'1d no objPction to the British plan. 

Her primary concern wns "to erect '1 dyke A. round Vietnrur. and 

draw a defence line" w!lose tr'lnsgression by the Communist Bloc 

was to be p rohi bit~ (85) The United StAtes w~1s detenr.ined 

that rnili t.ury strength should be the main attt:ibute of' the 

proposed pact, and had been relentlessly pursuing this objective. 

She had not been unaware of the socio-economic problans on which 

Coa;r.Juni.sm tended to grow in the oountries of :::iouth and South

East Asia, nor was she so now. The Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee had, in fact, sugeested that the proposed pact should 

have a socio-econorr:ic proeranme toeether with the rnili tary 

one. (86) Dulles himself told a press conference on 23 July 1954 

(84) 

(85) 
Committee, 

New York Times, 21 July 1954. 

Dulles• Testir.ony before a SenatP. Appropriations 
Statesman, 8 August 1954. 

(86) The Corm1i ttee 1 s c:1.se for '1 socio-economic progrrunme 
for the proposed pact w.'1s r.1nde ns follows: "1~illions of people 
who reside within a 600-mile r'1dius of Comrr.unist Chin.q will 
not turn Comr.:unist if we rive therr: f'lith if we strenGthen them 
r.:ili tnrily nnd econor icnlly, 'md if we glve them a b'1sis for 
believing in our support." Stg,tesr::an, 17 July 1.954. 
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that "the problem (in South-East Asia) was not merely one of 

deterrine open anned aggression" but of preventing the Communists 

from makinr, use of "economic dislocations and social injustice" 

to their own ends. (87) The United States had never under-

estimated the role of the neutrals in the Pacific region. 

Although she had disdained their protests rteainst several steps 

she had taken to rr.aintnin or reinforce her power in the Pacific 

region and was detc~ined to do so again, yet,as on all other 

previous occasions, (88) she was ready to go all the way, to 

win their syrr:pathy and confidence, except by dropping her plan 

for a collective defence pact for South-East Asia • .britain's 

plan re~:urding the socio-eco•1omic programme for the proposed 

pact was welcomed by the United States, and an understanding was 

reached between then: that .dri tain should solicit the Sj'i.:pathy 

of the neutrals for the proposed pact. ( 89) 

After this Anglo-u.s. understanding had been ~rrived at, 

Eden wrote to the Colombo Powers asking for their views regarding 

the proposed pact. (90) India, Indonesia, Ceylon and furma 

stuck to their decision to remain non-nligned. (9l) In fact, 

(87) Department of St~te Bulletin, 31 (2 August 1954) 164. 

(88) See Dulles' view on the role of the Asian Governments 
in the Pacific Affairs, Chapter III, n. 96, n. 116. 

(89) Eden, n. 8, 143. 

(90) For the text of Eden's note,~., 144. 

( 91) .!.2!,g. 
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India lamented the determination of the Western powers to proceed 

with their plan (92) and Indonesia resented it. (93) Ceylon, 

however, kept "an open mind" on the subject. (94) Only Pakistan 

sent a favourable reply to Eden's note and ultimately decided to 

send her representative to the talks originally proposed to be 

held at Baguio, (95) rut finally convened at Manila. 

The response of none of the Colombo Powers to Eden's note 

was unexpected. Since the preceding events, while sharpening the 

edge of anti-colonialism, had also served the purposes of these 

Powers, they seemed to see no point in agreeing to form an anti

Communist defence system that would only serve to renew the 

emphasis on the Cold War. Pakistan, however, took a line different 

from her other Colombo companions. Since the grant of u.s. arms 

aid, Pakistan, had not only been firmly in u.s. camp, but had 

also been playing up communist danger. Still it would be unfair 

to attribute to u.s. influence Pakistan's response to Eden's note; 

her decision to join the proposed pact seems to have been entirely 

(92) See Nehru's Address on 7 August 1954 at a meeting 
of the Pradesh Congress Chiefs, The Hindu, 8 August 1954. 

{93) See a press statement of Dr. Tobing, the Indonesian 
Information Minister, on 6 August 1954, Hi ndustan Times, 
8 August 1954. 

(94) See a Press Note issued by the Ceylonese Ministry 
of External Affairs on 13 August 1954, Statesman 14 August 1954. 
Also see Sir John Kotelawala's statement in theCeylonese House 
of Representatives, Ceylon, Parliamentary Debates& House of 
Representatives, 20 (7 September 1954) cols. 49-5 • 

(95) Statesman, 15 August 1954. 
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her own. {96) 

Never before had Pakistan required u.s. help and sympathy 

so desperately as she did during the year 1954. In h:~arch o!' that 

year, a general election had been held in the province of East 

Bengal; the Y.uslim Le3gue p~rty which had been in power there as 
a.o 

in all other provinces as well~at the Centre seemingly had been 

eliminated from the East Bengal political scene. {97) Autonomy 

for East Pakistan and abolition of Indo-Pakistan visa had been 

among the salient features of the programme of the victorious 

United Front, a coalition of three parties. (98) The rout. 

of ~uslim League in the East Bengal elections was followed by 

widespread demand for holding fresh elections all over Pakistan 

and resisnation of the kuslim League ministry at the Centre. 

The Muslim leHgue party in power at the Centre appeared as 

being face to face with two fonnidable problems- first, to save 

a nation that looked like being on the verge of disintegration 

and second, to regain prestige which to all appearances it had 

lost. In l!.:ay 1954, the Governor-General dismissed the United 

Front ministry of East Beng~l and imposed Governor's rule on 

that province. b,~ohammad Ali, then Prime Iliii nister of Pt=ikistan, 

{96) Initially the United States did not seem to have even 
thought of including Pakistan in the proposed alliance. She was not 
one of those approached by the United States for 8 joint warning 
to China {Vide Cheptar rv, n.1 ) Later, when Pakistan was 
invited, other Colombo Powers were also invited. These facts 
indicate that the United States was reluctant to include Pakistan 
alone in the arrangements. 

{97) Of 309 candiciates elected, only 10 were from among the 
lv.uslim League candidates. Nurul Amin, then Chief M.inister of 
East Bengal, was among those defeated at the polls. 

{98) Keesing 1 s Contemporary Archives 1952-4, 13514. 
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complained that this extreme step had been necessitated by the 

spread of "pseudo Bengali nationRlism" that had been encouraged by 

the United Front government AS well 8S the communists. (99) Several 

hundred of communists and alleged fellow-travellers were sent to 

prison on the ground that their freedom endangered security of the 

state. 

Though the Central Government of Pakistan had for the time 

a.. 
being succeeded in suppressing what had been alleged to be, separatist 

A 

movement in East Bengal, it still required a rallying point for 

national integration. Since the inception of Pakistan, leaders of 

Pakistan had been resorting to verbal campaigns against India for 

rallying their people together. XlOO) The growing stalemate in the 
( 10 1) 

Indo-Pak relations was on hand of Muslim League leaders of Pakistan. 

(99) Ibid., 13747. 

(100) Commenting on Pakistan's general foreign policy, 
Hans J. Morgenthau says the followings "Pakistan is not a 
nation and hardly a state. It has no justification in history 
••• or the consciousness of those who mAke up its population. 
They have no interest in common save one: fear of Hindu domination. 
It is to that feAr, and to nothing else, that Pakistan owes its 
existence and thus for 1 ts survival as an independent state." 
11Mili tary Illusions," The New Re~ublic, 134 (Washington, 19 January 
1956} 15. A noted authority on akistan affairs has the following 
coODDent to make, "The idea that a country has a foreign enemy is 
easy for the mass of the people to understand1 and it also provides 
a powerfUl stimulus to unity. For Pakistan, lndie. has filled this 
role." Callard, Keith c., Pakistan, A Political Study (London, 
1957) 17. 

(101) Since the dismissal of the Nazimuddin cabinet by the 
Pakistan Governor-General and his appointment as Prime Minister, 
Mohammad Ali had sought to improve his country's relations with 
India. In November 1953, it became known that Pakistan had been 
negotiating a pact w1 th the United States for arms aid. Since then, 
the Indo-Pak relations took a turn for the worse. 
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fut in order to use it effectively they hB.d to take steps which 

wollld convince their people that these measures would bring India 

to her knees. 

The Government of Pakistan saw in the proposed pact a 

solution of her problems~ 1 t could be used for preventing secession 

of East Bengal and at the some time, could be cited before their 

people as an achievement that strengthened Pakistan vis-a-vis 

India. India's opposition to the proposed pact had caused consider

able annoyance to the United States; people of Pakistan, therefore, 

could be led to believe that the United States would teach India 

a lesson by taking Pakistan's side on the Indo-Pakistan dispute. 

In June 1954, Zarrullah Khan visited Washington; according to 

the Karachi correspondent of a famous u.s. daily, Khan had offered 

Pakistan's services in the creation and maintenance of security in 

South-East Asia. (102) Although this statement cannot be verified, 

yet it was true thRt GovArnment began to emphnsise the communist 

subversion problans it faced specially in the province of East 

Bengal and even professed fesrs that "threat of a communist attack 

on this seven year old country • • • is not remote." ( 103) 

Pakistan's positive response to Eden's note was, then, most 

natural. That Pakistan's merr•bership of the proposed pact would be 

solely an anti-Indian act had been further err.phasised by Pakistan's 

ambassador to Comrr.unist China at a Peking reception. ( 104) In the 

( 102) New York Times, 11 July 1954. 

( 103) Ibid., 11 July 1.954; ~ (Karachi), 5 July 1954. 

( 104) In his speech, the ambassador assured his euests who 
included Prime Minister Chou En-lai that Pakistan was interested in 
"further developinf the happy anri hannonious relations now subsisting 
between the two countries." SurveY of China Mainland Press 
(Hongkone) 1954, No. 869, 21. 
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context of the prevailine pattern of world politics, Pakistan's 

intention to join the proposed anti-Chinese defence system on the 

one hand, and that of consolidating friendly relations with China 

on the other hand, appeared to be mutually contradictory, but such 

a policy fitted well into Pakistan's own pattern of foreign policy 

in which rivalry with India was the basic factor. (105) 

It has been argued that the response of both Ceylon and 

Bunna to Eden's note was equivocal. (106) In fact, Sir John 

Kotelawala, Ceylon's Prime Minister, took such a stand as would 

justify this remark in the case of Ceylon. Having received Eden's 

note, Kotelawala proposed a meeting of the Colombo Powers to 

consider a joint reply to it. (107) Burma (108) and Pakistan (109) 

agreed to it and India (110) and Indonesia (111) reacted against it. 

Given Kotelawala's personal views about Communism, (112) and his 

(105) A Pakistani authority on Pakistan's foreign policy has 
made the following observation, "Robert Schuman, former Prime 
~nister of France, once observed that since 1871 the foreign 
policy of his country had been continuously dominated by one ~ain ~ 
preoccupation, that of ensuring her security and.{fleighbOur, -~ ~ 
Germany. Unfortunately, the foreign policy of Pakistan has in a 
similar manner been dominated by considerations of security and 
independence from its neighbour India." K. Sarawar Hussain, 
Pakistan and the United Nations (New York, 1960) 50. 

( 106) For the view that Burma was favourably disposed towards 
the !:iEATO, see, Christian Science &.oni tor, 10 September 1954; 
Sunday Times, 12 September 1954. 

( 107) The Hindu, 5 August 1954. 
(lOS) fu nna 1 s reply, .!J?.!.g. , 7 August 1954. 

( 109) Pakistan's reply, .!.Q!.g., 8 August 1954. 

( 110) India 1 s reply, .!.,g!g. , lD August 1954. 

( 111) Indonesia's reply, .!.Qlg., 7 August 1954. 

(112) For his views about the intentions of the Communist 
Bloc, see his autobiography, An Asian Prime Minister's Story 
(London, 1956). 
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Government's 'open mind' on the subject of an anti-Communist 

collective defence, it becomes apparent that Ceylon did not wholly 

disapprove of the proposed pact. But such an attitude is to be 

ascribed more to Kotelawala 1s personal views than to any trend 

aw~ from non-alignment in Ceylon. up inion within Kotelawala' s own 

party a:,d azr.ong the public was reportedly against such a pact. ( 113) 

The proposed alliance came in for severe denunciation at the hands 

of the opposition in the Ceylonese House of Representative. ( 114} 

The contention that Burma's attitude, too, was equivocal 

assumes that there existed a link between the violent activities 

still being carried on by the Communists in Burma, and Nu 1 s 

acceptance of Kotelawala's suggestion to pl~y host to the Colombo 

Powers to consider a joint reply to Eden's note. As against this 

contention, the f~cts 8re thqt Burma's support for the proposed 

pact had been solicited by the United States but had not been 

obtained. ( 115) K. K. Chattur, India's Ambasa.qdor in lllnna, had 

also disclosed that wnna would do "everything in her power to 

prevent the fonnat1on of the proposed puct." (116) Even in his 

letter to Kotelawala, accepting his suggestion to play host to the 

Color.~bo Powers, U I~u hau told him that Burma would not in any case 

join the proposed pact. ( 117) To link the Communist problem in 

(113) The Hinciu, 10 September 1.954; Christian Science Monitor, 
18 October 1954. 

( 114) Ceylon, ParliamentarY Debates, House of Representatives, 
19 (9 August 1954) cola. 1138-9; (12 August 1954) cola. 1511-12; 
20 (7 September) cols. 48-51. 

( 11.5) Statesman, 18 May 1954. 

( 116) Amri t Bazar Patrika (Calcutta), ~5 July 1954. 

(117) Vide n. 108. 
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Burm~ to Nu's acceptance of Kotelawala 1 s suggestion does not appear 

to be a convincing attempt. ~ot only Nu, but also Sukarno and Nehru 

were anti-Ccmmunist. But non-alignment was their most dynamic 

weapon to deal with the Communists. It is, therefore, inconceivable 

that at a time when anti-Colonialism had gained further strength, 

providing the Communists with new opportunities, Nu would abandon 

his hold over it to the Communists by joining, or even tacitly 

supporting, a West- sponsored coll ectl ve defence pact. That he 

agreed to play host to the Colombo Powers might be ascribed to his 

desire to demonstrate to the world the solidarity of the non-aligned 

powers. 

In any case, it was clear thnt excepting Pakistan, all the 

other Powers would oppose the p reposed pact, if and when fo nned. 

Impact of the Asian Situation on Britqin 
and the United States 

The situation obtaining in Asia at that time considerably 

influenced the views of rlritain and the United States, regarding 

the form and the purpose of the proposed pact. It was obvious to 

them that conditions in South and South-East Asia were far from 

ripe for the emergence of an equivalent of NATO. There was neither 

a common frontier which the proposed pact would protect nor, ~ 
~ ~ a.....-~ ~ ·~ ~ -4-) ~- ~
Pakistan, Thailand, and the Philippines as its only likely Asian 

members. The United States was as reluctant as she had ever been, 

to agree to the establishment of a unified military command of the 

proposed defence organization, unless the Asian Governments 

participated in it. Although the attitude of the non-aligned 
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Governments of South and South East Asia did not affect her 

determination to push ahead with her plan for a collective defence 

for Scuth-East Asia, it certainly influenced her in favour of a 

simpler pact which would be sufficient to restore her defence 

machine to working order. 

Though not in agreement with the u.s. conception of the 

proposed pact, britain was nonetheless obliged to agree to its 

formation. The situation in Asia militated against all schemes for 

a collective defence pact, but the United States was determined to 

push ahead. Britain would have probably preferred to defer 1 ts 

formation but she was also not ready to forego a chance of associating 

herself with a collective defence pact for South-East Asia, which 

was sure to be established, irrespective of what she felt about it. 

Since the United States w~s also in favour of hRving a pact, which 

would not further annoy the non-aligned Governments of Asia, 

Britain's view about the fonn of the proposed pact tallied with 

that of the United States. 

The Anglo-U.s. agreement was reflected in the unanimous 

report of the Anglo-U.s. Study Group on this matter. It recommended 

that the p reposed pact should not have a unified mill tary command. 

It also recommended that the obligations of its membership should 

be so designed as not to conflict with the existing relationships 

among its prospective menbers and the non-aligned Governments of 

Asia; to this end, it recommended that the members• obligations 

to render help to another member in case of an armed attack should 

not be automatic, but should be left to each member to determine. {118) 

( 118) New York Times, 13 August 1954. 
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In the meantime, the United States and Britain also agreed that 

the jurisdictional scope of the proposed collective defence pact 

should not extend north of what is considered South-East Asia. (119) 

A draft text of the p reposed pact, ( 120) reported to have 

been leaked from the State Department, revealed the final Anglo

u.s. view of the proposed pact. It had three salient features: in 

the first place, it did not provide for a unified military command 

for the proposed South East Asia Collective Defence Organization, 

and also left the nature of the action to be taken by its member 

in case of a threat of attack or actual attack, to be detennined 

by the constitutional processes of the member Governments; in the 

second place, it specified Communist aggression as the only instance 

in which the anti-aggression clauses of the treaty could be invoked; 

in the third place, it provided th9t the Council, which was to be 

established under its terms, might "arrange with states which were 

not parties to the treaty for cooperation in giving effect to the 

promotion of economic stability and well-being." 

It is clear that the shape and content of the proposed pact, 

as envisaged in the draft text, represented a compromise between 

the British view that the treaty should be based on the situation 

in South East Asia and u.s. view that it must primarily be designed 

( 11.9) A British Foreign Office spokesman said on 16 August 
1954 that the United States had asked for the inclusion of Formosa 
in the area to be guaranteed by the proposed pact. But Britain 
held that Formosa was not a part of either South-Bast Asia or 
South-West Pacific and hence should not be included within the 
treaty area. Statesman, 18 August 1954. 

(120) For the draft text of the treaty reported to have 
leaked from the State Department, see Christian Science Monitor, 
3) August 1954. 
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to meet probable Communist aggression in the area under its 

jurisdiction. Britain was primarily concerned with obtaining 

the understanding and co-operation of the non-aligned Governments 

of South and South-East Asia for the proposed pact. The absence 

of a military command of its own, would make it less provocative;( 121) 

incidentally, this confonned to u.s. military strategy also. (122) 

Similarly, the absence of an automatic military obligation was 

as consistent with the British view that the membership of the 

proposed pact should not impair the existing relationship among 

the members of the treaty and the non-aligned powers, as it was 

with the u.s. view to the same effect, and the desire of tbe u.s. 
Congress not to give the Administration a blank cheque in respect 

of war and peace. (123) To Britain, however, it was the latter 

aspect of the proposed pact that was of real significance. Britain 

{ 121) That Britain wanted to have as non-provocative a 
treaty as possible is clear from a press conference statement 
of Douglas Dodds-Parker, Under-Secretary in the Foreign Office, 
who toured India, Indonesia and Burma to discuss the proposed 
pact with the Governments of these countries. At the end of 
his tour, he held the view that "if the organization to be 
established at Manila is non-provocative, I see no reason why 
we should not get their support." Times of Indonesia, 
31 August 1954. 

{122) The u.s. military strategists were reported to be 
opposed to the stationing of a sizable unit of the u.s. troops 
in South-East Asia. The Hindu, 19 August 1954. Also see 
New York Hera1d Tribune, 16 August 1954. Later, in his opening 
speech to the Manila Conference where the SEATO was born, Dulles 
said, "so far as the United States is concerned, its responsi
bilities are so vast and so far flung that we believe we best 
serve by developing the deterrent of mobile striking power, plus 
strategically placed reserves." Manila Conference Proceedings 
(Manila, 1954) 43. 

( 123) The Times, 4 September 1954. 
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believed that the proposed organization might, in course of time, 

culminate into a full-fledged Paci fie Pact as envisioned by 

herself and many others, if it sought and received co-operation 

of the non- aligned powers. 

The Anglo-U.S. view of the proposed pact, however, was 

far removed from the idea of it as held by the Philippines, 

Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, and Pakistan. The Philippines 

and Australia were among the eRrliest advoc~tes of a Pacific Pact 

and were, therefore, justifiably elated to see their vision taking 

shape. The Philippines now urged a comprehensive collective 

defence system with two distinctive chnracteristics. She pleaded 

that the proposed pact should be an equivalent of the North 

Atlantic Treaty for military purposes, and of the Marshall Plan 

for economic purposes. ( 124) Thailand also held the same view. ( 125) 

R. G. biienzies, Australia's Prime !¥1inister, also looked forward 

to the birth of "a great defensive organization" with "binding 

commitments." ( 126) New ~ealand 1 s De fence Minister, D. Macdonald, 

said on 12 August 1954, that New ~ealand was "vulnerable in 

several ways to precipitate action," and wou1 d, therefore, try for 

a Pacific equivalent of NATO. (127) Pakistan, which had decided 

to attend the conference on the proposed pact scheduled to be 

( 124) See the gist of the Philippine draft of the treRty. 
Statesman, 24 August 1954. 

( 125) New Times of .Bunna, 19 August 1954. 

( 1.26) Australia, ColtUIJonweal th Parlii31IlentarY Debates 
(New Series) (House of Representatives) No. 4, 5 August 1954, 
67, 69. 

( 127) Statesman, 12 August 1954. 
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held at Manila, without making any prior commitment as to whether 

she would join the formatlon that ffiight emerge, (128) was also in 

favour of a pact with "teeth." ( 129) 

The United States, however, did not appear as being amenable 

to these suggestions. Australia, New Zealand, and Thailand were 

anxious to secure u.s. commibment for the defence of South East 

Asia. Although they preferred far more elaborate machinery to 

that end, yet in the fRee of stiff u.s. determination, they were 

obliged to acquiesce in the u.s. proposition of it. Cnly the 

Philippines indicated tll~t she was reluctRnt to secure a duplicate 

promise of assistance from the United St9tes. (13G) Her military 

experts held the view that, given the Anglo-U.S. thesis on the 

proposed pact, the forthcoming pact would be of no use to her 

unless 1 t guaranteed the security of .t<'ormosa. ( 131) On 4 Sep tenber 

1954, Dulles reached1ianila to represent the United Stat~s at the 

meeting of the U.S.-Philippine Council ( 132) and also at the Manila 

Conference. At the convocation of the u.s.-Philippine Council, 

Dulles declared that the u.s. Seventh Fleet had standing orders 

( 128) Ibid., 15 August 1954. 

(129) Statement of Zafrulla Khan, Pakistan's Foreign 
Minister en 4 September at Bangkok. Statesman, 5 SeptE!Tlber 1954. 

( 130) Times of Indonesia, 11 August 1954. 

(131) Manila Times, 2 September 1954. 

(132) The U.S.-Philippine Council was a body established 
on 15 June 1954 at a meeting of Dulles end Romulo "to provide 
facilities for discussions of mRtters of mutual concern arising 
under the United States-Philippine ~utual Defence Treaty." 
Department of St.qte Bulletin, 30 (28 June 1954) 973. 
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"to protect Formosa from invasion by Communist aggressors." He 

further said that if the Philippines were to be attaCked by the 

Cormnunists, u.s. forces would "automatically react" against the 

aggressors. (133) In addition to these assurances, the Philippines 

also extracted from fulles a promise for materials to equip four 

divisions. ( 134) 

The United States thus made it clear that under the 

conditions existing in Asia then, she would not go in for more 

than a simple anti-Communist coalition which might be invoked in 

time of con~unist aggression in the treaty area. Britain, too, 

did not feel that conditions in Asia permitted more elaborate 

machinery than the one desired by the U n1 ted States. Other 

countries were not resourceful enough to press forward their 

respective points of view and sustain them in the face of the 

stiff determination of their more powerful allies. 

The South-East Asia Collective 
Defence TreatY 

The Conference to formally draft the collective defensive 

pact for South-East Asia opened at Manila, on 6 September, and 

the South East Asia Collective Defence Treaty was signed on 

8 September 1954. Delegates from the United States, Britain, 

France, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines, and 

Pakistan joined the conference. Each delegation, except those 

( 133) Manila Times, 5 September 1954. 

( 134) The Times, 4 September 1954. 
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of dritain nnd i"rance, was led by the Foreign ~·.inisters of the 

governments concerned. ~he dri tish delegation was led by the 

r .. arquess of Reading, 1:inister of St8.te of Foreign Affairs, and 

the French delegation was 1 ed by Guy La Chqrr.bre, W.inister of State. 

The l'?nder of e1ch deleg·•tion signed the tre.gty sip,nifyine the 

1cquiescence of the trovernment he represented, ::J.l though consti

tutional r~ ti fi CH tions, 1 r r1nd where required, ha ·: tc b~ obtai ned. 

The c:1se of Pak is l'lni del eg<J te W'!S nn exception: he si ened 1 t "for 

tr~wSI;.issi on to rr.y governrnen t for 1 ts consideration nnd 

action." (135) 

lhe speeches made ac the opening session of the kanila 

conference reflected the .!Joints of acrel;n.ent as well as of 

disa6reement .• n.ont:: the delegates. All the delegations were agreed 

that the threat to the peace and stability of South-East Asia 

came primarily from International Cor;munisrn. There was also 

agreement on tt1e point that the dnnger of International Cor.-munism 

did not merely nerive from the rr.ilitary strength and aggressive 

p oli ci es of the Con rr.uni s t rllo c, but also from the social and 

econor:;ic conditions prevailine in the countries of South-East 

Asia. Ar,ain, there wns renerc=tl ar,re·.-rr.ent at the conference on 

the need for secl.lring the underst<>.nding and syr.:pAthy of the non-

aliened GovP.rnments for the ~merginP. pact ~nd le~vinp, the door 

of the organization to be established open to them. (136) 

It was however, not the c=tgre8d views but the discordent 

notes sounded at the conference that was fundamental to the 

( 135) lw~anila Conference Proceedings, n. 122, 80. 

(136) See the opening remarks of the Chief Delegates, 
.!..anila Conference .Proceedings, 23-43. 
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treaty signed. The United St3tes suggested that the danger of 

Communism was the only threat to the freedom and security of 

South-East Asia and should be specified as such. (137) u.s. 
suggestion inevitably irked Zafrullah Khan, the Pakistani Foreign 

minister; he refuted the wisdom of attempting "to make provision 

against aggression only of a particular variety. 11 ( 138) Again, 

the Thai delegate, Pri nee VI an Wai thayakon, p reposed that the 

undertakings of the members should be "as near as possible to 

that of NATO, 11 ( 139) while the United States counselled against 

it. ( 140) 

The text of the South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty( 141.) 

as signed on 8 September 1954, recorded the points of agreement 

as directly as those of disagreement. It provided for resistance 

to "anned attack" and prevention of "subversive activities 

directed from without." The parties also undertook "to cooperate 

with one another in the further development of economic measures, 

including technical assistance, designed both to promote economic 

progress and social well-being." The treaty also provided for 

the admission of new members. It also established a Council to 

provide 11 for consultation with regard to military and any other 

planning as the situation obtaining in the treaty area may from 

(137) ~lles' opening remarks, ibid., 43. 

( 138) Zafrullah Khan's opening remarks, .!.Q!9., 34. 

( 139) Wan Wai thayakon' s opening remarks, ~., ::j). 

(140) Vide, n. 13?, 42. 

(141.) See the text of the South-East Asia Collective 
Defence Treaty as signed at Manila, The Manila Conferenc.e 
Proceedings, n. 122, 76-80. 
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time to time require. 11 The members also unanimously designated 

11 the States of Cambodia, Laos, the free terri tory under the 

jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam," as states and territory 

entitled to the benefits of the treaty both in respect of 

security and econorr.i c measures. ( 142) 

AB regards the commitments of the members under the 

treaty, it was stipulated that in case of an armed attack each 

member would provide assistance to the other, "in accordance 

with its constitutional processes," and that they would consult 

together, if the security of any one of them is threatened in 

any way "other than armed attack." On behA.l f of the United 

States, however, it was said that her "recognition of the effect 

of aggression and armed attack ••• apply only to Communist 

aggression. 11 The disagreement between the United States and 

other members of the trenty as regards the purpose of the treaty 

was thus duly recorded. 

Before the treaty was signed, Eden had said~ that the 

proposal to establish a South East Asia Collective Defence Pact 

should be seen as a culmination of long efforts made to that 

end, and not merely as a reaction to the collapse of French 

defences in Indo-China. ( 143) &peaking in the Australian House 

of Representatives on 10 August 1954, Casey said that "the 

prospective South-East Asia Treaty Organization is no longer 

(142) Protocol to the South.-East Asia Collective Defence 
Treaty, .w.g., 84. 

( 143) Vi de n. 52. 
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related, even indirectly, to the fighting th,-t was until recently 

taking place in Indochina" and urged upon others to look upon it 

as "a collective defence of long-term nature and not as an 

alliance reached hastily for possible use in the Indochina 

fighting. 11 { 144) Casey, thus, seemed to impress upon the others 

that with the cessation of fighting in Indo-China, the causal 

relationship between the prospective pact and the Indo-China war 

would not exist. 

As against these views, we have the known attitude of the 

United States on the subject of a Pac1 fi c Pact and her view of 

the South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty. The United States 

had firrr.ly held to the view that she would not either lead a 

movement for a Pacific Pact, or join one, 1 f 1 t was established 

against the wishes of the countries of the Pacific region. Yet, 

whenever she had founcl.i t necess~ry to take a certain step for 

strengthening her own position vis- '-vis the Communist Bloc, she 

had done so in spite of the protestations of most of the non

aligned countries of South and South-East Asia. Her err.phatic 

stand, as evidenced by the "U.s. understanding" appended to the 

South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, that her obligation 

under the treaty might be invoked in case of a communist threat 

only, was meant to impress upon the non-aligned countries that 

her views on the subject of a Pacific Pact had not undergone 

any fundamental change, and that the present pact was just 

another step to strengthen her position in the Pacific region 

( 144) Australia, Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates 
(New Series) {House of Representatives) 4, 10 August 1954, 101. 
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vis-~vis the Communist bloc. (145) 

Neither of the views stated above can be taken as the 

right perspective on the treaty signed at Manila. Its provisions 

regarding economic co-operation, social welfare, and general 

concern for the s ecur1 ty and p rosp eri ty of the Asian p eop 1 es, 

as well as those of the Pacific Charter,_ ( 146) signed at the 

behest of the Government of the ~hilippines and supported strongly 

by the United States,.. indicated what could be made of SEAT0 9 if 

the Asian countries decided to join it. The South-East Asia 

Collective Defence Treaty and the Pacific Charter together 

laid the foundation of a great defensive organization which 

could fully meet the requirements of the peoples of this region. 

At the time of their signing, the atmosphere in South and South

East Asia was not conducive to the em~rgence or a defence 

organization contemplqted by almost all of its members. But the 

United States was not prepared to wait for a change for the 

better, and the others interested in joining the South-East Asia 

Treaty Organization were not ready to miss an opportunity to 

establish a collective defence pact under t=e u.s. leadership. 

(145) In a broadcast to the nation, Dulles said, "The 
United States was in a special position at Manila. • • • For 
the others, the pact was not only an anti-Communist pact but 
also a regional pact. • • • We stipulated on behalf of the 
United States, however, that the only armed attack in that 
area which we would regard as necessarily dangerous to our peace 
and security would be a Comr.1unist anned attack." Department of 
State fulleti n, 31 (27 September 1954), n. 122, 431. 

( 146) "The Pacific Charter," The Manila Conference 
Proceedings, n. 122, 88. 
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The treaty signed at Manila did not actually establish a great 

regional organization but was a blueprint for one and was designed 

to tempt the remaining Asian Goverrunents into joining it. For 

the present, however, the treaty merely established an anti-

Communist coall tion as required then by the Un1 ted States. When 

1 t was estaolished, only its anti- communist voice, in spite of 

the contrary view of the treaty taken by some of its members, (141> 

was audible. Others looked hopefully at its future; the United 

States alone was satisfied with it in its present form, as it 

was "the latest link" in strengthening her "security chain in 

Asia and the P aci fi c." ( 148) 

( 147) See the closing remarks of the leaders of the 
various delegations at the Manila Conference, .!.!2.!.,g., 49-65. 

( 148) Eisenhower's Message to Congress, 33 ( 12 September 
1954) 429. 
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The preceding chapter marks the end of the discussion 

about the origins of SEATO. The South East Asia Collective 

Defence Treaty, as signed at Manila on 8 September 1954 and 

ratified in due course by its signatories, established, what 

has since been called, the South-East Asia Tre~ty Organization 

(SEATO). In this chapter, it is proposed to review the survey 

made in the form of answers to the ~vo following questions: 

(i) What force did SEATO represent in the history of 

South-Ea.s t Asia? 

(ii) Was it the right inst~ent for serving the 

purpose of its makers? 

As to the first question, we have before us two 

contradictory answers. Robert Trumbull of New York Times 

wrote that it signified "the accomplishment of a historic 

alliance between the Bast and the West," and constituted "a 

negation in the global sense of Kipling's philosophy that 

1East is East and West is West and never the twain shall 

meet•." (1) As against this contention, we have the reaction 

of Ali Sastroamidjojo, Indonesia's Prime Minister, to the effect 

that it was an anti-Asian alliance. On the eve of the Manila 

( 1) New York Times, 9 September 1954. 
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Conference, Sastroamidjojo proposed that an all-Asian pact, with 

Communist China too as a member, should be concluded, to resist 

the irr;>lementation of SEATO's anti-Asian designs. (2) 

Again, there were contradictory views expressed about the 

probable irr.pact of SEATO' s fonnation and its working in the 

future, In the report on the 1~anila Treaty which he submitted 

to President Eisenhower, Dulles referred to it as "the bulwark 

of peace nnd security in the Pacific area," (3) As ag~inst this 

view, the burmese Chamber of Deputies unanimously passed a 

resolution conderr.ning it as being "directed Rgainst peace in 

South-East Asia," (4) 

In the first two chapters, the aspects of the case for 

co-operation between what Trumoull has designated the East and 

the West have been fully exarr.i ned. It has been held that the 

desire for co-operation on both sides was genuine and also 

practicable as borne out by the successful launching of the 

Point-4 and the Colombo Plan. At the same time, it has also been 

seen, that it was not possible to form an anti-Comr.1unist East

West alliance. Attempts were made but to no avail, It was 

conclusively proved that the ruling nationalist regimes in the 

newly independent countries of South and South-East Asia were 

neither in a position to nor willing to give up their non

alignment, Historical conrlitions in Asi~, as hns been shown 

(2) lli.,g., 5 September 1954, 

(3) R.I.I,A. Documents 1954 (London, 1957) 166, 

(4) Statesman, 17 September 1955, 
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throughout this study, appeared to make non-alignment as between 

the two power blocs the only wise poll cy for them. 

SEATO was not based on ignorance of the forces at work 

in South-East Asian history. It followed the decisive failure 

of earlier attempts at an anti-Communist alliance between the 

East and West, and was professedly an anti-Communist alliance. 

It was not born with the consent, either express or tacit, of 

most of the Asian Governments; it was forged against their 

"studied opposition. 11 (5) 

As a matter of fact, the conclusion of SEATO, far from 

being the accomplishment of an alliance between the East and 

the West, marked the highest stage of discord between them. One 

of the major objectives of u.s. policy had been to create 

situations of strength vis-a-vis the Communist bloc. In respect 
~ .!..--. at.... . ,. .J.. c.J-i..,ll,. -

of South-East Asia, too, u.s. policy \l\laS t•uued to- the same end.., 
~ 

~ vi..-1. Following the outbreak of the Korean war, application of the 

policy of the ~ituation of strength' in several cases had been 

deeply resented by the Asians. As has been seen in the third, 

the fourth, and the fifth chapters of this thesis, the United 

States, even though sensitive to their reactions, nevertheless 

implemented it. SEATO was thus the latest manifestation of the 

policy of the 'situation of strength'. Moreover, it was created 

at a time when most of the countries of South and South East 

Asia felt, no reason for it existed. Its formation, as far 

as the relationship between the East and the West was concerned, 

further worsened it. 

(5) Eastern Economist (New Delhi), 17 September 1954. 



The creation of SEATO, therefore, might have been a 

historic event, but not for the reason that Trumbull gives. 

It was not a negation of Kipling's philosophy as he saw it. Its 

emergence, in the face of-widely prevalent resentment against 

it in Asia, might be picked up by Kipling's followers as an 

argument in favour of their case. 

At another end to Trumbull's view of bee SEATO, and 

further away from the facts, is the opinion of Sastroamidjojo, 

who alleged that SEATO was an anti-Asian organization. Before 

examining this allegation, we must be clear as to the meaning 

of the two other epithets- non-Asian and un-Asian- used to 

depict its nature. It was non-Asian in the historical sense. 

Its form, content, and even the timing of its birth, as we have 

seen were determined in the West, and five of its eight members 

were non.-Asian. Again, it was un-Asian in the sense of 

personal! ty: it did not reflect the worl< ing of the Asian mind 

under the given circumstances. 

Whether it is non-Asian or un-Asian does not necessarily 

make it anti-Asian. At no point in the evolution of the 

situation leading to its birth, was there any suggestion to 

that effect. On the other hand, events preceding its conclusion, 

speeches made at the Manila Conference, the Pacific Charter 

proclaimed by the SEATO powers nnd the text of the South-East 

Asia Collective Defence Treaty itself, reveal the anxiety of 

its guardians not to lose the confidence of the Asians and 

to develop, if possible, a system of collaboration with them. 
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Regarding its impact on South-East Asia, too, two 

contradictory views have been recorded. Behind them, there lie 

differing understandings of the situation in Asia. The Bu~ese 

view of SEATO is based on the assumption, that after the Geneva 

settlements there did not remain any further grouno for the 

continuation of the struggle for power between the two power 

blocs. In this argument, SEATO, following close on the heels 

of the Geneva Conference, caused in South-East Asia the beginning 

of a new struggle for power between the two power blocs. {6) 

As against this, Dulles based his view of it on the assumption 

that the Communist Bloc was expansionist, and that the weak and 

small nations of South-East Asia, left to their own resources, 

would never be able to resist its expansion. In this argument, 

the reason for the establishment of SEATO was that its existence 

would make up for the lack of strength of these small nations 

and thus help in the maintenance of peace in South-East Asia, 

and the independence of the countries of the regiDn. 

{6) Jawaharlal Nehru also took the same view of the 
impact of the conclusion of the SEATO. In a statement made 
on 29 September 1954, he saict, "I have often wondered what 
was the special urge, the special drive towards having this 
Manila Conference and this South East Asia treaty that 
emerged from it? ••• Was the peace of South-East Asia or the 
Pacific threRtened suddenly? Why was thA.t particulA.r time 
chosen, just after the Geneva Treaty? I have been unable to 
find the answer •••• 

• • • has this Manila Treaty relaxed tension or increased 
them? • • • I confess, I neither see any lessening of 
tension nor any advance towards peace. In fact, the reverse.H 
bu.ili tarY All lances: Exce:rp ts from Prime Minister Nehru 1 s 
speeches to Parliament 1954-56 {Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
Delhi, 1957) 1. 
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SEATO's arrival on the South-East Asian scene bred tension, 

but it d1 d not cause war. The non-aligned powers of Asia blamed 

the members of SEATO for causing tension; but the Western Powers 

have since been claimine that the existence of SEATO forced the 

Communist Bloc to revise 1 ts designs regarding Sout!1-East Asia. 

It is obvious thClt both these qrguments are equnlly 

specious and do not explain the reql n~ture of SEATO. The only 

point on which its makers and critics are equally agreed is that 

it brings the forrr.idable power of the West to bear upon the 

South-East Asian scene. The disagreement is regarding its 

effect. 

It must be borne in mind, that Sou t~East Asia is a 

cluster of snall and weak states. The socio-political condi tiona 

existing in these countries further add to their weakness. Even 

though the Burmese contention that the Communist Bloc was not 

expansionist is accepted, it remains true that the Western 

Powers were not concerned with it. Large Communist parties in 

the ooun tries of Sou th.-East Asia were working under favourable 

socio-economic conditions. 'Vith the experience of Vietnamlr 

to ~1ide them, where the Comrr.unists seized power by taking 

advantage or the conditions within the country, the Western 

Powers would never have given up such a strategically sienificant 

region like South-East Asia, which, they felt, was vulnerable. 

In any ca~e, they would have introduced their strength on the 

South-East Asian scene. 
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Though the decision to form SEATO, made in the face of 

formidable opposition in South and South-East Asia, cannot, 

however, be attributed to any mental quality typical of its 

makers. The cause for SEATO must be sought in the nature of 

the international power mechanism of our times on the one h~nd, 

and its working in South East Asia on the eve of tR& SEAT0 1 s 

birth, on the other. The Geneva Conference did not put an end 

to the Cold War altogether. Given its continued existence, 

the peculiar socio-political conditions in the countries of 

South-East Asia and the weakening of tb& Western defences after 

the collapse of the French resistance in Indo-China, the 

establishment of a power system, whose existence could make 

the Communist rlloc realize the existence of the strength of the 

Western Bloc in South-East Asia was the most natural phenomenon. 

It was an instrument designed to hold the Communist Bloc in 

check, in this sense, it was an instrument manufactured by one 

bloc for use under certain conditions against its rival. 

The phenomenon of SEATO, therefore, must be explained in 

relation to the nature and working of the international power 

mechanism. It is the spirit, that it introduced in South-East 

Asia, which ought to be taken into account. It w~s the spirit 

of defiance and challenge flung by the Western Powers at the . ; 
Co~munist Bloc. 

I . 

• I 

. " 

The coming of SEATO was deeply resented by the non-aligned 

Governments of South and South-East Asia. It was resented, not 

simply because it was a Western instrument, but because it was 

destined to intensify the struggle for power in South-East Asia 
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between the two power constellations. As we have seen throughout 

this study, the non-aligned Governments had reason to resent the 

continuation of the struggle for power in South-East Asia and 

had constantly worked to break the vicious circle of power. The 

emergence of SEATO aroused a fresh wave of anti-colonialist 

feeling in the countries of South-East Asia. The Communists had 

an agreeable circUffistance to work under and the non-aliened 

Governments had extrerr.ely difficult situation to face. Their 

criticisms of SEATO do not reveal fear, but disappointment and 

anger. 

The author of this study has held that the appearance 

of SEATO in ;.;)outh-East Asia~ was a natural development. The 

question wni ch follows this contention pertains to the form of 

SEATO. The promoters of ~EATO had established a system of 

collective security alliance, even though conditions for an 

anti-Communist alliance did not exist, either among the countries 

of South and South-East Asia or between them on the one hand 

and the Western Powers on the other. That they still preferred 

to promote a regional alliance to project their power on the 

South-East scene must be attributed to their understanding of 

the situation in South-East Asia. It was clear to them, that 

no systerr: of resistrmce to con-r.1unism could work in South-East 

Asia, unless it had the confidence and sympathy of the non-aligned 

powers of the region. SEAT0 1 s charter was carefully drafted 

with an eye to win their confidence and co-operation. It was 

felt by 1 ts makers that the working of SEATO, in its present form, 
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would not be impeded by the non-aligned powers, and in course of 

time, the latter might even join it. 

The Asian members' view of SEATO was far removed from 

the Western view of it. They took it as an organization w1 th 

enon.1ous resources. From the beginning, they asked to exploit 

its potentialities, whether or not the non-aligned powers joined 

1 t. 

As time passed, it bec~e obvious that the non-aligned 

countries of Asia would not join SEATO; so, it also became 

certain that its potential! ties would never be exploited. In 

the eyes of its Asian members, SEATO seemed to have lost its 

practical value. Its economic potentialities remained une:xploited 

in the face of the opposition of its members. (7) The Laotian 

crisis of 1961-2 further exposed its futility as a political and 

military alliance. The lesson was brought home to its msnbers 

that conditions for an East-West alliance did not yet exist. 

Pakistan, which had joined the alliance primarily out of 

rivalry with India, turned to China, lately India's enemy, and 

Thailand sought, and received from the United States, unilateral 

(7) The farthest that the non-Asian members of SEA70 
went to concede the demand of its Asian members was in the 
form of authority given to the PermAnent Economic Committee of 
SEATO "to discuss on a technical and advisory basis relevant 
economic problems of member countries, beAring in mind the 
established functions of other international agencies." Final 
Communique of the Sixth Meeting of the Council of South-East 
Asia Treaty Organization SEATO: Record of Progress 1959-1960 
(A SEATO Publication, Bangkok, 196o). 

Nai Pote Sarasin, SEAT0 1 s Secretary-General, felt that 
this resolution had broadened SEATO's 'economic activities," for, 
"any proposal submitted by members in the future would be 
eligible for discussion." Hindustan Times, 4 June 1960. 



assurance of assistance in case of Communist qggression on 

her. (8) That the United States conceded to the Thai request 

was a public admission of failure of SEATO. 

It would thus appear that while the appearance in 

South-East Asia of spirit which the makers of the SEATO 

introduced through it, was inevitable, S&ATO, was not the 

right medium to bring it into operation. 

(8) New York Time~;, 3 !larch 1962. 
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APPENDIX 

1'HE SEATO CHART~ AND THE PACir"'IC CHARTER 

L- The Signing of the Southeast Asia Collective Defence 
TreatY, The Protocol to the South East Asia Collective 
Defence Treaty and the Pacific Charterl Proceedings, 
(Conference Secretariat, Manila Conference of 1954, 
8 September 1954) _7 

A. South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, 
Manila, 8 September 1954 

The Parties to this Treaty, 

Recognising the sovereign equality of all the Parties, 

Reiterating their faith in the purposes and principles 

set forth in the Charter of the United Nations and their desire 

to live in peace with all peoples and all governments, 

Reaffirming that, in accordance with the Charter of the 

United Nations, they uphold the principle of equal rights and 

self-detennination of peoples, and declaring that they will 

earnestly strive by every peaceful means to promote self

government and to secure the independence of all countries whose 

peoples desire it and are able to undertake its responsibil1 ties, 

Desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace and freedom 

and to uphold the principles of democracy, individual liberty 

and the rule of law, and to promote the economic well-being and 

development of all peoples in the Treaty area, 

Intending to declare publicly and formally their sense 

of unity, so that any potential aggressor will appreciate that 

the Parties stand together in the area, and 



Desiring further to co-ordinate their efforts for 

collective defence for the preservation of peace and security, 

Therefore agree as follows& 

Article One 

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of 

the United Nations, to settle any international disputes in 

which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a manner 

that international peace and security and justice are not 

endangered, and to refrain in their international relations 

from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with 

the purposes of the United Nations. 

Article Two 

In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of 

this Treaty, the Parties, separately and jointly, by means of 

continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid will maintain 

and develop their individual and collective capacity to resist 

armed attack and to prevent and counter subversive activities 

directed from without against their territorial integrity and 

political stability. 

Article Three 

The Parties undertake to strengthen their free 1nsti tu tions, 

and to co-operate w1 th one another in the f\lrther development of 

economic measures, including technical assistance, designed both 

to promote economic progress and social well-being and to further 

the individual and collective efforts of governments toward these 

-u- ends. 



Arti cl e Four 

1 - Each Party recognises that aggression by means of armed 

attack in the treaty area against any of the Parties or against 

any State or terri tory which the Parties by unanimous agreement 

may hereafter designate, would endanger its own peace and safety, 

and agrees that it will in that event act to meet the common danger 

in accordance with its constitutional processes. 

Measures taken under this paragraph shall be irmnediately 

reported to the Security Council of the Un1 ted Nations. 

2- If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, the inviolability 

or the integrity of the territory or the sovereignty or political 

independence of any Party in the treaty area or of any other State 

or terri tory to which the provisions of pAragraph 1 of this 

Article from time to time apply is threatened in any way other 

than by a~ed attack or is affected or threatened by any fact or 

situation which might endanger the peace of the area, the Parties 

shall consult immediately in order to agree on the measures 

which should be tamen for the common defence. 

3 - It is understood that no action on the terri tory of 

any State designated by unanimous agreement under paragraph 1 

of this Article or on any terri tory so designated shall be taken 

except at the invitation or with the consent of the Government 

concerned. 

Article F1 ve 

The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of 

them shall be represented, to consider matters concerning the 

implementation of this Treaty. 
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The Council shall provide for consultation with regard 

to military and any other planning as the situation obtaining 

in the treaty area may from time to tirue require. The Council 

shall be so organised as to be able to meet at any time. 

_brti cl e Six 

This Treaty does not arfect and shall not be interpreted 

as affecting in any way the rights and obligations of any of the 

Parties under the Charter of the United Nations or the responsi

bility of the United Nations for the maintenance of international 

peace and s ecu r1 ty. 

Each Party declAres th!!t none or the international 

engagements now in force between it ~nd any other of the Parties 

or any third party is in conflict with the provisions of this 

Treaty, and undertakes not to enter into any international 

engagement in conflict with this Treaty. 

Article Seven 

Any other State in a posi t1on to further the obJectives 

of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the area may, 

by unanimous agreement of the Parties, be invited to accede to 

this Treaty. 

Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by 

depositing its instrument of accession with the Government of 

the Republic of the Philippines. The Government or the Republic 

of the Philippines shnll infonn each of the Parties of the deposit 

of each such instrument of ~ccession. 



Arti cl e E1 ght 

As used in this Treaty, the 'treaty area' ls the general 

area of South-East Asia, including also the entire territories 

of the Asian Parties, and the general area of the South-West 

Pacific not including the Pacific area north of 21 degrees 

30 minutes north latitude. 

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, amend this 

Article to include within the treaty area the territory of any 

State acceding to this Treaty in accordance with Article Seven 

or otherwise to change the treaty area. 

Article Nine 

1- This Treaty shall be deposited in the archives of the 

Government of the Republic of Philippines. Duly certified 

copies thereof shall be transmitted by that Government to the 

other signatories. 

2 - The Treaty shall be ratified and its provisions carried 

out by the Parties in accordance with their respective consti

tutional processes. 

The instruments of ratification shall be deposited as 

soon as possible with the Government of the Republic of the 

Philippines, which shall notify all of the other signatories 

of such deposit. 

3 - The Treaty shall enter into force between the States 

which have ratified it as soon as the instruments of ratification 

of a majority of the sign~tories shall have been deposited, and 

shall come into eifect with respect to each other State on the 

date of the deposit of its instrument of r~ti fication. 



Article Ten 

This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely, but any 

Party may cease to be a Party one year after its notice of 

denunciation has been given to the Government of the Republic 

of the Philippines, which shall inform the Governments of the 

other Parties of the deposit of each notice of denunication. 

Article Eleven 

The English text of this Treaty is binding on the Parties, 

but when the parties have agreed to the French text thereof and 

have so notified the Government of the Republic of the Philippines, 

the ?rench text shall be equally authentic and binding on the 

Parties. 

Understanding of the United States of America 

The United States of America in executing the present 

Treaty does so with the understanding that its recognition of 

the effect of aggression and a11Iled attack and its agreement 

with reference thereto in Article Four, Paragraph 1, apply only 

to Communist aggression, but affinns that in the avent of other 

aggression or anned attack it will consult under the provisions 

of Article Four, paragraph 2. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned Plenipoten~aries 

have signed this Treaty. 

Done at Manila, this eighth day of September 1954. 



Protocol regarding Articles 4 and 3 

The Parties to the South-East Asia Collective Defence 

Treaty unanimous! y designate for the purposes of Article Four 

of the Treaty the States of Cambodia and Laos and the free 

territory under the jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam. 

The Parties further agree that the above-mentioned States 

and terri tory shall be eliei ble in respect of the economic 

measures contemplated by Article Three. 

This Protocol shall enter into force simultaneously with 

the coming into force of the Treaty. 

B. The Paci 1'1 c Charter, Manila, 
8 September 1954 

The Delegates of Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakistan, 

the Republic of the Philinnines, the Kingdom of Thailand, the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 

United States of America; 

Desiring to establish a firm basis for common action 

to maintain peace and security in South-East Asia and the 

South-West Pacific; 

Convinced that common action to this end, in order to be 

worthy and effective, must be inspired by the highest principles 

of justice and liberty; 

Do hereby proclaim: 

F1 rs t, in accordance with the provisions of the United 

Nations Charter, they uphold the principle of equal rights and 



self-detennination of peoples and they will earnestly strive 

by every peaceful means to promote self- goverrunent and to sew re 

the independence of all countries whose peoples desire it and 

are able to undertake its responsibilities; 

Second, they are each prepared to continue taking effective 

practical measures to ensure conditions favourable to the orderly 

achievement of the foregoing purposes in accordance with thai r 

constitutional processes; 

Third, they will continue to co-operate in the economic, 

social and cultural fields in order to promote higher living 

standards, economic progress and social well-being in this 

region; 

Fourth, as declared in the South-East Asia Collective 

Defence Treaty, they are determined to prevent or counter by 

appropriate means any attempt in the treaty area to subvert 

their freedom or to destroy their sovereignty or territorial 

integrity. 

• • • • • • • • • 
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