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The pattern of international relationship in South-
sast asia is made of the interaction of two factors. Cn the

one nand, taere is tne rivalry between the two power blocs,
each: being equally dctermined to expand_it; own influence at
he cost of that of the cthef. On the other hand, the independent
countries of this resion, and also those of Sonth Asia, ‘rere .
determined to keep taemselves, and also the rezion of South-
tast asia, from this so-called 'cold war' betwsen the two yowver
constellations. 3ut, trnese countries were living such an
existence that it was impossible for them to keep South-Zast
Asia awvay from it. Most of trem, however, persevered with
their golicy of non-involvement in the cold'war, for, they did
not nave an alternative course to pursue.

This work is a.soff of case study in the international
diplomacy in South-Zgst isia. The S3aT0 bore the strains of
all its major elements. While it was an act of cold war on
the one hand, its charter was carefully drafted with an eye
to reconcile the non-agligned jovernments of South and South-
mast 4sia to its existence on the other hand;

Although SBATO's features are, in°thnemselves, interesting
enough to warrant a study of its origins, its appearancs on
the Soutn-East Asian scene is still more significant. The
non-alizned powers tried to prevent its emer~ence; when it
appeared in spite of them, they resented it. Those who

promoted it were fully aware of t.ieir resentment and appreciated



it. Yet, tue inner compulsions of thelr own existence on the
international political scene were such that tiley uid not ~o,
as it were, lor it, but were led tc it.

Trnis 1s how tie author understands the tna2nomenon of

o2

~t

Lhie DUATC on the South-mast asian scene,

The author is thanklul to the autﬁorities of the lndian
Scuiool cf international Studies for providing tim with all kinds
of facilities for pursuing nis research. ile is also zraceful to
the library star'f of the indian vouncil of World «ffairs for help
during the course of preparation of this work. iie is also
-rateful to 1is supervisor Dr. 3. R. Chatterjse, who even after
nis retirement from the School, continued to ;uide him and tock
very Xeen interegt in tne preparation of thias werke Dre. S. G.
hrisihnamurty and Mr. d. M. 3apat <sent throuzih most of its
ciiapters and offered valuable sugzestionsy to beth cf them, the
autinor owes zra;itude{

Pr. Vishal Sinsh's contibution in the preparation of tnis
40Tk stands anove all. ile gave to the autnor all that he neazded.

The author will alvays remain chlized to hiime

s

‘ne authior weuld commit the crime of his 1iTe if he [Tails
to mention tne inspiration and encouragemqnt that he received fror
nis uncle,; Sri Farmananda Jha, and the teacher, Jr. Chetaker Jha.
The author doubts if either of them knew what particﬁlai kind of
work he was doing, but that he was doing something was enough

to elate themes

. R
Mitra Mandan dha \ -



Cnapter

One

Cnapter Two

Chapter

[Ea 5

inree

Freface

.

THe 'CCLD WAR' alll AWAKIIING SOUTH-£a8T aSIa

zing lation-3tates and nieir
nt Ueilclen01»s

Anti=-Colonialism in oouth-mast asia and
tne 'Cecld War!

International Relations of the Independent
States of Loubii~sast asia

3&31\ulh}3 Cp T2 HOV&VENT FCR A CCLLECTIVH
D AiCs alilancd ACR THE PACIFIC R[RSTICN

Auscralia's ilan for a Facific Security
Pact

The M1lipino rjan Zor a Pacific Union and

deactions of tiie vounthries of South “ast
Asig to it

attitude of tne Lc&u ars of the imer-ing
destzrn 3loc to thie lovement Tor a
Facilic Aozional Crranization

impazt of tne Jestern Attitude on the
rovement for a Facilic Fract

THE KCRSAN 4al AND THE MOVEMENT FOR A

PACIFIC PACT

The Impact of the Korean War on the
U.S. Pacific Policy

"Reactions of the llon-Aligned Countries

of South and South-lkast Asia to the
norean Crisis

Frospects lor the formation of a
Pa01f ¢ ract

111

—
f

ha
—

30 - 41

85 ~126

86-101

101-11

111-26



Chapter Four

v
e

Chapter ve

Chapter Six

Tde CCLLAPSE OF THI #RANCH DirSNCIS
L0 ID0-Clillla AND TIE ROACTION CF THE
Uiliee STaTss TO IT

rronalem of the .efence of Indo-Chiina

"he Jien dien ruau Crisis and the 7.S.
deacticn to it .
Reaction to the wulles Plan

THa BIRTH CF THE SZATO

The anzlou=T.5. Wrangle Over the Nature
¢f the rrorecsed Pact

rolitics Jenind the 53aAT0
The Scitn-nast Asia Collective u=2ience
CUMCLUSICHNS

CTL R T

sxtracts from a Scatement of
"

iXtracts trom Letter of Instructions
of' President gunirino to ambhassador RBomulo

on the Pacific Union
Appendix 11l

mxtracts from Secretary Achescn's

National Fresgs Club speech of 12 January

1950

Appendix IV

axtrdaets from Statement by the
fresident (Truman) cn the Korean
Questicn, 77 June 1950

Pare

12770

190.70

139=-50

1.50=7C

1712222

234-36




apvendix V
. sXxtracts from the Tripartite Scecurity
~reaty 3etreenm wastralia, iiew Zzaland, and

thi€ UeSede.

Appandix VI

_ -xtracts from an article written by
Joaxn soster ‘mlles

appendix VI

- sXtracts from Julles' speech at the
-+ational Press Club on 29 March 1054

appendix VIII

sxtracts from joint statement issued by
lir. 4den and lir. .nlles in London on .
13 april 1954

appendix IX

sxtracts from the Communigue lIssued on
2 kay 1954 alter the Conference of "Asian
Prime Ministers held at Colombho

appenuix £

wxtracts from a speech of Mr. dden in
the rouse of -~ommons, 23 June 1954

Communique on Valks 3etween Nr. Nenhru
and r, Clou wn-lai, 28 June 1954

appendix LI1

Documents Relating to Feneva Conference

A, sxtracts from the Ffinal-Jeclaration
on Indo~China, 71 July 1954

B, sxtracts from the "Unilateral
Jeclaration" of the United States in
rezard to the Geneva Aszreements

C. The Colombo Powers' Declasration
Rezarding the Geneva Agreements

Appendix X111

The ZJATO Charter and the Pacific Charter

3i3L1I0SRAPHY

Page

252-54

255=56

257=58

260~-61

262=-63

264~06



Chapter One

THE *COLD WAR' AND AWAKENING SOUTH-EAST ASIA



The polarization of the world into two mtually
opposed blocs, led respectively by the Soviet Union and the
United States, followed .close on the heels of the Second
World War. (1) The co-operation between these two greatest
post-war powerg, 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 Russla 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, conweyed a new aspect of his policy as
being "to support free peoples who are resisting attempted
subjugation by armed minorities or outside pressure,” for,

"totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples by direct or

(1) For details, see H. Seton-Watson, "Five Years of

Cold War," The Year Book of World Affairg, 7 (London .
1953) 20=44.

(2) De Stat (The official weekly
Record of the United States Foreign Policy, Washington),
16 (2 March 1947) 392,



indirect aggression, 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
tIzvestia' compared the U.S. aid to Greece and Turkey to
Hitler's tactics of aggression. (4) Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia .
warned the world against the 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 countries
that want peace.”™ (5) 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 "the
imperialist and anti-democratic camp" with the United States
as "its leading force," and the other held by "the USSR and
the other democratic countries directed at undermining
imperialism and consolidating democracy."” The "Communique"

of the conference proclaimed the establishment of an

(3) Ibid., 23 March 1947, 536.

(4) New York Times, 15 March 1947,
(5) 1bid., 1 April 1947,

(6) For AL F ts D $
(Information Burean of the Communist Partied, Belgrade),
Noe. 1, 10 November 1947.



Information Burean "to coordinate™ the activities of the
Communist parties all over the world to hasten the collapse
of imperialism., (7)

It was obvious that the United States had been aware
of the Soviet challenge even before the Cominform had been
established. The establishment of the Cominform made the
Soviet challenge more formidable than it had been heretofore,
In order to consolidate the anti-Soviet rank further, the
U.S. Senate passed a resolution, sponsored by Senator
A. He Vandenburg, calling upon the executive branch of the
U.S. Government to associate the United States "with such
regional and other collective arrangements as are based on
continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, and as
effect its national security." (8) Soon, the government of
the United States began negotiations with the governments
of Canada and the Brusselé Treaty powers - the U.K,, France,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxemburg - to the end envisaged
in the Vandenburg Resolution.

No further evidence need be summoned to emphasize the
fact that the rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United
States had assumed serious proportions, and each of them was
engaged in closing its ranks to the other. It was inevitable,

as it were, for South Bast Asia, that i1s, "the area lying to

(7) 1bid.
(8) Department of State Bulletin, 19 (18 July 1948) 79,
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the east of India and to the south of China," (9) to become
one of the theatres of the cold war. Itsfremendous strategic
importance lures, and the existence of a number of small and
weak states facilities, outside intrusion. As a matter of
fact, these two factors have combined to make South-East
Asia "a low pressure area." (10) From the viewpoint of
international politics, it has always remained "a sub-system"
to the world-wide international system existing at any given
time. (11) In one respect, however, conditions in South East
Asia were, in the post-Second World War period, far removed
from those of the past: the former propensity to succumb to
outside pressure had given way, what Dean Acheson called,

"to hope, to a sense of effort." (12¥ This chapter éeeks to
discuss the *sense of effort®' of the newlv independent

governments of South Fast Asia.
mergine Nation-Stat ~Eagt
Agla and Thelr Ipherent Deficiencles

After the end of the Rfecond Wrrld War, the pattern of
international relationship regarding South East Asia seemed

(9) Charles A. Fisher, "The concept of South East
Asia,™ Eagtern World, 7 (London, March 1953) 12,

(10) Cora DuBois, Social Forces in Southeast Asia
(Minneapolis 1949) 28, .

(11) For an explanation of the term 'sub-system' and 1t:
applicability to South-East Asia see, G. Modelski,
»Internaticnal Relations and Area Studies," Ipterpational
Relations, 2 (London, April 1961) 143-55.

(i2) D tme at s 22 (23 Jaruary
1950) 112,
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set for a change. New nation-states were arising in place of
former western colonies. In spite of it, 1t'did not appear
that the collapse of colonialism in South-East Asia would
bring any change in the position of South-East Asia in
international politics. 1Its strategic 1mpor£ance, deriving
from its positional advantage and great weﬁlth of mineral

and agricultural products, (13) had been further sccentuated
during the war by its becoming an important erossroad centre
of skyways. (14) Till so long as the struggle for power could
remain an operation in world politics, its importance was
likely to go on enhancing instead of being diminished. The
emergence of the Soviet Union and the United States, with each
striwing for world supremacy, indicated that the struggle

for power would continne in the post-war era.

The end of colonialism in itself, therefore, was not
enough to assure places, in world polities, for the emerging
nation-states of SoutheEast Asia. It was necessary that
these states should be capable of being their own masters,
and not be used by others to ends not of their own choice.
Unless the newly independent states could assert themselves
and become their own masters, it was inevitable, given the

strategic importance of South-East Asia,-that the change in

(13) For a survey of South-East Asia's economic
potentials, see Charles A. Fisher "South East Asisa,” in
W. Gordon East & O. He R. Spate, ed., The Changing Map of
Asia, 180«3.

(14) J. O, M, Broek, "Unity and Diversity in Southeast
Asia," Review, 34 (New York, April 1944) 183,



their role would be more formal than real. Inspead of being
colonies as in the past, they would be the paﬁnS'of the
Great Powers in the present as well as the future. Given
their inherent weaknesses as territorial units and political
entities, a role for them in world politics, ﬁifferent than

that of a pawn, was not easy to design.

The Territorial Weakness of the South-East Asian Stateg

The territorial weakness of the South East Asian states
derives partly from geography and partly from historical ordeals
which they had undergone. The most important feature of
South East Asia's geography is to be found in its €0p0graphical
aspectse (15) Fragmentation is the keynote of its topographye.
Even Europe cannot compare with it in the high ratio of coast~
line to landarea. The advantages derivable from it are, however,
effectively counteracted by other two features. In the first
place, almost all the richer agricultural lands in South-East
Agia are excessively peripheral, resulting in the concentration
of the population on the peripheries. In the second place,
the steep ridges on the mainland and the wide stretches of
sea in the archipelago prevent concentric 1nteé¥ation of the
peocples of these landse. )

These topographical features had two far-reaching
consequences for South-East Asia. In the first place, the

dispersal of rich agricultural lands round the fringes




precluded the evolution of a territbrial unit with a strong
heartland. In the second place, its positional importance,
rich resources, and easy access from the sea to its fertile
peripheries lured foreign intruding forces. The absence of

a territorial unit, for which there did not exist geographical
conditions, encouraged such intrusion.

Consequently, South-East Asia became a hunting ground
for foreign elements. Before the advent of the Europeans,
the Indians, the Chinese, and the Arabs intruded into South-
East Asia. Their intrusion resulted in the development of
varying cultural patterns in South-East Asia. They however,
became the founders of cultural systemé in South-Eést Asia
with national identities of their own. The Europeans, when
they came, resorted to a practice of colonization different
from their predecessors: they dovetalled their acquilsitions,
politically as well as economicallf, to their respective
countries. While doing so, they seem to have accepted the
territorial units, that they met,as the inevitable product of
South East Asia's topography and contrasting cultures. That
alone can explain the close correspondence, in extent and
layout, between the Netherlands Indies and the Majapahit
empire, and the Irrawady and the Mekong river basins remaining
the cores of the European colonies in the peninsular South-
East Asia. In addition to dovetailing the colonies to mother

countries, the European povers, possessing colonies in Southe



East Asia, also defined for good the extent of the rule of
each colonial power. (16) |

The BEuropean colonization of Southe~east Asia had two
important consequences for the future of South-East Asiae.
In the first place, by resorting to the weste;n practice of
defining boundaries, heretofore fluid territorial units in
South-East Asia becaﬁ: permanent ones, As such, they remained
weak, small, and exposed. It had a grievous consequence: the
tin belt stretching from Thailand and Burma through Malaya to
Sumatra, which alone had the promise of becoming a comparatively
strong heartland to any territorial unit in South-East Asia,
was partitioned. In the second place, and of more far-reaching
consequence than the first, the colonial powers dovetailed
thelr colonies firmly to their respective countries. its
congequences had two levels - local and regional. Locally, it
stopped the natural growth of the native economies. Regionally,
it aggravated the existing political and cultural contrasts
between the different countries of South East Asia. (17) In
the field of economics, each colonial power developed similar
aconomies in its colony, making each of them face the world

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

(16) 1bids, 192«9. _
"South Asia: Unity and Diversity,"

(17) Guy Wint
1 nal Conciliation, 500 (New York, November 1554) 159.

(18) Broek, n. 14, 188,



consequence of the western colonization poliey in South East
Asia was to preclude any further realignment - either

territorial or functional - in South-~East Asia.

The Political Wegkness of South-Kaght Asign Stateg

The political weakness:: of the states of South East
Asia arose partly from the consequences of the alien rule and
partly from the character of the nationallist movements. These
states were the products of the nationalists! struggle against
the colonial rule. The nationalist movements, however, were
never carried on within any specific ideological framework.
In each country, excepting the Philippines, (19) it.became an
amalgam of the varied forces of opposition to colonial rule,

In Burma, (20) and Vietnam, (21) it is claimed, the dawn of

(19) In the Philippines, the nationalist movement began
as a coalition of varied forces of opposition to the Spanish
rule. The 'Katipunan' as led by Bonifaclio 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 interested
in independence for the sake of its values joined Nationalist
Party, founded in 1907 and led by Manuel Quezon, and the peasants
and workers, interested in putting an end to thé colonial
economic practices, came under the influence of left-wing.
Thus, under the U.S. rule, the nationalist movement in the
Philippines developed two wingsgg Je He Brimmel, Communism

5 .

ln South Egst Asia (London, 1 100~1.

(20) Htin Aung, "The Progress of Nationalism: Commentary,"

P. W. Thayer, ed., Nationalism and Progress in Free Agia

(Baltimore, 1956) 83.
(21) Milton Sacks "Marxism in Viet Nam" in Prank N. Tsager,

ed., M in 8 Eagt Agig (California, London, 1960) 103-4.
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nationalism preceded the advent of the alien ryle. Even

if it was so, it was far from being a dynamic factor in
either of these countries whenuﬁuropeanu arrived. In Burma,
as a matter of fact, the establishment of the British rule
was Welcomed by small peasants and workers. (22) It was
only when the policies of the colonial powers adversely
affected the native patterns of 1life that the opposition to
the alien rule became truly widespread.

The opposition to colonial rule had three distinctive
shades. First, there were genuine nationalists, who, aware of
having lost national irdependence, were looking forward to
winning it back. Second, there were people who,having joined
government services and alien business firms, resented being
discriminated against by their employers. To them, independence,
in itself, was not a value to stand forj; they looked forward
to the heralding 6f such a political order as would hold out
to them a better deal. Third, there were peasants and workers
who had been pauperized by the alien economic and agrarian
laws. The economies of the South-East Asian countries had
made 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) They had its

(22) "K" "Burma in My Life-Time," The Gugrdjgg
(Rangoon, March 1960) iii, 25.

(23) Viector Purcell The Colonia d
Asia / (Mimeographed) New York, 1953_7/ 4
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disadvantages. (24) Their primary interest, therefore, lay
in hastening the collapse of the exploitative economic system
promoted by the colonial powers.

It would be wrong to assume, therefore, that the
nationalist movements in South East Asia représented the idea
of a nation on move., The vast bulk of popﬁlation - peasants,
workers, lowly paid employees and unemployed - did not really
challenge the rights of the aliens to rule over thelr respective
countries, but their right to discriminate against them and
to oppress them. Moreover, their grievances were also
localized. A peasant or worker, an office clerk or an
unemployed individual, was not fighting for a national cause
against the alien rulers, but for his own limited interests.
The leadership, though looking beyond these narrow bounis,
capitalized upon the existing revolutionary feelings. Its
primary purpose became to blow out the alien rule; other

requirements, like ideology, became secondary to this primary

(24) Justus Van der Kroef, "The Appeal of Communism
in South-east Asia," United Agig, 7(Bombay, December 1955) 255,
Also see J. S. Furnivall, Colonial Policy and Practlce
(Cambridge 1948) 2143 An extract from the Annual Report for
1941 by the U.S. High Commissioner in the Philippines in

John Kerry King, Southeagt Asig in Pergpective (New York
1956) 26; George McTurnan Kahin, Nat m_and Revolut

in Indonesia (Ithaca 1952) 3.
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aim. (25) The nationalist movements, in South East Asia,
therefore, were, in thelr nature, "movements of protest,"” (26)
and, in thelr composition, coalition of varied forces opposed
to colonial rule,

It was, therefore, a foregone conclusion that these
- coalitions would disintegrate once their purposes were achieved.
The colonial rule, had at the same time, disrupted the bases
on which a nation could be built up. Their constant endeavour

had been to deepen the sectarian and localized loyalties of

(25) The nationalist leadership in Burma, Indonesia and
Viet Nam always subjected 1deological 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 3Bloc 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 government put up by the Japanese but later
on joined the Communists in the underground and formed the
Anti-Fascists People's Freedom League with them, and became its
first chairman. In 1947, he went to London for talks with the
British government in spite of the opposition of the Comrministse.
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 Sgarifoedin, a Communist, was to go
underground and oppose the Japanese while Sukarno and Hatta
were to collaborate with the Japanese. Sjahrir, another
leader, was assigned the task of directing anti-Japanese
plans. [/ Virginia Thompson and Richard Adloff, "The Communist
Revolt in Java: The Background," Far Eagtern Survey, 17 (New
York, 2 November 1948) 258_/. In Vietnah, Ho Chi Minh, the
Communist leader, disbanded the Indochinese Communist §arty in
November 1945. The Constitution of the Pemoeratic Republic
of Vietnam, as proclaimed by him, granted the right to religious
freedom and private property / Thompson & Adloff, The Left Wing
in South Egst Agia (New York 1950) 36_/. It 1s obvious that
even Ho subjected his idealogy to the primary purpose of
winning independence.

(26) Rupert Emerson, "Nationalism in Southeast Asia," .
Far Zastern Quarterly, 5 (Wisconsin, 1945-6) 212,
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the people. They also encouraged the immigration of the
Chinese and the Indians into their colonies, thus further
diversifying . the racial composition of theilr colonies.
Moreover, the colonial powers introduced such administrative
systems in their colonies as had proved efficient in thelr
respective countries. At the same time, they also sought to
mould the native social structures after their own. Their
administrative gystems were staffed by their own nationals.

As a result, their administrative and social policies disrupted
the native political and socilal ordér, while the order imposed
by them remained alien to the natives. (27)

The Second World War further disrupted the already
disrupting societies. During the confusions, accompanying its
beginning and following its end, the influence of law and order
over the masses perceptibly diminished. Economic hardships
of the people increased. The influence of traditional mores,
weakening steadily under the colonial rule, reached the
proportions of collapse on the eve of the emergence of the
new states.

It was, therefore, difficult for the emdrging states
to lead independent existence. They were weak territorially,
and they did not have the political assels for overcoming it.
A strong nationalist movement is an asset for an independent

existence but in the case of the South-East Asian states,

(27) J. H. Brimmel, Communi South Egst Asi
(Mimeographed, London 1958) 3. Also see, John Kerry King,
n. 24, 273 W. MacMohan Ball, Ngtionglism ?gg Communisg in
EQ&L_A&L& (Carlton, New York, London 1952) 12.
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nationalism was not the same integrating force as in Europe
or North America. It was an exclusively anti-colonial
operation. With the end of the colonial rule, it was drained
of its sustaining force. Henceforth, it became a "blanket

emotion™ (28) meaning different things to different men.

Anti-Coloniglism in South-~East Asig
and the 'Cold Wapr®

Thus, with no obvious assets to sustain independent
existence, the emerging states were inevitably falling headlong
into the vortex of cold war. As 1t has been statgd earlier,
South-East Asia was a region of such profound strategic
significance that neither of the leaders of the con‘ending
world power blocs would have willingly lost.it to the other.
The emerging states, looking vacantly around for national
philosophies, were destined to becéme issues in cold war.
For, in cold war, both, the elements of struggle between
national power and a profound conflict between the contending
sets of politico-economic systems as practised by the United
States and West European powers on one hand ang the Cbmmunist
countries on the other, are combined. Even 1f there had been
no cold war, an intensive ideological struggle between the
two broad sections of nationalists - Westernized liberals and

Communists - would have'followed the winning of independence.

(28) Thompson & Adloff, The Left Wing ipn South-East
_A__s;iﬂ, Ne 25, 60
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‘The cold war, however, precipitated the inevitable clash and
invested its course and outcome with tremendous international
significance.

Contto : sth Nati at < CM 5 =

In the race for the ideological loyalty of the emerging
nations in South East Asia, it might be held that the Soviet
Union entered with two decided advantages. In the first place,
the prestige of the West and the western institutions had
reached its nadir. 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
parties in South East Asia ready to obey the orders of the
Soviet Union and force their way, if possibie, into the void
created by the decline of the western prestige.

In a situat:ion characterized by the widespread
grievances against the western rule and capitalism on one
hand, and disrupted native social and political systems on
the other, communist parties had many assets. In the first
place communism's passionate repudiation of capitalism and
‘colonialism reflected the hates and fears of the natives.

Its promise to bring about an egalitarian society conformed
to their aspirations. In the second place, the communist

leaders and workers used Bussia's success in the economic

field as the example for impressing upon thé people the

(29) John Kerry King, n. 24, 27-8.
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authenticity of their promises. As such, they used Russia's
progress during the communist rule for complementing the

appeal of their doctrine. Men, who could not understand the
doctrines of Marx, were attracted by the deeds of "the concrete
and visible Marxists" of Russia. (30) In the third place,
decline of the prestige of western institutions combined with
the disruption of the native social and political patterns of
life, caused a vacuum which communism could fill up with ease.
It promised "intellectual and philosophical security" to the
educated and semi-educated elite uprooted from their traditional
moorings. (31) Its emphasis on planning and management of
economy held no terrors for peoples accustomed to considerable
state intervention during the colonizl rule and wearied of
exploitation. (32) BEven religion could not bompete with
comrunism for allegiance of a people living so close to
breadline as the beoples of South-East Asia. (33) In the

fourth place, and above all, the champions of communism in

(30) Owen Lattimore, Soluti Asia (Boston 1945) 137.

(31) John Kerry King, n. 24, 78. Also see M, N. Roy,
"The Communist Problem in Bast Asia," ic Affairs,
(New York, September 1951) 24.

(32) William A. Henderson, "Communist Movements in
Southeast 4sia,"” Journal of International Affairs,
8 (New York 1954) 33.

(33) W. MacMohan Ball, n. 27, 10~-12,
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South~East Asia were authentic nationalists; (34) it was this
fact combined with its own appeal that made it a formidable and
exploslve operation in South-East Asia.

It isy however, necessary here to make a distinction
between the influence of communism and 1ts champions on one
hand and the communist parties on the other. Peoples of South
Bast Asia followed leaders not because of their ideological
affiliations but for thelr performance in the strugsle against
colonialism and thelr professed convictions. Many amongz the
communists had great appeal with the people for their role in
the strugzesle against colonialism and their soclalist convictions.
But, then, there were many, outside the communist parties, who
had similar or even greater appeal with the people. (35)
Conditions in South-Cast Asia were not favourable for diminishing
either their appeal or attacking their lsadership on economie
and political grounds. There were no economic classes as such

for giving the communists the leadership of a class struggling

(34) Justus Van der Kroeff, discussing the place of the
Communist leaders of South-East Asia in the nationalist movement,
says, "In the anrals of the nationalist struggle in Burma the
names of Communist leaders like Thakin Soe are revered as those
of the non-Communist nationalists like the late Aung San and
Burma's present Premier U Nu. And what ardent nationalist in
Indonesia has forgotten the communist inspired insurrections of
the years 2926-7 or the names of Indonesian communist leaders
like Semaon and Ton Mala ka."™ "Marxism in Southeast Asia,”
Current History, 27 (Philadelphia, November 1954) 290.

(35) Thompson & Adloff, "Southeast Asia Follows the
Leader,™ Far Eastern Survey, 2 November 1949, 18,



against exploitation by the classes led by the non=-
communists. (36) Consequently, the popularity of the communist
leaders did not necessarily reflsct the popularity of the
party. Their claim to lsad the nationalist movement depended
upon theiwplace in the hierarchy of the nationalist leadership.
Thus, while Ho Chi Minh, a Communist, led the nationalist
movement in Vietnam, Sukarno and Hatta led it in Indonesia
and Aung San and U Nu in Burma. All of them alike belonged
to the "intellectual middle class." (37) Nelther of them was
leading a particular class in its struggle against the enemy.
The tactics of the communist parties, therefore, were
desizned to overcome these difficulties on the way to
leadership of the nationalist movements. It was to that end
that, instead of openly opposing the enlighténed nationalist
leadership, they jJoined them in their fight against
colonialism, in order to selze the leadership of the movements
from within. Many of the Indonesian communists, who had
remained in the Netherlands during the war and denounced
Sukarno and Hatta as "Fascist collaborationist" and the
Republic proclaimed by them,as a "Japanese time bomb," joined

the nationalist movement led by them when flown to Indonesia

(36) For detailed discussion of this point, see
A. Guber, "The Situation in Indonesia," New Times (Moscow,
15 February 1946) 3 Ho Chi Minh's reply to a foreizn
correspondent published in the Bulletin of th Viet

Americgn Friendship Association (New York), 4 August 1947.

(37) Brimmel, n. 27, 3,
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by the Dutch government. (38) They also supported the
Linggadjati Agreement concluded in November 1946, In doing
so, thelr only aim was to purge the nationalist movement of
the right-wing nationalists. (39) In Burma, the Communist
Party remained within the AFPFL for the purpose of fighting
the colonlal rule even though it did not conceal 1its policy
of keeping its own interests above those of the AFPFL., (40)
Even Ho Chi Minh, who enjoyed a reputation for his leadership
unparalleled by any other nationalist leader in Vietnam,
dissolved Indochinese Communist Party in November 1945 in order
to make his leadership of the nationalist movement free of
any controversy. (41)

It would thus appear that the maln purpose of the
Communists while fighting colonialism, was to consolidate
further their hold on the nationalist movements as in Indochina
on the one hand, ana place themselves further higher-up in the
hierarchy of leadership by aggravating the struzgle between

colonialism‘and nationalism as in Indonesia and Burma on the

(38) Jeanne S. Miutz, "Marxism in Indonesia," in
Frank N, Trajer, n. 21, 212.

(39) "Commnists' view on Linggadjati," Voice of Free

Indo , (Djakarta, 1 February 1947) i1, 204.
(40) Burmese Reyiew (Rangoon), 14 October 1946,

(41) 8Since the dissolution of the communist party in 1945,
Ho Chi Minh continued to reiterate that his is not a communist®
but a coalition government consisting of all shades of nationalist
views. (See report of radio interview with Ho Chi Minh by
Harold Isaacs, Newgweek, 25 April 1949). .
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other. The role of comrmnist parties in South East Asia was .
to assist thelr leaders in the achievement of théir uphill
task by putting at their disposal their "discipline, talent

for organisation, and fanatical zeal." (42)

Ihe Strgtegy of the Enlightened Nationglist Leadership

It would be safe to hold here that communism in South
East Asia was not a subvefsiVe propaganda but a formidable idea
fighting for the allegiance of an intensely anti-colonial but
unsophisticated people. (43) It rationalized their opposition
to colonialism and promised them as good a world to live in as
the Russians had. As such, it could be encountered only with
a better idea. The enlightened nationalist leadership in Burma
and Indonesia had such ideas. The nationalist leaders like
Aung San and U Nu of Burma, and Sukarno and ﬁatta of Indonesia
were all socialist; by conviction. (44) The authenticity of
their convictions was not suspect in their respective countries.
As such, they denied the communists the monpoly of the force of

communism,

(42) Henderson, n. 32, 41,

(43) For a very erudite analysis of the role of communists
in the anti-colonialist and backward countries of Asia, see
Lattimore, n. 30, 134-41.

(44) Sukarno and Hatta had long been socialists. . After
the suppression of the Portal Nationalis Indonesia (PNI) in
1929, two parties came up - Partindo and Indonesian National
Education Club headed by Sukarno and Hatta respectively. Both
of them were leftist parties. Similarly in Burma, the Dobbama
Asiajone which had been the training ground for the leaders
like Aung San and U Nu was strongly Marxist in its economle
outlooke
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The strategy of the enlightened nationalist leadership
was get to deny the communists any further strengthening of
thelr hold over the masses. By preferring negotiation with
the colonial authorities to armed fight against them, the AFPFL
in Burma and the Republican leaders in Indpnesia seem to have
. aimed at denylng the anti-Western communists a situation
malleable for them. There is no doubt that a situation created
by the armed fight between colonial powers and the nationalist .
forces would have enhanced Russia's prestige and increased
Communist parties' hold over the masses. Moreover, envisaging
a period of struggle with the communists in the period
subsequent to independence, they also declared their policy of
welcoming foreign aid from any country for the reconstruction
of thelr countries. In January 1947, Aung San vwent to London
to begin negotiations, with the British Government, for
Burma®s independehce; the statement released after the talks
envisaged close co-operation in the military and economice
field between Britain and independent Burma. (45) Similarly,
in Marech 1947, the Minister for Economic Affairs of the
Republic of Indonesia declared that his govermment would
welcome foreign capital as well as experts "for the

reconstruction and upbuilding the country." (46)

(45) For the 'Conclusions' reached between Aung San and
Attlee regarding future co-operation between their governments,

see Nicholas Mansergh, ed., Documgepts and Speeghgﬁ on British
Co Wwe Affa 19311952, 2(London, 1953) 768~9, 770~l.

(46) Yoice of Free Indonesia, 2 (22 March 1947) 310.
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Co, N t t-C United F t., the
_Qg_gggy Llne, and the mmggist Insurrections in South-East Asig

It should be clear that both the comrunists and
nationalists were trying hard to beat each other at thelr own
game. When Aung San was preparing to leave for London,

Than Tun, the Burmese communist leader, predicted that he would
return empty-handed. (47) His success, therefore, greatly
shocked the commnists, who had looked forward to the sharpening -
of the nationalist struggle and seize its leadership in the
process. They had no alternative to denouncing the AFPFL and
work for diminishing'its leaders' appeal with the people. 1In
Indonesia, where the Dutch, unlike the British in éurma,
continued to hold their own against the nationallsts, the
united front of all the leftists - commnists, socialists and
others - continued for long beyond that in Burma. 1In fact,
Amir Sjarifoedin, .a communist, alsa became the Prime Minister
of Indonesiae

By the beginning of 1947, however, the cold war between
the Communist and Anti-communist Blocs had become the most
powerful operation in international politics. .On 9 February
1946, Stalin, declared that that his government would abet

and aid "the revolutionary upswing" against colonialism. (48)

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

(48) Quoted in Historicus, "Stalin on Revolutions,®
Foreign Affairs, 27 tNew York, January 1949) 19.
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As a matter of fact, Soviet Union's championing of the cause

of independence for Indonesia and Burma made her the most
respected, among great world powers, in South East Asia. (49)
In September 1946, however, Jawaharlal Nehru, while still Vice-~
chairman of Viceroy's Executive Council, declared that independent
India would strive "to keep away from power politics of zroups
aligned against one anotﬁer.“ (50) Aung San's ‘'conclusions!
with the British government followed in January 1947. With

the proclamation of Truman Doctrine in March 1947, the Soviet
Union began taking stock of her own international position.

To her, it appeared that India had not been won to‘her own

side while Aung San's agreement, envisaging very close
co-operation between independent Burma and Britaln, appeared

as having reinforced Britain's hold over her. At a meeting

of the Soviety 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) A Soviet writer branded Aung San as a

British agent in July 1947. (52)

(49) Max Beloff, Soviet Policy in the Far Bast 1944.1951
(London, 1953) 15. .

(50) Jawaharlal Nehru, A Collection of Speeches,
September 1046 to May 1949 (New Delni, 1949) 340. :

(51) John H. Kautsky, Moscow and the Communist Party

of India: A Study in the Post-War Evolution of Internation
Communist Stratesy %‘éw York, 1956) 25.

(52) A. Klimnov, writing in July 1947, contended that the,
British government nad "directed Aung San to disband" the peasant
movement in Burma. Quoted in Thompson & Adloff, n. 25, 116.



In September 1947, A. Zhadanov speaking at the meeting
of the Communist leaders in Poland, urged upon the communist
parties, all over the world, to close their ranks, aggravate
the crisis endangering "the rear of the capitalist system,"
and "reslst the new plans of war and aggression" launched by
the colonial powers. (53) Zhadanov did not name the countries,
which in his opinion, formed the "rear" of the 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, Zhukov, in an article in 'Bolshevik,'
a Soviet official magazine, was more forthrisht in ureine upon
the communist parties in colonial 4sia to bid for power by
"militant forward surge." (54)

The final collapse of the united front strategy of the
communists followed closely the establishment of the Cominform
in September 1947. The Nu-Attlee Agreement of October 1947
confirmed the 'conclusions'! arrived at between Aune¢ San and
Attlee earlier in the year. (55) In Indonesia, however, things

were moving to their liking. Amir Sjarefoedin had become the

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

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

(55) The text of the treaty is given in Mansergh, n.45
775-9. See Article 6 and 7 of the treaty regarding financial
ald by Britain to Burma and Burma's pledge to respeet the
contracts signed by the previous zovernment. Also see the
'Defence Agreement'! signed between the two countries on

29 August 1947 which was endorsed by the Nu-Attlee Agreement.
Ibid., 771l-4.
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Prime Minister of the Republic on 3 July 1947. The first
Dutch agzgression on the Republic, enphemistically called
police action, had sharpened, beyond measure, the strugele
between nationalism and colonialism. The reluctance of the
United States and Britain to coerce the Netherlands to grant-
independence to Indonesia further agzgravated the anti-Western
feeling in Indonesia. (56) President Sukarno, in order to
strengthen the international position of the Republic,
authorized a communist leader, named Soeripino, to negotiate
the exchange of consular representatives with communist bloc
countries. All these indicated that Indonesia was ‘getting
closer to the Soviet Bloc. As such, the communist strategy
seemed to be working well. In February 1948, however, Soetan
Sjahrir, the 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 1248, Mohammad Hatta himself succeeded Amir
Sjarifaedin as the Frime Minister. The Renville Agreement which
had been signed between the Republic and the Netherlands on
17 January 1948, prohibited the Republic from establishing

(56) On 12 November 1247, 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." Antarg (Jogjakarta) 12 November 1947.

(57) Thompson & Adloff, "The Communist Revolt in Java:
The Background,” n. 25, 259,
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diplomatic relations with foreign countries. (58) Thousgh Hatta
scruplously refrained from committing to any definite course
of foreign policy for the Republic, he was obviously not
prepared to permit any step that would prejudice the prospects
of the peaceful withdrawal of the Dutch rule from Indonesia.
With that end in view, it seems, he recalled Soeripino for
consultation. (59) This step left the communists in no doubt
that the enlightened nationalist leadership stood for non-
alignment between the two power blocs. '/ith this realization
on their part, the split between the enlightened nationalist
leadership and the communists became complete even 'in
Indonesia. (60)

With the break-up of the united froni it became obvious
that the communists would turn to other ways°and means for
seizing the leadership of the nationalist movements in Burma
and Indonesia. The year 1948 was a year of miseries and
distresses in both Burma and Indonesia. In Indonesia, economic
miseries of the people had reached beyond endurance. In Burma,

disorder had become rampant. Moreover, there were different

(58) See Article A(7) and B(1) of the Renville Agreement,

19 January 1948, in Doc n Int Af T 1947~
(Royal Institute of International Affairs; London 1952) 752,
753=4,

(59) For Soeripino affair, see Thompson & Adloff, n.57, 260.

(60) The decision to recall Soeripino was taken after
a meeting of the party leaders on 31 May 1248. 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 Renville Agreement, which had been concluded
with Amir Sjarifoedin in power, as surrender to imperialisme.
Thompson & Adloff, n. 28, 181-3.
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sects and groups who were extremely dissatisfied with the
policies being followed by?%g;pective governments. The Karens,
Chins, and Mons in Burma wanted ethnic autonomies while the
People's Volunteer Organization wanted to be assimilated with
the army. Similarly, in Indonesia there were nationalist
troops whom the Republican government had proposed to disband.
Not all these sects or groups were communists, but they were
dissatisfied with the existing nationalist regimes. (61) The
commuinists found in them ready material for use to their own
enis. The rebellicn in Burma started towards the end of
March 1948, and in September in Indonesia.

It 1s necessary here to state the 1ssues which the
communists professedly wanted to settle with their rivals in
1948, The Communists of Burma branded the Nu government as
"the imperialist-bourgeosie combine," (62) and "Fascist." (63)
The Communists of Indonesia branded Soekarno and Hatta "as
tools of American imperialism," (64) and asked for people's
support for their attempt "to alienate colonial and feudal

(61) For the situations in Burma and Indonesia
respectively, see, John F. Cady, A History of Modern Burmg
(New York, 1958) 579-89; George McTurnan Kahin, "The Crisis

and Its Aftermath,“ Far Eastern Survey (17 November 1948)
17, 262-3, ‘

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

(63) Government of Burma, Burma and the Insurrectiong
(Rangoon, 1951) 41,

(64) Hindu, (Madras), 10 September 1948.
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nationalization of "monopolistic capitalist undertakings,"
foreign trade and land, and help to the poor "against the
attack which are being launched by the capitalists" as the
goals of his government. In respect of international relations,
he opted for non-alignment and laid down that Burma should seek
foreign aid on such conditions as would be consistent with

"the political, economic ‘and strategic independence of Burma.”
At the same time, he also offered to promote the study of
Marxism in Burma. YWith this programme for unity, Nu offered,

in the eyes of the people, fair terms of compromise to the
communists. 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, Ifu, while accepting foreign financial

aid and arms, refused to accept offer for more active assistance
from foreign countries. (69) The policies thus followed by

Nu denied the communists the use of anti-colonialism to their
own ends. His policy had the effect of revealing the rebellion,
as led by the commnists, as an unprincipled bid for power.

His criticism of the =mphasis placed by the communists on the
names of the aid giving countries as "the method of longing

for the aunt at the expense of one's mother" (70) carried

sreater appeal with the people. As a r=sult, the Nu government

(69) Cady, n. 61, 597.
(70) Nu, From Peace to Stability (Rangoon, 1951) 91,
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emerged from its struggle against the communists, with its
prestige further enhanced,

It is plain, from the narrative given above, that although
the communists had lost the first bid for leadership of the
emerging states of South-East Asia, those who had won were not
pro-West either. In terms of cold war, both as an ideological
struggle and a struggle for power, the victorious leadership
represented a "third force."™ (71) It was neither pro-Communism
nor pro-Western liberalism. In the same way,'it was nelther
pro-communist bloc nor pro-western bloc. It has been seen
that the communists failed in the bid because they failed to
tarnish the soclalist and anti-imperialist imazes of the non-
communist nationalist leadership. The nationalists won because
they, while preserving their share of the force of socialism,
tilted the balance of social forces in their own favour by
promising to adhere to the policy of non-alignment. In an
overall sense, tharefore, the nationalists, while promising
to promote the well-being of the people, also assured them an

honourable and independent existence in world polities.

International Relations of the
Independent States of South Fast Agig

National Problems and Foreizn Policies

Although the ruling nationalist leadership in the newly

independent countries of South-Zast Agia had promised an

(71) Brimmel, n. 27, 5.
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independent existence to thelr p=zoples, they were hardly equlpped
to pvlay such a role in international politics. With the economlzs
of these countries in primitive form and dislocated during the
war even at that, the countries of South-East Asia did not
possess the requisite economic strensth to sustain an independent
existence for themselves in world politiecs. The economic
reconstruction of these countries had yet to be undertaken, and
the task was a formidabls one. These countries had neither
economicz capital to start new economic ventures, nor the

required trained personnel to manage the new ventures if they
were to be started. The communist parties in Burma-and Indonesia
had been weakenad but it was not possible to destroy them so

lonz as the social and economic zonditions were not ameliorated.
Consequently, if the ruling nationalist leadership could fail

on economic front, it was bound to lead to the swinging of the
balance of social forces in favour of the communists. Moreover,
it was also necessary to carry on the economiz reconstruction
within the framework of socialism. With a people, addicted to
rebellions, and relentlessly being reminded by the communists

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

the nationalist leadership to practise socialism would have

led to no less disastrous consequences tham the failure to
ameliorate the economy. Their problems, therefore, wvere both
formidable as well as inescapable.

The Nu government as well as the Sukarno government had

always held that they would welcome foreign in the form of
v‘eHRU(,
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finance and experts, if foreizn powers ware willing to sive
such aid. The Nu-Attlee Asreement of October 1947, provided
for British military, financial, and technical aid to

Surma. (72) The Hague Azreement of 1949, which provided for
the withdrawval of the Duteh rule from Indonesia, also provided
for a system of the Dutch-Indonesian co-operation in military
and economic spheres. (73)

It was, however, incumbent on the governments of
Indonesia‘and Burma to convince the peopls that aid to be
accepted from the former colonial power or any other country
could be consistent with the canons of independence. The
constitnution of Burma provided for the nationalization of
private properties, owned either by the foreigners or nationals,
if public interest so required. It also pro%idedibr the
government to forbid the use of private property "to the
detriment of the public good."™ (74) The constitution of the
Republic of Indoneslia similarly placed economy of the country
under "the guidance of the state," and made it inrumbent upon
the state to so manage it as to produce "the e¢reatest possible

prosperity of the people." (75) It was, therefore, required

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

(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 of the Republic of Indonesisa,
The Voice of Free Indonesia (Djakarta, undated 1946) 6.
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of these governments to accept foreizn aid only on such
conditions as could conform to the terms of the constitution
under which they worked. The Nu-Attlee Agreement as well as
the Hague Agreemen%t, while providing for financial aid to
3urma and Indonesia respectively, recognized also the right of
the recipients to nationalize foreign properties if such a
step was needed in natiohal interest. (76)

Yhile thus accepting for=ign aid, the governments of
Burma and Indonesia made 1t clear that in their international
relations, they would lead independent existence. In March
1950, Nu categorically stated that his government."did not
desire alignment with a particular power bloc antagonistic
to other opposing power bloecs." (77) In May 195C, Hadji
Angus Salim, a former Indonesian Foreign Minister and then
Adviger to the Indonesian Ministry. of Foreign Affairs,
declared that, in her foreign relations, Indoneslia will find
"g third way." He also made it clear that the path to be
followed would be the same as that of India. (78)

It may not be irrelevant here to compare the policies
of Burma and Indonesia with those of the Philippines, and
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, the other newly independent

(76) Regarding Burma, see Nos. 1, 2, 3 of the 'Exchange
of Notes' between Aftlee and U.Nu, Great Britain: Recognition
of Burmese Independence and Related Matters, Command 7360

(London) 6-7; for Indonesia, n. 73.
(77) Nu, ne 70., 86,
(78) Aneta (Djakarta), 10 May 1950.



states in South-Zast £sia. The Philippines, eveén after the
achievement of independence, remained attached to the United
States. The LCemocratic Republic of Vietnam, led by the
Communist o Chi Minh, followed a policy similar to the one
being followed by Burma and Indonesia. In a letter written
to a foreign newspaper correspondent, Ho stated that his
government would "welcomé all French and foreign investments
on the basis of sincere cooperation." (79) In a radio
interview, he further stated that his government would follow
a policy of neutrality between the two power blocs. (80)

That Ho Chi Minh, U Nu, and Sukarno followed similar
foreign policies, even though, Ho on one hand and Mu and
Sukarno on the other were iceologically for removed from each
other, is to be attributed to the "uncrystailized domestic
conflicts," (8l) in the countries which each of them ruled.
While Ho was engaged in the task of holding together the
varied forces of nationalism in Vietnam, Nu and Sukarno
were encaged 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

their respective peoples. The government of the Philippines,

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

(80) Ho Chi Minh's Radio Interview, n. 4l.

(81) Harold R..Isaacs, "Froblems of Nationalism," in

Philip Talbot, ed., South Asis in the World Today
(Chicago 1950) 164.
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as against 1its counterparts in Vietnam, Indonesia, and Burma,
had not to face an uncrystallized political situation. Its
problems were no less formidable and inescapable than theirs
but the nation was divided along definite political lines.
The government led by the Nacionalista Party became alisned
with the United States and depended on her for dealing with
its rivalse.

It is obvious that the foreign policies of the newly
independent states were not the outcome of the convictions
of the ruling leadership as much as these were the product
of circumstances in which they were placed. The foreign
policy of each government was alike the part of the ruling
political gzroups' strategy to hold its rivals in check.
While the foreign policies of the RNu governmént and the
Sukarno government were designed to deny the communists in
Burma and Indonesia the grip over the masses, Io Chi Minh
followed a similar policy with an eye to strengthen his own
hold over the masses. So long as these governments could
nold out to their peoples a world better than they were living
in and an independent existence in world polities and took
such steps as would demonstrate that they meant to achieve

what they said, they could carry their pebple with themselves.

The 'Cold War' and Non-4lignment

The policy of non-alicnment, as adopted by the newly
independent countries of South-East 4sia was as easy to

conceive as it was difficult to execute. In in%ernational
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politics, such as of our tires, respect for a country's policy
does not derive from its theoretical design, but from the
prospects for its successful practical operation. In the case
of the countri s of South-fast Asia, it was difficult for
either the Soviet Union or the United States to believe that,
with no economic strength to bear behind their fun~tioning in
world politics, the newly independent countries could lead an
independent existence. These countries were located in such
an important reg on that neither of them could be indifferent
to their fate either. The Soviet Union, as has been seen,
considered them as the satellites of the Western Bloc in the
same Way as the United States considered the PDemocratic Republic
of Vietnam as a tool of the Soviet Union. With the political
situations in the countrics of South-Zast Asia as fluid as
they were, and the Soviet Union encouraging the commnists
in their activities as much as the United States was appre-
ciating their repression, (82) it was the difficult task of
each non-aligned covernment of the newly independent states

of South-East Asia to preserve themselves from cold war.

(82) 1In a letter written to the Pres: dent of the Central
Intelli~ence Organization, Philip Murray, Acting Secretary of
State Robert A. Lovett sald that the Unifed States was

"mindful of the proved nationalist character of the Republican
Government of President Sukarno and Prime Minister Iatta
Wwhich . . . had resolutely taken action azainst and eliminated
a communist revolt acainst its authority, engineered by a
Moscow-trained and dlscipllned Comminist arent."

Department of State Bulletin, 20 (16 Januarn 1249) 8l.



fwo of the strands of the non-alirned forelen policies
have developed obviously to meet this inescapable problem.
ith their own strencth so negli~ible in relation to the
strength of the povers interested in them, it was necessary,
first of all, to insure their countries against arsression.
Indonesia and Burma became merbers of the United Nations, but
unlike the zreat Povers, tacy relied upon it for defence acainst
azgression. (83) 'ith no such means open to it, the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam steadily sravitated towards the Communist
3loc as the pressure from the WJestern 3loc on it went mounting.
With their security thus insured, the subsequant problem of
the non-aligned countries was to resist oblique interference
in their domestic affairs by the Great Powers. To this end,
an anti-imperialist front of all the newly inaependent states
developed to resist foreign interference in their affairs and
became, in course of time, one of the most formidable factors
in world politics.

The campaign for forgine an anti-iﬁperialist front of
the colonial peoples had been started soon after the end of
the Second World War. In dugust 1945, Ho Chi Minh wrote to
Sukarno urging him to establish a common front for struggle

against colonialism. (84) 1In October 1945, Aung San zave a

-

(83) For Indonesia's attitnde towards her membership of
the United Nations, see Prime Minister Mohammed Natsir's
statement before the Parliament made 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.
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similar call Tor an "asiagn Potsdam Ccnference" of +the ieaders of

tire independence movements in tie counsries of aAsia "to rlan a

3

united campaign to achieve freedom within the snortest possible
tire." (85) 1In Harch 1047, an asian lelations ConTerence, attended
by delevates from all the asian countries in~ludine Tibet and

Soviet Central asian Jdepuolics, met to consider Asian problems.

“he report on the "lational reedom movements in asia," as .
adopted by the Jonference, said that "Asia as a wicle should

develop tie attituue that imperislism conld not =ffectively continue
to dominate any part of asia Jor any lensth of time and action
snouli, therefore, be modulated accordingly." (R6) .Through she

dew Velnl Conference on indonesia hield in January 1949, tnis
developing anti-irperialist front fixed itself upon th2 internationa
pclitical scene. ‘‘ne resolation passed by the Conference denounced
thie buten military action arainst the Aepublic cf Indonesia and
called for cthe immediate wvithdrasal of the vuten rulszs “rom
Indonesia. (87) 1t is difficult to deisrmine the impact of tais
conference on tne subsequent cevelopments resarding Indonesia.

Yet, tiie Tact, that such a :onfer:nce of liberated Asian states

could be iield and tne resolution passed unanimously denounced

(85) :dindustan Times (New Delni), 10 November 1945.

(86) asian felations, belnz Report of the Froceedinazs
and Uocumentabion of the first Asign Relations Conference

(Wew Delni, 1948) 80-1.
(”7) For the text of the resolution passed by the
conference, see heesing's Contemporgry Arciiives 1918-50 0792=3.




39

colonialism, had the effect of serving notice on the Great
Powers that the Asians would control their own destiny and
rise unitedly against any attempt to interfere with it.

The primary task of the ruling leaderships in the newly
independent countries of South-East Asia was to ensure their
own existence. To ensure an independent existence for their
own peoples was only one of its two conditions, the other
being the promotion of the welfare of the peoples. These tvo
conditions were not complementary, for they could not even
contemplate to achieve the latter task without foreign
assistance, which meant assistance from either the countries
of the Western Bloc or those of the Communist Bloc, or both.

In this respect, countries of South-East Asia themselves were
not capable of forming a mutual assistance ¢roup to help each
other. (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 irn an "Asian Commonwealth;" (89) in April of the same
year, he suggested that a "South-East Asian Economic Union"
consisting of Burma, lndonesia, Thailand, Malaya, and Indochina

should be formed as a first step towards the proposed Asian

(88) For a detailed discussion of thils point, see

Henderson, "Regionalism in Southeast Asia," Jourg?l of

International Affajrs, 10 (Columbia, January 1956) 70;
Fisher, n. 9, 14; Nathanlel Peffer, " Regional Security

in Southeast Asia," International Or zation,
8 (Boston, August 1954§ 311-2,

(89) Hindu, 6 January 1947.
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Commonwealth. (90) The assassination of Aung San in July of .
the same year deprived these ideas of their drivins force.
But it is not easy to see how these ideas could have developed
to any appreciable extent under the conditions prevailing in
South-fast Asia. With all the countries of South-East Asia
suffering, in equal measure, from economic backwardness and
lacking the means to help- each other, a scheme for regional
economic co-operation would have been an unnecessary and,
therefore, unacceptable proposition. With the economic base
for regional co-operation lacking, the proposition of
political co-operation was infeasible. In March 1947, a
South-EBast Asian League, sponsored primarily by the communists,
was founded in Thailand with the objective of promoting unity
among the Asian peoples which would ultimately lead to the
establishment of a Federation of South-East Asia. (91) 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-Zast Asia as were following independent
policies were left to themselves. They sought,forelign
assistance for meeting the problems they faced. But their
dependence on foreign assistance made the authenticity of

their professed foreign policies suspect in the eyes of the

(90) Strait Timeg (Singapore), 19 April 1947.

(91) Richard Butwell, "Communism's Southeast Asia
Alliance," Eastern World, 9 (Kanuary 1955) 13.
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countries struzzling for povwer. Consequently, the race for
their allegian-e between the Communist Bloc and the Western
Bloc continued.

It was not, however, the race betwveen the rival power
blocs that held the key to the understanding of South-Zast
Asia. 1Its peoples were striving for a decent and independent
existence and the governménts had tuxned their policies to
that end. The South-iast Asia Treaty Organisation, whose
course of birth is portrayed in the following chaptern, was
based on the belief that the relationship between the YWestern
and the Communist blocs was the lone true force in -international
politics. It, thus, ignored the strivings of the peoples of
South-Bast Asia,t%%oduced an orcanization which the Aslans

could not but resent.



Chapter Two

B23LININGS OF THE LCVAMAT FOR A COLLECTIVE
DEFZNCE ALLIANCE FOR THE PACIFIC RZGION
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Jdith the besginninz of the cold war between the
United States and the Soviet Union, the primary objsctive

f cach of thex camz to be the containment of any further

(o}

expansion of the domirance of the other on the one hand,
and panetration into 2ach other's domain on the other. The
nesotiations that the United 5States started in July 1048
with the 3russels Treaty powers and Canada for the establish-
ment of the North atlantic Treaty proclaimed, as it wvere, to
the world that the United Gtates would actively promota such
collective efforts beins made by the countries of any ~ziven
rezion as were desizned to defend it from outcside asgnression.
Tiiis turn iv the poliéy of the United States produced
two contrary reactions in agnd about Sonth Zast asia. In the
first place, Australia, which had bheen urgine npon her
allies, since the end of the war, the need for establishing
a recional defence orzanization for preservine, South Last
asla from forces hostile to themselves, renewed her =fforts.
The Government of the Philippines, which had been in trouble
with the Communists at home, was promnted to launch a movement
for an anti-Communist resicnal defence orsanization which
would consist of the states of the Pacific re-ion and such

other states as coulc effectively contribute to its maintenance.
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in the sccond place, th: nevly independent countries of Soutt-
<ast asla became even more frantic after preservins themselves
from cold war.

This chap.er seeks to dlscuss the interrlay of these
“rends and the reaction of th~ leaders of the =rier-in> 'lestern

Zloec %o it.

Austraglial's Plen for a Pacific Szcenurity Pact

Jackercund to the aAustralian Plan

3afore the Japanese invasion of Sounth-fast asia in
December 1941, 4ustralia's role had been that of a British
outpost ir the Pacific. As such, she had an important voice
in the mskins of the Pacific policies of the 3ritish dmpire,
but the ultirate pover of declis‘on in all matters rested with
London. After ths end of the First World War, there had
occurred siznificant differsnces between the Dritish and
Australia resarding the approach to the problem of defence of
the 3ritish interests in the Pacific rezion, with london alvays
holdingz her own. The snzlo-Japanese Alliance of 1202, providing
for mitual assistance in case of an armed attack on the

possessions of either party in the resion of Last Asia (1)

(1) he Anglo-Japanese Alliance, concluded in 1202 and
as revised in 1905, provided for joint conduct of war if the
possessions of eitner were under attack. Accordines to it,
Japan was obliged to assist Britain in case of an attack on
the Pacific Dominions t6o. The relevant portions of this pact
are quoted in H. 3. Morse and H. F, MacNair, Far Bastern
International Relations (New York, 1931) 518-0.
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was buried during the dashineton conference of 19°1-2 aeainst
australia's wishes. (2) On 24 July 1923, Robert Bruce,
Australia's Prime iinister, told the australian Housze of
Representatives that neither the existence of the Lea-ie of
Nations nor the ‘ashinvton confersnce had solved the problen
of australia's deferce, and that "it would be a 2ood thins to
have a Leazue of llations of the Pacific . . . to insire the
peace of the Pacific." (3) After Japan repudiated her
international unlertakings, dustralia bzcame still more concerned
with the problems of peace in the Pacifie. The Italo-
abyssinian crisis of 1935 had already shaken har faith ir the
capacity of 3ritish Royal Javy to perforn H%g craditional role

in the Pacific. (4) She, =nzrzfore, revived her proposal for
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Pacific countrics in the spirit of Leamue undertakin=zs," (5)

but her =fforts to tris end bore no “raits. (6) Sre had
9

(2) %'endolen Carter, The 3ritish Commonealth and
International Securitv: The Role of the Dominjors 1921-1239
(Toronto, 1947) 43-4.

(3) australia, Parlismentary Dehbates, 1C4 (llonse of Repre-
sentatives 24 July 1923) 1124. This sta-ement hy 3rice seems to
disprove Tyler Dennet's assertion that the lsasue system snited
sugrtralia and the idea of collectiva ssenrity inherent in it
satisfiad her. Tyler Tennet, "Australig's D2fence Problem,"
Foreign Affairs, 18 (¥ew York, October 1032) 116.

(4) Jack Shepherd, australia's Interests and Policies in
the far sast (Ffew York, 1940) 73.

(5) australia, Parliamentary Debates (House of
Azpresentatives, 22 September 1236) 623,

(6) For the reactions of the countries approached by
Australia, see Shepherd, n. 4, 78, 123.
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hrouzhou: the -ar in the Facific had bacn to secure a placa
for nerrelf, in the i-ner hedizs “etarminins the estern
stratezy, equal to Shat cf the Tnited 3tates alone. (11) In
any case, she had ziven np the rclzs of an outrost and ras in
search of suc. a pos'tion as woulld hehcve her chanzed role.

this end, sh2 bezan her :fforts as 2arly as 11 Dacarher
1941, (12) smich culminated in the estahblis:ment of the Pacifie
council and the Paecific ‘Jar Council 14w heqdguarters in London
and Jashinston respectively. australia was represented in beth
of these bcdies concerned with examirin~ the sllied stratesy
in the Facific. (13)

A further chanse in perspective accompanied Australia's

decision to chanze her character from that of an outrost to
one of an independent nation. The Japansese invasion revealed
to her the ferritcrial relationshin-betueen herself and South
~ast asia. She sud?enly became avare of the wreakness of her

ov¥n northern flanks. wsuctralia's popnlation is dispersed over

a 7ide area frorm north to south, ~7ith the bulk of it concentrated

in the south-east. In other words, the weakest of the flanks

(11) CSurtin claim=24 that rezardine the war in the Pacific
"the Tnited States and australia mist have the fn]1°st say
in tre direction of Democracies' fishtin~ »plan." Ibid.

(12) . V. 3vatt's statement in the House of Representatives.
aust ralla, Parliamentary Debates, 170 (25 February 1942) 51.

(13) Tor Australia's role in the formation of these hodies.
and their respective compositions, see Mansergh, Survey of
British Common, Affairg: Problems of Wartime Co- operation and
Post-iar Ckande (London, New York, Toronto, 1958) 135-S.
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of Australia fell nsarest to the resion from hich danver to
Australia's security conld arise. Cn her owm, she “'as not
capable of providins for its defence. She required such
friends as could effectvely h=lp her in maintainins her
independence. On 16 December 1241, 4. V. Ivatt, Anstralia's
Forsizn Minister, declared that "recosnition of lszadership ¢f
the United 3States in the Pacific was a prine’rlz cn hich
australian policy operates.” (14) 7Tut anlike in the pre-war
pericd, Afustralia wanted herself to ha £21t by her allies and
the leader. ‘he circumstances of the var resualt21 in a numbhor
of rezional bodlies for co-operaticn and 2onenltation amens tko
lies. iorz than being efficient, they had vrroved very
effective forums for the presentation of the views ¢f their

. ’
rch for a permanent resicnal
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alliance for the territorial complzx of hich she herself is

a part, thus became one of the key-nctes of the anstralian
foreien polisy. In November 1243, Bvatt stated that "there
willl have to be zones of security in areas like Sonth-3ast
Asia and the JSouth and South-Wast Pacific."” Te visualized
these zones to bz =suaranteed by co-opzratiocn amon~z the colonia

powers in “he Pacific and the Tnited States. (186)

(14) 4ustralia, Parlismentary Debateg, 160 (Youse cf
Representatives, 16 December 1241) 1085.

(15) H. V. Evatt, "australia's Avpproach to Sacurity in
the Pacific," in K. li. Panikkar and others, Rezionalism and
Security (New Delhi, 1948) 18,

(16) CZvatt, Foreion Policy for .instralia (Sydney,
1945) 132,




astralia set herself to the end thus contermnlated even
vnile the war was on. On 21 January 1944, Australia and New
Zealand signed at Canberra an agreement for co-operation whose
scope ranzed rrom security and defence to mi-ration and
uevelopment of dependencies. (17) [he mor2 important clauses of
this treaty, .aovever, related to security and defence. The
two countries azreed to establish a regional zone of de’ence
"based on Australia and New Zealand, stretching throuszh the arc
of islands North and North-East of Australia to Western Samoa
and the Cook Islands.™ The Agreement also provided for an
Australian-New Zealand Affairs Secretariat in order "to ensure
continuous collaboration" between the two countries. According
to the terms of cthe 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, Portuzal, the Nethsrlands, and France.

The countries mentioned in the Charter of the Canberra
Pact were, nowever, nct similarly disposed as australia towards
her case for security zones. The United States*was asainst any
scheme "for alliances, {for balance or power, or any other

special arranzements." (18) &an approach By Australia to the

(17) For the text of the treaty, see Mansergh, n. 10,
ii, 1157-63. See particularly articles 13, 34, and 38 to 42.

(18) The statement of Cordell Hull, the U.S. Secretary
of State, Department of State Bylletin, 10 (25 March 1944) 275.



Yetherlands and Portugal met with no response. (19) Yet,
Australia continued her efforts. In fact, Svatt regarded "the
establishment of a Pacific security zone" as one of the
postulates of peace and order in the FPacific region. (20)
Curing the United Nations Conference on Tnternational Organization
at San Francisco, the Australian delegation worked closely with
Senator A. H. Vandenberg of the United States in drafting the
section dealing with regional security arran-ements. (21) On
26 March 1947, Bvatt, 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)

%ug;ralia'g Regction to the Beginning of
egotiations for the North Atlantic Treaty

It can be seen that Australia's intensive search for a
regional defence organization for the territorial complex in

which she herself was situated was the search for a postulate

of her own independence. She regarded her proposed project

(19) J. B. Chiefley, Australia's Prime Minister after
John Curtin, disclosed th{s in 1949. Australia 23§liamgg§agx
Debateg, 202 (House of Representatives, 31 May {949Y 293.
‘ (20) EBvatt, Austrglia in Wopld Affairs (Sydney,
London, 1946) 115-6.

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

(22) Australia, Parliamggtarg Debates, 191 (House of .
Representatives, 26 March 1947) 1170
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as a pre-condition for peace in the Pacific, which, in turn,
was a pre-requisite for her own progress and independence.
The beginning of the negotiations among 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 sugzested that the
comprehensive security arranzement as envisaced by the Charter
of the United Nations was not likely to come into existencej
consequently, australia had to look to the United States and
Britain for security. The beginning of the negotiations for
the North Atlantic Treaty aroused the fear in Australia that
Britain and the United States, since they would become pre-
occupied with the problems of security of the North Atlantic
region, misht tend to neglect the FPacific region. In the
second place, it also raised her hopes that the United States,
since she had adopted it as one of ‘her policies to assist such
rezional efforts as are designed to preserve the given recgion
from outside aggression, mizht associate herself with the
Canberra Pact which was the oldest among the regional pactse.
At the Commonwealth Prime Ministers'! Conference in London
in October 1948, aAustralia proposed that a Pacific Pact,
similar to the proposed Atlantic Pact, should be formed. (23)
It is necessary here to summon evidences and classify
them in order to see the gpecific purposes of the Australian
plan. 1t is obvious that beinz a Facifie Pact, the writ of

the proposed pact was to run over the whole Pacific region.

(23) Survey of International Affairs 1949-1250
(London, 1953) 32,
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But none of the nations of the Pacific rasion excepting
Australia hersz2lf and New Zealand s2em to have been proposed
as its members. In November 1946, &vatt said that political
and security orzanizations amons the new states of South-2ast
asia should be resarved for "someday in future." (24) loreover,
Australia also did not believe that a forcible drive by Russia's
army into South-wast Asia was imminent. She was obviously
concerned at the increasing influence of the communists in the
counteies of South-sast asia, but did not consider that "armies
and navies" can defeat comrunism in South-Bast Asia. She
believed(that a concerted at:empt by the western powers to
imrprove the economic concditions of the peoples of South-East
asia would defeat communism and "win their spirit." (25)
Australia's purpose, which she looked forward to
achieving through the proposed Pacific Pact, seems to have
been two-fold. In the first place, there had been a rpersistent
feelineg in Australla that the situation in South-East Asia
was unstable and the elements hostile to the western powers
must be prevented from intervening in it. (26) The western
povers must sieze the opportunity for leadershit of the peoples

of South-dast Asia by championing their independence and

.

(24) australia, Parligmenterz Debates, 184 (House of
Representatives, 8 November 1946) 167.

(25) Chiefley's statement, Hindy (Madras), 18 May 1949,

(26) Werner Levi, "Australia and the New Asia,"
Far Bastern Survey, 19 (New York, 19 April 1250) 73.
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promoting their welfare. One of the purposes of the proposed
Pacific Pact secms to have been, therefore, to preserve South
sast #sia from elements hostile to the West by such means as
were necessary to that end. Australia wanted lndia to be a
member of the Pacific Pact because she was a vital link in the
communications with, what svatt called, "Australia's Vear
florth." (27) Her membership of the Pacific Pact, desicgned to
preserve Scutia-sast Asia, would have made it a sound strategic
proposition. In the second place, Australia wvas immediately
worried about the security of her sparsely populated northern
regions from the overpopulated countries of asia, particularly
Japan and indonesia, Wwhich she had a feeling, mi~ht have been
looking on ther as outlet for taeir increasing population. (28)
As a matter of fact, it was one of Australial's policy to
encourare immizration to her own lands, but its doors were
shut to mierants from the coun:ries of the Pacific recione.

She encouraced "best migrants" which meant those comine 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 was in danger

from the over-populated countries of the Pacific region too.

(27) avatt, n. 15.

(28) Chiefley's speech at the State Irmigration Minister's
Conference held in Canberra on 18 May 1949. Hindy, 19 May 1249,
He said, "No one expects Japan to sustain 85 million people in
1952, and there 1s the vastly expanded population of Indonesia.

I mention this only to indicate that 1,200 million people are
just to the north of Australia."

(29) Vide Chiefley's statement, n. 25,



It is thus clear that Australia's plan was desizned to
preserve on one hand Australia herself from South East Asia
and on the other, South-Bast Asia from elements hostils to the
West. ©She obviously did not consider these two functions
contradictory. Her feeling seems to have been that peoplés of
Asia were accustomed %o resign to whatever may be the ordeal for
their life. Thus, the proposed Pacific Pact was to defend South
hast Asia, but the South-fLast Asian peoples themselves would
have had no voice in its working. In so far as this was to be
its philosophy, Australia was cbviously appealine to the sense
of power of tie Western Powers, partienlarly the "ni:ed States.
The Pacific Pact was conceived with an eye to reinforcing the
western influence and prestige in the Pacific resion. But in
so far as adustralia conceived it as a measure.to protect her
northern resions from the Asian masses, her appeal was directed

to her western friends!' love for their eivilization of which

Australia was a Pacific outpost. (30)

(30) “"australia is concerned with self-preservation,
wiiiech « « . still remains self-preservation as an European
entity." David %hite, "The Pacific Alliance," 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 aAlan, "dustralia Policy in South fast
Asia," Zastern World, 9 (London, April 1955) 21,
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The Filipino Plan for 3 Pacific Union and Reaction
" of the countries of South Bast Asig to it

filipino Reaction to the Proposed North

ntlagtjc Treaty

The filipino reaction to the beginning of the nesotiations

for the Nerth Atlantic Treaty was apparently similar to that of
Australia. Carlos P. Romulo, the Philippines' deleqate to the
United Nations and onz of the noted exXperts on foreign affairs
in the Philippines, urced upon the United 3tates" to sippl=ment
the Atlantic Pact and the Urzanization of American States
(0.4.8.)," with a Pacific Pact. (31) The FMilipino case for a
Pacific Pact, however, differed in one very important respect
from the Australian case for a similar pact. While Australis
was offering to formally align herself with the Western 3loc,
the Philippines was seeckins to alien the Western Bloc with her
own cause. 7The Government of the Philippines was in serious
trouble with the Communist Hukbalahaps at home. The provinces
of FPampanga, tueva iecija, Tarlac, and Bulacan, known toscether
as Huklandia, were under the effective control of the commnists.(32
The beginning of the negotiations for the Atlanﬁic Treaty
offered the Government of the Philippines a unique opportunity
for puttingz the prospective Anti-Communist.Bloc behind itself
in the struggle with the Hukabalahaps.

The Filipino case for the Pacific Pact differed from

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

(31) Hindu, 5 April 1949.

(32) Alvin H. Scaff, “he Philippine Answer to Commnism
(California, 1955) 30-1. :
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to be one of the means for prssz~vin=s tha Pacific raeion from
such elements as were hostile tc the dest. 4Jith the Philippines,
on the other hand, it 'ras to be an Asian bloc with such surport

from the Jestern Sloc as was rejuired to sustain it. The

communist-cn sineered rebellions in 1948 in Burma, Indonesia,

and India, and the actions taken by the existing rmlin~s rezimss
in those ~countries for suppressins them had convinced the
Government of the Philippines that they were anti-~ommunist like
itself. 1In January 1949, Romulo represented his Governmant at
the Delhi Conference on Indonesia zonvened to protest azainst
the Dutech attack on the Republic of Indonesia. He returned with
the conviction that a 'Third Force' of Asian countriss had
emerzed from that Conference. (33) Since South and South-East
Asian countries belonzing to this Third Force'rere also heing
slandered by the communists at home as sell as abroad, the
Government of the Philippines seemed to feel that an independent
anti-Communist bloc of Asian couniries could be formed vhich
would, in turn, be sustained by the assistance trom the anti-
Comrmnist wWestern 3loc. in april 1949, Elpindo Juirino, the
President of the Pnilippines, proposed thatan anti-comminist
but non-military combination of Asian countries predicated on
the freedom of all the governments of the Pacific should be

. immediately formed." (34)

(33) EHindu, 27 February 1949.
(34) 1bid., 3 april 1949,
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The appeal of the FPnilippinss thus arpears to have been
directed to the United States as well as the independent
countriss of the Pacific region. ©She wanted the United States
to zive the lead and the Pacific countries to follow it. The
United States, hovever, was reluctant to seize the offer for
leadership made by the Philippines for two reasons. 1n the
first place, a Department of State spokesman disclosed on
3 May 1942 the U.S. belief that the spread of commnism in
South sast asia would be "less like ly" if the lezitimate
aspirations of the nationalists are realized. (35) This meant
tnat the United States did not feel the nsed for an elaborate
alliance for fignting communism in the Pacific region.
Secondly, the United States [elt that the pre-requisite for
her leadership of an anti-Communist combination in the Pacific
region did not exist. On 18 May 1949, Dean Acheson, the U.5.
Secretary of State, made it clear that such "practical plans
for effective collaboration for defence" as had preceded the
making of the North Atlantic Treaty will huve to precede the
making of its Pacific equivalent. (36) Although he aid not
say that the United States would take the lsad in [lorgine a
Pacific Pact in case a pre-requisite for it existed, but .
Department of State spokesman said that the United States

would not obstruct any effort to that end. (37)

(35) Ibid.,6 May 1949.

(36) Department of State Bulletin, 20 (29 May 1949%) 696.
(37) Hindy, 17 May 1949.



‘ne appeal to tne United States Tor talidne -ie lead
in the maxging of the Pacific ract hiad thus been rejected.
The rhilippine concern, .igrea”tar, was to ensure thne support
Jor ner proposition {rom the countries of racilic r~erion.
South horea and China extended tieir support immediately to
it. Synzman hee, South korea's Pres dent, had proposed, on
1 April 1949, that a Pacific befence Conference should be held
to consider the problems of the Pacific region ard "every
prirciple of the Atlantic Pact should be extenued to the
Pacific." (38) en after Acheson's speech of 18 May 1947,
it became known that the United States was not enthusiastic
about it, Rhee sugzested that "the asian nations should procead
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 immediately form "an anti-
communist" bloc. (32) In addition to Rhee, Chianes Kai-shek,
then Director of the rxuomintang FParty of China, suprorted the
Philippine case. On 11 July 1949, Chiang visited Quirino for
an exchanze of views on all matters, "especially the question
of the menace of International Communism in the far Bast." (40)
In a joint statesment igssued after the conclusions of their

talks, Chiang and Quirino appealed to countries of Asia and

(38) Statesman (New Delhi), 4 April 1949.
(39) Lindu, 24 May 1949,

(40) The Republic of the Philiypines, Ofificial sazette,
45 (Mankla, July 1942) 277.



the Pacific to "at once organize themselves into a unnion for
purposes of achieving solidarity and mutusl assistance to
counteract the common threate." (41) In a radio broadcast on
15 July 124¢, Juirino said that the nations of the Pacific
region, with "the fire of communism at their door," should
immediately forge an anti-communist alliance and not be
disheartened by "the most natural" coolress of Washinston and
London, who with Horth Atlantic Treaty to protect them, "could

afford to be cool." (42)

The Concept of the Pacific Union

Quirino, however, was keen to present his plan to the
Governments of the Pacific region in such a form as could be
acceptable to tuem. He could see that the Asian countries
"count with no industrial base of sufficient étrenqth or
masnitude to support a majority military undertakine;" (43)
consequently he had decided that the proposed Union should
strive to secure “the necessary moral rearmament of the
threatened countries of the Far DZast" and undertake to promote
economic, political and cultural collaboration amons them to

that end. (44) In his talks with Chianeg, Quirino discovered

(41) 1Ibide ’
(42) Ibid., 2801.

(43) Quirino's Address to the U.S. Senate on 9 August
1949, ibid., (August 1949) 3261,

(44) Vide n. 42, 2800.
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that nis guest did not appreciate, his approach. (45)
ConseQuently, ne abandoned China's support as well as that of
South Korea which also neld to the same line. (46) 1In ancust
1949, Quirino went to the United States on a state visit. 1In
his address to the Senate of the U.S. Congress, he said that
the proposed Unlion would be a non-military organization,
because he believed that there was still time for the free
countries of Asia "to check the advance of communism by non-
military means." (47) As a matter of fact, he always used the
term 'Pacific Union,' instead of Pacific Pact, because he
believed that the term 'Union' more clearly conveys his

idea. (48) To Romulo, 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

(45) Quirino disclosed that China was not inclined to
accept obligations of a cooperative system as envisazed by
himself. iHe admitted that her approach is "pzculiarly her
own - whiech, just now, is military." lbid.

(46) On 12 August 1949, Syngman Rhee, President of South
horea, said at Seoul that he could not see the value of an
anti-communist pact for the Pacific region" without military
preparations or military understanding." Hindu, 14 August 1249.
This meant that Rnee's approach to the problem was the same
as Chiang.

(47) Vide n. 43. :

(48) dindu, 13 August 1949, Quirino explained the
significance of the use of the term 'Union' in preference to
'Pact! as follows: "The purpose of the Union is specifically
to promote the political, economic, and cultmral relations
between the peoples of the Pacific region and raise thelr
standard of life. There should be no apprehension in any
quarter at such a union."
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Of faith on the economic, political, and ~ultural level, in
tune with the Jork of the JCAFS and tha programme of the
UNZSCO and that it would involve no military commitments." (20)
Romulo gave it a further twist. He said that the proposed
Union vould be a step further "in the unicn of the peoples
launched by the Delhi Asian Relations Conference," and tre
leadership of it would be ziven to India, "the stron-est and
the most enlizhtened nation in Asia today." (50) As resards

ts functions, Romulo said that "it would be a permanent orsan
for consultation on the problems of common interest" and ould
cultivate, among the peoples of Asia, the sense of a "common
destiny." (51)

Regctiong of the Jovernments of the FPacific HRegion
to the Plan for the Pacific Union

The basic assumption beanind -the #ilipino plan for the
Pacific Union was that there was in existence an international
communist conspiracy to topple the nationalist governments in
the countries of the Pacific region. Quirino made his own
belief clear that "the fire of commnist was at the door" of

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

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

(50) Romilo's statement to the press on 2 September
1949, partly reported in Hindu, 4 September 1949.

(51) 1bid., 5 September 1949, The remaining part
of the same statement was reported.
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proposed union would be to prevent it from spreading inside
the house. ™While on the state visit to the United States,
Quirino told the Senate that the Pacific Union would do, in
its own way, the same work which North Atlantic.Treaty was

to do in the region under its jurisdiction. (52) In this form,
the Pacific Union was to be a regional machinery of an
international anti-communist system.

In the context of Asian history, the assumption of the
plan for a Pacific Union was not valid. The communist movements
in the countries of South East Asia lived upon their socio-
economic backwardness and the anti-colonialist momentum of
their history. Anti-colonialism, in the newly independent
countries, was the most dynamic force. So long as the Commnist 4
could share the hold over it, they could not be dealt with as
conspirators. The communists and the non-communists were
engaged in a struggle to loosen the hold of each other over it.
The Pacific Union, as proposed, could not have helped its
member zovernments in further fastening their hold over it.
Instead, in victimizine the communists of its member countries,
it would have indirectly nelped the communists to present
themselves, befcre the peopley, as a victim of an international
imperialist conspiracy. The proposed Pacific Union thus would
have helped those whom it was to fisht. 1t was certaln that

once the hold of the non-Communist leadership over anti-

(52) Vide n. 43, 3260.
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colonialism loosened, they would continue 5o legse 4round to the
communists. #

Unuer such circumstances, it could be only a wishful
thinking to expect the governments of Sonth-Tast Aslia to fall
in line with fthe planfror the Pacific Union. Sukarno said, on
8 July 1949 at Jogkarta, that the problem of communism in
Indonesia was different from that in iurope or North America
and therefore, could not he dealt with in a similar fashion.

He sald that it was "a Torm of extreme nationalism,” and there-
rore, could be denied cpportunities for stren~sthenine itself only
if nationalism could be prevented rrom zoinsz to extremes. (53)
Burma was one country in South fSast Asia where communists were

on ascendant wnen Juirino was hotly pursning his case for a
Pacilfic Union. Yet, Burma's Foreign Minister, U. E. Maung felt
that eacn conntry of South-Bast Asia could stand at its own

for dealing with the communist problem. He sgid that an anti-
communist alliance among the democracies of Asia was not

required for meeting this problem. (54)

Thus, it became clear that the ruling leadership in
eithser Indonesia or Burma did not regard the communist problem
in their respective countries as parts of an international
conspiracy, and were confident of defeatiﬁg the commuinists in

the struggle for leadership all alone. Even after the accession

(53) :iindu, 10 July 1949.

(54) 1lbid., 12 August 1249.



of the communists to pover in China, nc chanze took place in
their attitude either towards the comrmunist problem or the
communist Bloe, even thoush Mao Tse-tung, the Chinese commni-t
leader, was on record as being contemptuous of the philosophy of
non-alignment. (55) 3Burma, with comminists in arms and sharine
long frontiers with Cnina, was convinced that the new Chinese
government would "put their own house in order without zivin~
trouble tc anyone else." (56) She was, ho'ever, apprehensivea
about infiltration from Chinaj in order to deal with such a
possibility, Burma decided to recognize the nevw re-rime and
establish diplomatic relations with it, so that all *the prohlems
with China conld be effectively dealt with on =zovernment-to-
government level. (57) At the same time she was also keen %o
demonstrate to the communist government of China, that she bore
no ill-will against it. She became -the first non-Communist

country to recognize the new regime and was keen to be so. (58)

(55) In a speech at Peking, on 2 July 1949, Mao Tse-tnngz said,
+ « o We are opposed to the aream c¢f a third road. . . « "here
is no third road. Neutrality is only camonflage." Hindi, 3 July
1949,

i

(56) gindu, 18 December 1949.

(567) On 2 December 1949, Mauns said in London, "we have, of
course, reason to be nervous of the spread-of commnism in China
across our borders. a4t the best of times, there have alwvays been
border raids on both sides between Burma and Chinaj there have heen
regular for many years. But with the communists gaining -+rcund in
Ciina, tnese raids are likely to chanse in meaning and bacome
tainted with political ideoclogy." HHindu, 4 Dacember 1249, Later,
on 18 Decemder 1949, Maung exXxpressed ccncern with the prohlem of
raids over the Sino-Burmese borders and said "unless we have some .
relations with the government of the country, we 'will not be ahle
to stop tnem. That is the reason for the recosghition of tne new.
government." Ibid., 18 December 19490,

(58) 1. M. Panikkar, In Two Cuinas (London, 1956) 106. °
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3y taking tais step, cthe Burmese ;overnmen: was hiopine that the
new rezime in China would relrain from actively helpins the
Communist insurzents of gurma. “he jovernment of Thailand, teo,
did not appear to be ccnecerned #ith the rise cf the commnists
"in China. Pibul Songram, the Thai Premier, told the Philipnine
inister to Thailand, that nis sovernment wonuld not be interested
in the proposed racific Union except "for prestice reasons." (59)
Mohammad Hatta, Vice-President and Frime Minister of Indonesiu,
also made it clear chat his gzovernment had no intention "to
create any oloc or join any bloc." (60)

It can be seen cnat the indifference of tihe Socuth-bast
Asian zovernments towards the proposed Pacific Union was not
borne of any indifference on their part to the m=nace of
comminism in South-fast Asia. In fact, ironical thouzh it may
sound, their rejection of the plan for an anti-Comminist Facific
Union was an aspect of their own over-all anti-comminist
stratesy. 1t is interesting to note that wiiile they declined
to form or join an anti-communist Pacific Ynion, they expressed
their readiness to participate in the makins and workins of a
similar organization, provided such an orgarization refrained
from assisting either of the two world power blocs. In
September 1949, Pibul Songram issued invifations to the
Jovernments of India, Burma and the Fhilippines to send repre-~

sentatives, to Banzkok in KNovember 1949 to consider "political,

(59) .indu, 12 4uzust 1249,

(60) 1Ibid., 5 ausgust 1949.
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Cultural, and economic preblems aiffecuin: Soutn-last Asia."

ite uid not invite inaonesia bscause of "conTusions" prevailine
there. (61) o such ~onference, novever, zver took vlace; the
absence of indonesia {rom the list of invitees seerm to nave
influenced tne decision of the rovernments invited. Yet, iie
interest of the invited Fovernments in an all-Asian ~ezionul
orzanizatiocn [or co-operation was never in guestion. In Au-ast
1949, Maunz said that Burma would join a South-sast asian rezional
organization if it could be sponsored by '"the risht people,”

by which he meant "those who have no axe to erind." (62) 1In
cvembher of the same ysar he declared that 3urma was "inter=sted"
in convening a conference of the South-Hast Asian countries tor
considering common problems. (63) Like Burma, Indonesia also
expressed ner willinoness to join any such resionagl orzanizations
as was based on "peace, equality and mutual co-opsration." (€4)
In Tact, :latta declared at karachi on 10 November 1949 that

"wyould bhe an intecral

co-operation witir the Asian countries
part of indonesia's foreizn policy." (65)
From the above, it would emer-e tha® the non-ali-ned

countries of South-sast Asia were rather keen to form a

(6L) Ibid., 7 September 1949.
(62) Ibid., 17 August 1949,
(63) Ibid., 4 December 1949.

(64) iatta's statement at karachi, ibid.,
12 Icvenber 1949. )

(65) 1bic., 13 November 1949.
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regional organization for mutual co-operation 'mt were opposed

to formin; or joining any such organization as would be anti-

thetical to their policy of non-alirnment. Their indifference
tovards the proposed Facific Union should not be taken as an

indifference to a proposition for regional ~o-operation but to

joirine or formin- a system of opposition to the Communist 3loc.

attitude of the Leaders of the Lmersineg West
Sloc to the Movement for a Facific Regional Orgsanization

The apreal of the australian plan exclusively and that of
the filipiro plan partly, as beamed to the emerging Western
B3loc, particularly its leaders, 3ritain and the United States.
That the Western 3loc had vital interests in the preservation
of South-iast asia from communism was self-evident. From among
the British territories in Sonth fast Asia, only 3Burma had become
incdependent. Indo-China was still under the French possession,
and the Dutch and the Portuguese held Western New Guinea and
Timor respectively. usven more important than these territorial
possessions was tne need to preserve South-Sast Asia as a
supplier of rav materials and markets for the finished products
of Western 3loc countries. The emerzence of the independent
states in Sonth and South-dast Asia and the strong urge for
rapid economic development in these countries held promise for

a widened scope for movement of capital between that region and
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foreign councries. (66) 1t was in the interasst of the Jestern
3loc to see to it that capital movem2nt between South-Zast Asia
and its own members is not rampered. The way in “hich the
Jovernments of Ilndia, Zurma and Indonesia respectively had been
dealing witiz the comrunists revealed to thewestern Powers that
the nationalist lesaderships in power in these conntries ere

all anti-Communist. as a rasilt, they became convinced that

the process of mozsement of capital between the “lestern Bloc
countrizs and South and 3outh-tast Asis wonld he fairly smooth
as lonz as the existing re-imzs remained in power. Their primary
concern, thercfore, ''as to see that these rseimes remained in
rovser and werc not “op»pled by the communist movements inside
tnese countries. (87) The sustralian as well as the Filipino
plans offered blueprints of stratesieg for attainine thede
objectives. The Australian strategzy was that the Western Powers
should, tironzh the formation of a Pacific Pact, patronize the
Pacific rezion. 4s azainst it, the Philippine case was that

the YWestern Powers should initiate the countries of the Pacific

region into a partnership azainst the International Commnism.

(66) ifor a discussion of Zurope's sconomic and commsrcial
interests in South Zast Asia, see Kenneth K. kurihara, ‘
"Iurope in the Far Zast," Current History, *26- (Philadelphiaj

sk{January 1954) 31-6.

(67) The Attlee Government in power in Britain justified
the British aid to Burma, in spite of Burma's decision to leave
the Commonwvealth, as investment in her future stability and the
promotion of free and -democratic government. See U.K.,
Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 472 (23 November 1950)
col., 1953-4, 2292-43; 473 (3 ipril 1950) col. 963 475 (8 May
1250) col. 233-43, For *he 1T.S. attitude towards the non-ali-ned
governments in Souih and South-Zast Asia see Department of
State 3ulletin, 22 (22 January 1950) 111-9.
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Attitnunde To.rards the 4ustraglian Plan

As rezards *tie australian plan fTor Parific raet, the
attitude of hoth th. United States and 3ritain seem to have been
one of complete nezaticn. On 1 April 1949, Lrnest Bevin,
3ritain's foreizn Secrztary, said at "ashington that 3Britain's
association with the North Atlantic Treaty did not leave sither
the Pacific dominions or her possessions in the Pacific reeion
unprotected. On being asked wshether the Anstralian proposal was
a feasible proposition, Bevin replied that he wanted "to proceed
one step at a time."™ (68) While thus sidetrackin: the main
question, 3evin at least made it clisar that he was not enthusinstic
about the plan. Later, Chiefley himself told the sustralian
House of depresentatives that the United States as rell as the
Netherlands and Portuzal had rejected his plan for a Pacifie
Pact. (62) Chidfley did not disclose the ressons which the
United States must have given while rejectin- the plan. 3ut
Acheson, in a speech at National Press Club in Yashineton on
12 January 1950, hinted at what hils reasons misht nave been.
sxplaining, waat he called "developing Asian consciousness,"
said,

They say and taey believe that from nocw cn they

are on treir own. They will make their ovwn

decisions. They will attempt to betier their own

lot and on occasion they will make their own
mistakes. DBut it will be their mistakes and they

(68) Hindi, 3 April 1949,

(69) 4Australia, Par}ig?egtarz Debates, 202 (House of
Representatives, 31 May 1949) 293.
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are not going to have their mistakes dictated to them

by anybody else. . . . Resignation is no loncer the

typical emotion of Asia. (70)

Further, on 22 February 1950 Acheson said at a Press
conference that if the Jestern Powers were to take the
initiative in forming a Pacific Pact of any variety, "it would
have exactly the opposite effect to the one we wish to
achieve." (71) On the basis of these evidences, it can be
said that the Government of the Tnited States discovered that
the conception of the Asian mind as held by the Australian plan

was not in *une with what it considered to be the real mind

of new Asia,

Attitude Towards Filipino Plan

The Western Powers, however, did not assall the
pnilosophy of the Ffilinino plan for the Pacific Union, but
their response to 1t was qualified Ey certain views of their
own. In the first place, taey felt that necessary condition
for tneir participation in the Pacific Union did not yet exist.
They wanted that a practical plan for collaboration among the
Asian countries must precede their participation in such a
plan. (72) This was the initial reaction to the appeal from

South Korea and the Philippines to the United States for

(70) Depgrtment of State Bulletin, 22 (23 Jannary 1250) 112.

(71) dindn, °3 February 1950.

(72) for the U.S. view, vide n. 37. A4n official
spokesman for the Foreign Cffice in London said that "there
was nc sclid basis for a Pacific alliance." Hindu,

o August 1949,
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initiating a Pacific eguivalent of Atlantiec Treatv. In the
second place, thev believed tnat tha problem of praserving
South-siast Asia rrom communism, thoush real, was primarily a
sCcio~-economic pronlem, and had to be dealt with as such. A
statement issued after a conference cof foreizn Ministers of
tne United States, 3ritain, and ¥rance sald that the "Asian
countries need econcmic nely much more than military
guarantees.”" (73) dven after the accession to power of the
communists in China, their belief remained the same. DBevin
said on 9 June 1949 that "the first line of defence acainst
cocmminism is nct military armament but socialist poliecv." (74)
Acneson observed on 12 Jamuary 1950, that countries c¢f Sointh-

wast Asia vere !

snsceptible to peneftration and subversion." He
attrimuted tais susceptibility tc "the serious economic prohlems™
and "the sreat social upheavals" in these countries. "Hith the
collapse of tne iLuomintang zovernment in mind, Acheson declare

that this susceptibility was not capable of being diminished by

militagy means. (75)

(73) nindn, 23 June 1949,
(74) lbid., 11 June 19249,

(78) Vide n. 70, 116. Sxplaining the collapse of the
kuomintans :cvernment in China, Acheson said, "To attribute this
tc ths 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 my judgment is that the almost
inexhaustibl=2 patisnce of the Chinese people in their misery
ended. They did not bother to overthrow this gcvernment.

There were really notaing to overthrow. They simply ignored it
throughout the country. They took the solution of their
immediate villaze problems intc their own hands. . . . The
comrmunists did not create this. . . . They were shrewd and
cunning tc mount it, tc ride this thing into viectory and into
porler.
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3euind these views, there was a {eelinz that tiore was
no cnance of an aggression by the Commnist Bloc on Senth iank
Adsia. Cn 26 September 1949, Bevin said in the Jeneral issemhly
of tne United iTations that "Chinese communists were so iar
peace-loving." (76) This was the major assumntion o7 e
western volicy in South-dast Asia. All of tnem rere wcrried
apbout tie threat of comrunism te Sonth dast Asia,mt at ine sare
time, they ovelieved that the threat was 2ssen%ial internal.

‘hererore, in the

©

ir opinion, solution to %The vnrohlem lay "n
ameliorating the domestic conditions. acheson wvent so {ar as
to sav that the security of the areas beyond, what he calilzd,
tne deifsnce perimeter, that is, the areas runninsg aleong the
Algggians throuzn Japan and Ryukus to the Philippines, could
not be zuaranteed by the United States. He said that snen a
suarzantee ras neither sensible nor necessary but he made a
promise that nis overnment would supply the "missins component
in a situaticn waich migzht otherwise be solwved." (77)

1t is thus clear that zne Unitsd States, while reluctant
to take the lead of the movement for a Pacific Pact, 'ras
nevertheless wiliinz to assist the aisian governments in all
such eofforts as would enable them to deal with the commmnists.

Quirino's plan for the Pacific Union, designed as it was to

(76) U.N. General Assembly, Official Recordg, Fourth
Session, 729th Flenary Meetinz (26 September 1949§ 79.

(77) Vide n. 70, 116.



promole cc-operation amonz tiie non-comrmunist zorerrmants of tha
Pacific resion, ueserved the sympatny of tne U.S. Jovernment,
therefore. On 15 february 1950, achescn disclosed that,

Whenever ne Lad been ayoproacined “ith the pronosal for a Pacific
regional organization, ne :niad taken the position that the Unitad
States would look at it with sympatny i7 it rcepresented "the
seniine eifforts of ithe Jovernments of Asia to ~et torethar.' (79)
Cn 72 February he urtier disclosed that Jmirino hiad been
informeé of tne J.5. sympathy for his proposada project. (79)
Cn 15 March 1950, he went -o th= extent of apvrlyinz the Truman
Doctrine to :isia and tne Pacific by decl:rin~+ that the United
States would support '"free peoples who are resistine antempted
subjuzation by armed minorities or outside pressure." (80)
acheson thus made it clzar that the United Stétes, thoush
refraining from promotin: it herself, would welcome the
formation of a racific Union as proposed by Juirino.

The Fremise of tne U.S. attitude Towards the
Movement for a Pacific Pact

rom above that the U.S.

Fal
{
i

It should not he infTerrea

diplomacy, as it nad been workins in the Pacifie resgion, was not

ot
o
w
%
o]
o

velated to tne power struz:le between cthe United Sta

tne Soviet Union. As a matter of Jact, Lnhe racific policy of

(78) dindu, 17 february 1950.
(79) 1bid., 23 february 1950.

(8C) Lepartment of State 3ulletin, 2 (27 larch 195C) ~072.
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the United States was i part o7 ner —weneral Torszisn poliny

of wnicn her enmity 7ith Russia was the hub. On 16 February
1950, aciieson stated tuat the fundamental pclicy of .ne United
Statas was "to create situitions of strenzth" everywirere and
meet "whensver possible, all thrusts of the Soviet Union."

in the case of Asla and tae Pacific, the United States
believed tnat the communist bloc, instead of resortin- to the
armed aggression for attzinin~t its s0al, 'ould assist the

indi zenous communist parties to zet hold of the nationalist
movements. Since tie rilins nationalist recimes in the nzly
incependent countries rssre deronstrably ~nti--omrunist, the
United States followrad 3 policy of assisting them in creating
"those econoumic, rolitical, social and psrcholozical -~onditions
that strenit..en and 2rea=e conildence in the -democratic way

of life." (8l) 2ut at tne same time, the Uni

cr

ed States was
2lso assistiny france which was engazed in destroyins the
Democrztic Republic of Vietnam headed by do Chi Minh. On

7 February 1950, the United States recognized lacs, Cambodia,
and Vietnam wnici: nad been ziven the status of "issociaze

States" (82) by the franch, as "independent states withir the

French Tnion." (83) Wnile the United Statas d4id not consider

(81) Ipid., (20 March 1950) 427-3.

(82) Under tne constitution of the french Union, the
administration of foreisgn affairs, national defence, and
currency were to remain under the jurisdicticn of the Union.
Consequently, the states under it looked more like antoncmous
units of a centrifuzal federal state than independent political
unitse.

(83) epartment of State Julletin, 22 (2C February
1950) 291,



r.er own recognition of aAssociate States, which vere far f{ro
veing indazpen..ent, as extraordinary, she considered o Chi iirh
as the "mortal enemy" of the people of Vietnam because he “acg
a communist and th2 Tz2rocratic Republic of Vietnam had been
recognized by <Jomrunist China and the Soviet Tnion. (84) 1In
Ilarch 1950, Trumen announced that military aid to the tune of
15 nmillion dollars would be ziver to france for carryins on
opz2rations asainst the Comrunists in Indo-China. (85) Aciieson
justified tiie ass istance beins rendered by tae United States
to france as bein~ in tne interest of "the restoration of
security . . . (and) development of »enuine nationalism" in
Indo-China. (86)

1t would tims appear tha®t the U.S. policy in Soutn-past
asla was nct an abbeggtion from her seneral fére'gn policy but
wzs a part of the same system. Ts basic objective, as
elsewhere, was to ccntain any further expansion of the csphere
of the Soviet influence., The poliny of destroyinz the Democratic
fepntlic of Vietnam by assisting france to that end on one hand

and that c¢f being cautious in %takinyg steps, such as the

(84) Acheson's 3emarks on tine Soviet recognition of
Ho Chi Minh's Government, ibid., (13 February 1950) 244. Before
the United Stztes had recognized the Associate States, Prilip C.
Jessup, Truman's rovineg ambassador, said that any move that the
United States would make rzearding Indo-China "will be inspired
by our degire to support and assist the national independence of
Vietnam and otner states." HNew York Timeg, 4 February 1950.

(85) HNeyw JYork Timeg, 1 april 1950.
(86) Department of State ulletin, 22 (22 lay 1950) 821.




formation of an anti-comrmnist orsanization, on the oth:r, 'ere
t.ie manl’estations of the same policy. In both tiie cases, the
2nd contemrlated vas the same. ‘nile she found it necessary

to destroy ta: Pemocratic Republic of Vietnam in order to keep
t.ie Scovizt sphere of infTluence limited to the beorders of China,
s~ also found it neeassary, for the same reason, not to annoy
tne Aslan countries, wino if not under her own sphzre of influence,
ware not unier tne irfluence of the Comminist Zloc either and

vare not likely to fall inder its influence if assisted to held

ONe

Irnact of the Western Attitude on the
Yovement for g Pacifiec Pact

Inpact on tiie sAnstralian Plan

It should be remembered that <dustralia rad heen looking
forward to achievinz two purposes tarough the Pacific Pact. In
the first »nlace, its primary purpose would have heen to safeesuard
the Mastralian territories and the related areas from outside
aggression. Since australia was territorially related to
South-iast asia, the proposed Pacilic Pact would have protected
South-Zast dsia for tine purpose of protecting Australia. In
the sscond place, its purpose would have been to win 'the
spirit' of tiie psoples of Couth-Bast Asia for the 'lestern Bloc
by undertaking to implement such plans for ameliorating the
conditicns of tieir life as were urgently required. The

affect of this rould have boer to stanilize the situation in



Soutu-sast Asia. The rejection of her nlan by her westarn

eithar for vwar own ssenrity
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friends *id not di=in

or for tie 3zicuation in South-fSast Asia. "mirin~ thie months

'3

followving th2 rejzction of her plan, she set herself to th:
task of developing such plans for ner cwn territorial secnrit:
and economic develcopment of Sounthi-East asia as conld he possinle
nnder the cireumstances.

The ANZAM. In the face of opposition of the United
States and Britain, sustralia decided to secure euch conditions
as counld be ohtained to insure her own security. On 15 lMay
1249, Chiefley declared that his government was engaced in
davelopine "a common scneme of defence betvzen Britain,
Australia, and lfew Zealand," ~hich, he believed, may later
emerze as thz nuscleus for thes contemplated Pacific pact. (27)
John Ledman, anstralia's Defence lMinister, told thic Australian
House of Representatives on 18 May 1942 that "proposals to this
end are under consideration 2nd plans on that hasis are beine
developed." (82) The outcome was an organization -alled
ANZAM. It was a body of staff officers from Great Britain,
australia, and New Zealand. The area covered by this organi-

zation included Australia and New Zealand and the British

(87) ™Defence and Regional Security," A Broadcast by
Prime Minister Rt. Hon. J. 3. Chiefley on 15 May 1949.

Current liotes on Interngtiongl Affairg, 20 (Ministry of External
Affairs, Government of Australia, May 1949) 645.

(88) Australia, Pa;llg?entarz Debgteg, 202 (House of
Representatives, 18 May 1949) 9,
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territories in Malaya and “orne
areas. Its planning was lirited to the uafennre of “he sea
and air ceommuniecations in thz resion, and co-ordination *'as
cegnuncted on the service level. Althoucn memberstin of the
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AllZAl ¢id not irvolve firm commitmentsz, (89 such cormitments

-

were nardly remired for its members. Its purpose seerms %o
nave hzen to efrect continmiozls co-ordination amon= ~he defence

s three members in the areas nnder their
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jurisdicticn. As snch, the ANZAM insured, even thon~h
“emporarily, Australia's northern territorias azainat threats
from the nocrth.

The Tclomho Plan. The fa¥lure of haer cace for a

Pacific Pact aresravatad .nstralia's concern about the corditions
in South-iast dsia. In her view it was necesﬁary to denv the
commanists the nze of transition in.South-last Asia to their

own advantaze. (90) 4ustralia wueciied to iritiate a Cowmon-—
wealthh ventura I'or undertaking the task of nhelrine the

countries of South and Sonth aast Asia in cvercomine their
econcmic prchblems. In November 1242, the Commonvealth Prime
Ministers! Conference neld in London cecided tc hold at

Colombo a rconference of foreizn ministers of the members of

the Commoniiealth. The proposed conference.was held in

(82) Royal Instisute of International Affairs,
ollective Securit Gast Asig (London, 1958) <20.

1

C!

n South &

(90) Spender'sdpeech in the Australian House of

Representatives, Parliagmentary Debates, 206 (9 March
1950) 625-9,
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sanuary 125C at Colombo. The conferencs reached the ccenelusion

that peace and progress in South-East asia depended "mainlv on
the irprovement of economic ~onditions." (91) P. C. Spender,
Australia's Foreign Minister, laid bafore the conferenc? a plan

ties for “h=2 2ronorie nesads of the Sorth ard

[N

establishing prior
South-uast asian conniries. "he confarence also establi<hed a
consnltative Committee, consisting of the rarresentatives cf
the vommonvealth zovernments, to expedite the feormulation nd

rplamentation of the plan. (22) "The Consnliative Committez,

=

later, recommended that pound sterline cradits rmist be madoe

o L

available to tiie counicries of South and Souty _ast Asig for the

-1

varroses of economiec dev2lopment. 1n the orier of prioriti--

of =heir zconomic needs, it nlacead foed ani conenmntion -ocods

3

first, techinizcal advirne and assistance secondy and th2 zcapital
equipment chird. (©72)

Spender, nc.rever, maaze it clear that tne Comronrealth, on
its own, wonld never be able o underwrite tne ccst of tha rlan

5

it it was %o hecome g realit He gaid that it conld snceend

<
.

"only ith “he 7.S. assistance." (94) Acheson, hovever, assured

(41) Tor the text of {inal communique issued by tha
conference, =e2 Current Yotes, 21 (Jannary 1950) 45-9

(02) <Conference Communigue, ibid.

(93) United kinzdom, The Colombo Plan for Ce-operative
dconomic Development in South and South-iast Asia, Report by
the Comronealih Conenltative Committee, Command Paper 2020
(London, Sertember 1950) 4-5, 46.

(94) dindu, 20 January 1950. Alsc see Srander's
specch, n. 90, 6722,



Jevin, wrem ae mer in Lenden on 1R May 1960, that tne ni*ed
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States wonld "aulurmpt to cocrdinanc its

7ith tne efforne ¢f “he Jcroonvrealth, in

o)
3

cer that on>» acsions
2231 be mitially siprortinag.” (95)  Unus enconrared, the Committas

~ent anhead ity its task. At its Londcn session in Saptemher.

1941

Ccteoher 106C, a six year "Jclomde Flan for Co-operative l-onomic
Mevelopuent in Sontn and South-Sast asia" ras asread npon, and
it ras deecided %o launch its nro-~ramme from Julv 1751, The
Comrittee alsc accided teo invite all the Gorernrments of Soitn
and Scuih-sast Asia te hesoma its mambers. (96)

me lanncnin~ ¢f tne 7Molombo Flan vas a »reat sliceess
for the australian diplomacy as well as that of thz lestern
3loe. 1t is not to say that with its lannchins the fask had
either been achnievesa or 'as destined to be acﬁieved. feonoric
welfare, by iteself, is not an insurance against wvolitical
instabilitys; it is Lo he accompanicd by such social voli~ies as
would put an end tc social injustices. (27) It was for the Asian

Jovernments to see that taé benertits of economic development fell

equitably con all sections of the society. Australia and the

(95) Department of State Bullstin, 22 (12 June 1950) 9724.

(96) See tha taxt of the statement by the Consnltative
Committee issued on 5 Uctober 125C, Current MNotes,
21 (QOctober 1950) 730-1.

©7) fcr a discussion con the subject of the relationship
betresn aconomic ”elta e and political stability, see
georse F. hennan, "Foreirn »id Programme and National Interests
of the Uni%ted States," Preocesedinzs of the Acgdemy c¢f Politiecal
Science, 23 (lew Vor&, 1950) 4523 B, £. dard, "The Colombo Plan,'
The nustralian Cutlook (lelJOuLﬂe ccembar 1951) 202,
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destern rovers nad at lewst made a wajor 2f7art Lourds
missin~t components" to the aecian rovarnments

in chelr fi-nt azainst comrunism. Thev had the satisfacition

of tekiny a step, in ceo-operation with the Asian Jovernmenss,
against Zomminism "trat rides easily on the tide of ccononmic

poverty and instability." (98)

Imvact on the #filivino Plan: e 3Baruio Confarence

Advile “lie Jestern Fowers had rejectzd the australian

case for a racific ract, th2 Unite2a btates, (rorm aron th.em, had

[N
«

gxpressed 1ts sympathy Tor the Ffilipino rlan for tha bacsif

inion. She had mude it c2lezar that she ould have nc odinction

o

co the establisiment of 2 Facific TUnion ~ounsistinz o

E
- Lae
.

nations of Asia, and would even look unon it with symrnathetic

interest. Unis worked as a ~reen si-nal for Juirino *he had

o3

een gpecifically 1nformed by acheson abcocut the U.S5. attiitade,
i:e had, hovever, alsc lz2arnt from the reactions o7 %m2 Aasian
rovernmants that an anti-Communist Pacifis Union renld nct ha
acceptanble to thiam. 3ut he was keen "to Sake advaniare of the

atmosphare" created by the 7.S5. resronse to nis nlan. On

23 Ffebruary 1250, he dzclarsd that invitations ere h2ing issued
for the orzanizational meetins of th=2 TUnion ¢! .Jar wsastern

1] - L& d
Democracies, =and added that the prcposad Unlon -oull be "a non-

commanist crranization of these democracies.” (9U9)

(SO) J. T I»in
india's delations wit:
Bombay, 1855) 215.

ra, dndign Joreion Folizvys 4 Study in
1 the dectern 3loc 1947-1254 (Djaka~ta,

3
i

(7¢)  Zinda, 20 february 1950.
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aim. (25) The nationalist movements, in South East Asia,
therefore, were, in thelr nature, "movements of protest,"” (26)
and, in thelr composition, coalition of varied forces opposed
to colonial rule,

It was, therefore, a foregone conclusion that these
- coalitions would disintegrate once their purposes were achieved.
The colonial rule, had at the same time, disrupted the bases
on which a nation could be built up. Their constant endeavour

had been to deepen the sectarian and localized loyalties of

(25) The nationalist leadership in Burma, Indonesia and
Viet Nam always subjected 1deological 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 3Bloc 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 government put up by the Japanese but later
on joined the Communists in the underground and formed the
Anti-Fascists People's Freedom League with them, and became its
first chairman. In 1947, he went to London for talks with the
British government in spite of the opposition of the Comrministse.
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 Sgarifoedin, a Communist, was to go
underground and oppose the Japanese while Sukarno and Hatta
were to collaborate with the Japanese. Sjahrir, another
leader, was assigned the task of directing anti-Japanese
plans. [/ Virginia Thompson and Richard Adloff, "The Communist
Revolt in Java: The Background," Far Eagtern Survey, 17 (New
York, 2 November 1948) 258_/. In Vietnah, Ho Chi Minh, the
Communist leader, disbanded the Indochinese Communist §arty in
November 1945. The Constitution of the Pemoeratic Republic
of Vietnam, as proclaimed by him, granted the right to religious
freedom and private property / Thompson & Adloff, The Left Wing
in South Egst Agia (New York 1950) 36_/. It 1s obvious that
even Ho subjected his idealogy to the primary purpose of
winning independence.

(26) Rupert Emerson, "Nationalism in Southeast Asia," .
Far Zastern Quarterly, 5 (Wisconsin, 1945-6) 212,



62

into conflicts not o our ovn choice.”" (101) Sotv

-

2 and
b -4 > 1T 9 R -t oL T gy ey s Y 2 =t . . o
Aomrio, ir Ris ragidential aidress, wivhasized tha nesd Tor

astablisihing a mac . inery Tor rerional collaboration. (1072)

questions Tirgt in the orier of priorities for disonssion.
indonesia askcd Tor a rlan to urroot Mall remuinin- Sran-e of
old dienard colonialisn” in the2 Pacific. (102) Under the
circumstancas it could nct be deci:
most importan: provlem affeciing all of theme The rasolution

4

passed by thie meetin~ 2id not say hether any re-ional

(D

machinery for co-operation “ad bsen eshablished or not, (104)
put Aomalo sald that an arraoement betueen the dele~ates had

o

for continuous

! v 3 w1 PR .
been reached reruardine the machinery

éonsultation amonz them. (105)

(101; gEnilivpine Official Gazetbs, 46 (May 1950)
2020, 2021. .

(102) Ibig., 2022.

(103) _indgu, 27 ilay 1950.

(104) Tor the resolution passed by the 3awuio Co e
see .indu, 20 hay 1950.

(1c5) .indu, 30 way 1°50.
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althousza che 3aviio Jonfiraencs ¢id net Y .2 to its
cred” b oany not=ole achicveomant, yet it wonld be ronz to say

achisgvin~ nity
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Chapter Three

THe KORZAN WAR AND THE MOVEMENT FOR A PACIFIC PACT
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In the prsceding chapter, it has been seen that the
attitude of the United States on one hand, and that of the
non-alizned countrles on the other, towards the case for a
Pacific Pact, though similar, was not predicated on sirilar
consideration. While the United States wanted to keep the
Pacific rezion safe from the Communist Bloe, the non-aligned
countries of this region wanted to keep it safe from cold war
altogether., Their respective reactions to the besinning of
the Korean War, therefore, inevitably varied. To the United
States, it reveal=zd that "Communism has passed heyond the use
of subversion to conquer independent nations and will now use
armed invasion and war." (1) Conseqﬁently, her Pacific policy,
which had so far been tuned to deal with subversion, was
further improved with an eye to conforming with the new
requirements of power politics. To the non-aligned countries,
however, it revealed that the struggle for power between the
two world power blocs was on in the Pacifilc region.
Consequently, their primary objective was to break up the

~vicious circle of power polities in their région. The

(1) Truman's Statement, Department of State Bulletin,
23 (3 July 1950) 5.




emerging policies of the United States on one hand and those
of the non-aligned countries on the other, therefore, tended to
cut across each other. Thils chapter seeks to discuss their

impact on the movement for a Pacific Pact.

The Impact of the Korean War on the
U.Se. Pacific Policy

The New Aid Policy

Before the outbreak of war in Korea, the United States
had been inclined to feel that military 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
it was a socio-ecconomic problem and could be dealt with as
such. After the outbreak of the Korean War, Ehe came to feel
that the Communist 3loc may either be tempted to resort to
aggression for bringing the militarily weak countries of
South-fast Asia under 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, Bo improved as to help these coun®ries in facing
the new challenge from the Communist Bloc. The very first
statement of President Truman, authorigzing the U.S. Army in
the Pacific to give cover to the South Korean troops, contained
order for "acceleration of military aid to the Philippines

and to France and the Assocliate States of Indo-china." (2)

(2) Ibid.



,
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On 5 July, 1950, it was announced that a military survey team
mission, under the leadership of John Melby, would visit the
countries of South-fast Asia "to determine military build-up
possible in each of the visited countries, to recommend
priorities for arms shipments, and to discuss the composition
of American military advisory groups which could be assigned
to each country." (3) Consequent upon the Melby Mission
Report, Truman asked for, in a message to the Concress for
supplementary military aid, a sum of 303 million dollars in
military aid for Korea, the Philippines, and "the seneral
area of China." (4) This sum, if granted, was to be in
addition to the 75 million dollars already available for "the
general area of China" and the share of the Pnhilippines and
Korea in the 27.5 million dollars granted, in the orieginal
appropriations nnder the Mutual Defence Assistance Act of
1949, to Iran, Korean, and the Philippines. In October, 1950,
it became known that the major portion of military aid e¢rants
would go to Indo-China. The ground for this priority to
Indo-China, as given by the Department of State, was that
operations agzainst the Communists in Indo-China were
sufficiently important" to justify a particularly high priority
in the shipment of the U.S. equipment to Indo-China." (5)

(3) New York Timeg, 7 July 1950.

(4) Department of State Bulletin, 23 (14 August 1950) 247.
(5) Ibid., (30 October 1950) 704.
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Thailand was given a sum of 10 million dollars for the
construction of roads and airfields. (8) Burma was assigned
ten river patrol crafts with an eye to carryinz on operations
against the insurgents. (7)

This stazgering increase in the military aid to the
countries of South-Bast Asia was not matched by the
proportionate increase in the amount of economic aid, thouzh
it is probable that the outbreak of war in Korea mizht have
accelerated mattem in this respect as well. In September 1950,
Point-4 Programme (8) was scheduled to commence. By the end
of October 1950, economic co-operation agreements, providing
for a system of technical and economic assistance were
concluded with Burma, Indonesia and Thailand. (9) Meanwhile,
a survey mission for the Philippines, whose terms of reference
had been agreed to after consultation between Truman and

Quirino in PFebruary 1950 (10) but was despatched not till the

(6) Ibid., 701-2,
(?7) 1bid., (27 November 1950) 856.

(8) The Point-4 P rogramme is so called because it was
the fourth point of a programme for the activities of the
United States outlined by Truman in his inauzural address on
20 January 1949. <Ihe 'point'! was "to help the free peoples
of the world through theilr own efforts, to produce more food,
more clothins, more materiels for housing :and more mechanical
power to lighten their burdens." Department of State Bulletin,
20 (30 January 1949) 125.

(9) Derartment of State Bulletin, 23 (25 September 1950) 500;
(30 October 1950§ 702.

(10) New York Timeg, 10 February 1950.
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outbreak of the Korean war, (11) submitted its report,
recommending a large scale economic and adminiectrative reformse.
It also recommended that the United States should extend a

sum of 250 million dollars, over a period of five years, for
carrying on recommended reforms. (12) W. C. Foster, head of
the Economic Co-operation A-zency, assured the Government of

the Philippines.in October 1950, that ﬁhe U.S. administration
would recommené consressional action to implement the
suggestion of the survey micssion. (13)

Although the grants were thus made for the purpose of
economic development as well, but these did not match the
srants for military purposes. T“he budzet for aid to the
countries of the Pacific rezion for the year 1951-2, instead
of balancing the grants for military purposes.on one hand
and for purposes of economlc development on the other,
maintained the imbalance. The new budeet, as passed by the
Congress, provided 237 million dollars for eccnomic aid and
575 million dollars for military aid, for asia and the
Pacific. (14) In other words, 705 of the total U.S. aid to

(11) The final decision to send survey mission to the
Philippines was announced on 29 June 1950. It reached Manila
on 10 July 1950.

(12) For a summary of the report of the survey mission,
see Department State Bulletin, 23 (6 November 19B0) 723-6.

(13) shirley Jenkins, "The Philippines White Paper,"
Far Eastern Survey, 20 (January 1951) 6,

(14) The full fiqures for the U.S. foreign aid
programme for the fiscal year 1951-2 are given in the

United States in Jorld affairs 1951 (New York, 1952) 236.




this region was earmarked for military purposes. Noreover,
this aid was to be ziven within the framework of the Mutual
Security Act passed by the Congress. Accordine to this Act,
the recipients of the U.S. military aid were required to make
their full contribution to the maintenance of thelr own
defensive strenzth as well as to that of "the free world." (15)
It would appear, from the above, that the shift in
the emphasis in the U.S8. strategy, for confrontin- the thrust
of the Communist 3loc, from economic to military factor tended
to become permanent. although shé cannot be accused of havine
isnored the socio-economic problems of the newly independent
states, the disproportionate emphasis put on the military
preparations was revealing. It was obvious thet the United
States, though still concerned with the problém of communist
subversion in the newly independent countries, had relecated
it to a secondary place. Her primary concern, thereafter,
was to strengthen them militarily for putting down communist
organized rebellions and@ meeting outside invagion. In other
words, the relationship between the economic and military aid
underwent a change following the outbreak of the Korean ware.
Wnile before the out reak of war, economic aid to be given

to the countries of South-East Asia was considered of primary

(15) For the conditions of U.S. military aid to foreisn
countries, see Section 511(a) of the Mutual Security Act of
1951, Documents opn International Affajrs 1951 (Royal Institute
of International Affairs, London, New York, Toronto) 5l.
Henceforth, the documents compiled and published by the Royal
Institute of International Affairs would be cited as

R.I .I .A‘ Dgggme;;tﬁ.
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importance, the military aid replaced it in the scale of

importance after the outbreak of war.

Ine U.S. Policy in the North-Egstern Pacifie

The shift in the emphasis from economic to military
aid was a development in the U.S. policy which those, who
did not approve of this shift, could regret but not resent,
since it was none of their business to dictate to the United
States as to what her policy should be. But she reinforced
her hold over the North-Bastern Pacific in a manner which others
counld resent. The decision to act in Korea in itself was an
unexpected step, for the United States had refrained from
making any definite commitment in regard to the defence of
South Korea. Even if it is to be admitted that the aggression
on South Korea morally compelled her to ~ome to the rescue of
a victim of aggression, the decision to nentralize Formosa did
not seem to have even a moral sanction behind it. In a
statement released on 5 January 1950, Truman had said that
the United States had "no predatory designs on Formosa or any
other Chinese territory,"” and that his Government would not
"pursue a course which will lead to involvement in the civil
conflict in China." (16) Clarifying Truman's statement at a
press conference, acheson said that the United States was
determined not to change her position in rezard to Formosa

because those "in control of the mainland of China are not

(16) Department of State Bulletin, 22 (16 January
195C) .
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friendly to us." (17) Yet, when the Korean War broke out,
the order to the U.3. forces in the Far dast for giving cover
to the South Korean troops was accompanied by an order to

the U.S. Seventh Fleet to "neutralize" Formosa. (18)

As a matter of fact, the United States did not expect
that the communist Bloc would resort to armed aggression in
the Pacific region for the attainment of its ends. It wonld
be long debated as to who engineered the war in Korea, but
Truman and Acheson were convinced that it was an act of the
North Korean Government. They belicved that for the Soviet
Bloc, the occupation of South Korea was not the end in itself
but only a means to capture Japan. On 19 February 1950,

John foster Dulles, special consultant to the U.S. Szcretary
of State said at Sydney in Australia that Japyan wonld be one

of "the world's greatest prizes" to, the Soviet Union, and

"the combination of Soviet Russia, China, and Japan, if formed,
would be so powerful that it could not be resisted in this

part of the world." (12) While the decision to defend South
Korea may also be seen as an act to save an independent regime
from extermination, the decision to neutralize Formosa was
obviously meant to deny the enemy an area which was so

intimately related to the areas in and around Javan.

(17) Ibid., 80
(18) 1bid., (3 July 1950) 23, 5.
(19) Hindy, 21 February 1951,
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A decision to keep Japan inside the U.S. power orbit
inevitably followed the decision to ¢efend her from the
Communist Bloc.. Although the concentration of U.S. troops in
Formosa, Korea, and Japan was sufficient to discouragze the
Communist Bloc from carrying on the plan, if they had any,
for armed invasion of Japan, but the United States felt that
being still under ‘'occupation,' Japan was "particularly open"
to Soviet propazanda and subversive warfare. (20) The United
States, thersfore, decided to conclude the peace treaty with
Japane This decision had been taken even before the outbreak
of the Korean War, (21) but it accelerated maiters. 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 Commission
towards the end of October 1250. It.proposed that Japan should
agree to the U.N. trusteeship of the Ry%kus and the Bonin
Islands, and the United States should be appointed as adminis-
tering 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

(20) 1Ibid.

(21) On 14 September 1949, Acheson announced at a
press conference that he and Ernest Bevin, the Britishad cgrced
Foreign Secretary whom he had met on the previous day,.that
the conclusion of the Japanese Peace Treaty was.urgent.
The Timeg (London), 15 September 1949.
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responsibility between Japanese facilities and U.S. and
perhaps other forces for tne mainlenance of international
peace and security in the Japan area." (22)

The U.S. memorandum thus made it clear that the United
States was determined to retain Japan within her own pover
orbit, and immunige her, as far as it could be practicable
within this framework, from subversive warfare. The designed
bar on claims for reparations was intended to stimulate economic
growth of Japan and make her prosperous, thereby making the
appeal of communism in Japan unattractive. These principles
were hardly destined to be acceptable to the Soviet Union,
the non-aligned powers of the Pacific region, and those who
had suffered great material depredation at the hands of the
Japanese troops during the war. But all objéctions to the
principleg outlined in the memorandum were rutilessly brushed
aside by the United States. The United States did not send
the memorandum to Comrminist China on tne ground that she did
not recognize the communist regime as the lawful government of
China. (23) The Soviet Union challenged the principle of
transferring the Ryukus and the Bonin lslands and the provision
for the mainSenance of foreign troops in Japan. (24) The

United States, while defending the principles laid down in the

(22) Department of State Bulletin, 23 (4 December 1950) 88l.
(23) Ibid., 24 (8 January 1950) 66.

(24) Ibid., 23 (4 December 1950) 881-2.
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memorandum, also informed tae Soviet Union that she did not
concede that "any one nation has a perpetual power to veto the
conclusion by others of peace with Japan." (25) This remained
from the beginning to the end the predominant note in the
exchanges between the Soviet Union and the United States on
the subject of the Japanese Peace Ireaty. India and Burma,
though in favour of independence for Japan, wanted that her
freedom should be real and true, and sihould not be inhibited
by considerations of power politics with which the Japanese
people were not directly concerned. They disapproved of the
contemplated transfer of the Bonin Tslands and the Ryukus from
the control of Japan to the United Nations and the provision
for the further stay of foreign troops in Japan. (26) The
United States rejected these objections, claiming that the
Japanese Peace Treaty as drafted would serve the interest of
peace and maintain balance of power’in the Pacific region. (27)
The Pnilippines, Indonesia, and also Burma, resented the
contemplated waiver of reparations, and were told by the United

States that, though just, these claims to reparations yet could

(25) 1Ibjd., 24 (8 January 1950) 65-6.

(26) The Indian note to the United States,jbid., 25 (3 Sept-
ember 1951) 385-6. On 31 August 1251, Nehru told the Indian
Parliament that he had been informed by the Government of Burma
that it was in complete asreement with India's point of view

on the question of Japanese Fegce Treaty, with one addition

that it claimed, unlike India, reparations as welle India,
Parliamentary Debates, 9, Fart 1, (31 August 1951) 839.

(27) The U.S. feply to India's note, Department_ of
State 3ulletin, 25 (3 September 1951) 2387-8.
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not be 'valicdated' because such a step would drive Japan in thn
hands of "totalitarian demagozues.”" (28) The final draft of
the Japanese Peace Ireaty incorporated all the principles
outlinecd in the memorandum, exceptin~ that it provided that
Japan and those who claimed reparations rrom her might settle,
on bi-lateral basis, the terms of reparations after the sicninz
of the Peace Treaty. (28) This draft of the treaty was sent to
Fifty five nations, along with invitations tc attend th
conference to be held in September at San Francisco, for
conclusion and signature of a treaty of peace on "the terms of
that text." (30)

The signing of the Japanese Peace “reaty was followed by
the signin= of a bilateral security pact between the United
States and Japan. According to this treaty, the United States
was given the right to maintain its armed forces "in and about
Japan." The United States also asreed to defend Japan azainst
"armed attack from without" and help the Japanese Sovernment,

if requested, to deal with the "large scale internal riots and

(28) The U.S. State Department Communique, Hindu,
3 September 1951.

(29) Text of the proposed Japanese Peace Treaty,

" 25 (87 August 1951) 349.255.
For the provision reg arding reparations, see Article 14(13a)
of the text.

(30) Ibic., (30 July 1951) 186. 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.
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disturbances in Japan caused through instigation or intervention
by an outside powver or povers." The treatv also deprived Japan
of the risht to concede to other states such rights as had

been given to the United States "without the prior consent

of the United States." (31)

Co~operation with France & Britain in
South=-bast Asia

While the United States was thus tishtenins her own

grip over the north-eastern Pacifie, she was also helping
france, who was holding the fort to South-Last Asia in Indo-
China, and 3ritain, who was fichtins the Comrunists in Malaya.
With the outbreak of the Korean War, the United States became
anxious to ensure that they did not sive in to the comrunists
under any circumstance. To this end, military aié¢ to France,
which was fighting a well-organized .government recognized by
the countries of the Communist 3loc, was increased several
fold. (32) As insurance acainst the intervention by the
Communist 3loc in Indo-China in favour of the Democratic Republiec
of Vietnam, the United States, in the first place, refrained

from sending troops to Indo-China, (33) and, in the second place,

(31) Text of the Treaty, ibid., (27 September 1951) 464-5.

(32) Before the outbreak of war in Korea, the military aid
to France, specifically for the fighting in Indochina had been
15 million dollars. This too, had been ~ranted only in March 1950
(lew York fimes, 1 4pril 1950). In November 1950 the State
Department announced that military aid to France for carryineg on
operations in Indo-China would amount to between 3CO and 400
million dollars. (I.Y. Herald Tribune, 25 November 1950).

(33) On 11 uctober 1250, Acheson announced that the
J.5. troops would not be sent to Indo-China. UNew York Times,
12 Cctober 1950, '
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issued warnings to the Communist 3loc acainst intervention.
On 28 February 1952, John Sherman Cooper, the U.S- delegate
to the United Hations, declared in the General Assembly of
the United Nations that an aggression by the Communist powers
on Vietnam "would be a matter of direct and srave concern
requiring the most urgent and earnest consideration by the
United Kations.” (34) On 30 June 1952, a U.S.-French Communique
issued in “ashington said that the operations béing carried
on azainst 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 impress upon the Communist
Bloc that the United States would intervene in Indo-China
ir favour of France if either of its members sent troops to
help the troops of o Chi Minh.

There also developed, following the outbreak of war in
Korea, a system of close consultation and co-operation between
the United States, *rance, and Britain in the Pacific region.
On his visit to the United States in January 1952, Winston S.
Churchill, the 3ritish Prime Minister, had stressed the need
for developing a system of co-operation among the three powers
for fighting the communists in South-East Asia and the Far

Fast. (36) A conference of the Chiefs of Staff of the three

(34) U.N. General Assembly, Officiagl Records, Sixth
Session, First Committee, 505th Meeting, 275.

(35) Department of State Bulletin, 26 (30 June 1952) 10.
(36) Ibid., (28 January 1952) 1l18.
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powers was held in Washington from 11 January 1952 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 strateqy, in
South-Zast Asia. (37) The bluepr nt of this common strategy,
if it was established at all, was kept a secret, but Juin
disclosed that the Tnited States and Britain would «ive air
and naval cover to the French troops if the Communist Bloec
sent troops to reinforce those of o Chi Minh. (3)) Later,

it was reported that an agsreement resarding the exchance of
information was reached, and an ad hoc committee was set up

in Washington to implement the decisions of the conference. (3%)
On 20 February 1952, a conference of the military attaches

of the United 3tates, Great Britain, and France, and several
Asian countries, whose names were not disclosed, was held at
Singapore. (4C)

Besides the system of consultation and co-operation on
military levyel which was thus =srowing, there also developed a
system of similar co-operation on political level. On 22 May
1952, the Foreign Ministers of the three powers met at Paris.

=4

The communique issued after the conference went no further

(37) Eindu, 11 January 1952,
(38) New York Times, 14 January 1952,

(39) The Sunday Times (London), 20 January 1252,
(40) gStatesman, 22 February 1952.
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than saying that cordial and frank discussions had been held
regarding the Far dast, (41) but Raymond Marcellain, the State
Secretary in the french Prime Minister's Cffice, disclosed

that Britein and the United States had recoznized that France
acted as "a veritable pillar of defence" in South-Zfast Asia. (4°)
On 5 June 1952, Robert Schuman, the French Foreisn iinister,
reporting on the talks to the Foreisn Affairs Committse of

the National Assembly, said that technical and roli<ical
agreements on material and common effort in Sounth-Iast Asia

vere more advanced than he was able to d%sclose. (47) The

three foreign ministers confarred to=ether a-~ain irn June 10567

in Londonj the comrmnique issued after the -confurence said

that they had agreed to the need for closer co-cperation and
consultation in regard to both Korea and Indo-China. It

also sald that the means to ensure this had been considered. (44)
(n lowver level, the staff ¢f three powers statloned in the
Facific region continued to consult sach cther and co-operale
with each other whenever it was neceded. The system was

running sc¢ smoothly that lMalcolm Maclonild, the 3ritich
Comr.issioner-General in South-Bast Asia, said on 14 July 195%

at Sinzapore that, even through a formal alliance, =zreater

(41) Hindu, 30 May 1250.

(4?) The Times, 30 May 1952,

(43) Scotsman (£dinburgh), 10 June 1552,
(414) R.I.I.i. Documents 1952, 490.
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co-opzration could not be effecteld. 'le also said that a
formal alliance Tor doing the same work as was beine done even

without it, would be an n-called for step. (45)

£ the Non-Alioned countries of
South<and South-tast Asia to the Korean Cricis

Reactions to the outbreak of the War in Koreg

The North Korean a-gression on South Korea aroused as
much indignation against North Korea in the non-alisned
countries of South and South-East Asia as it did in the United
States. India, which was a member of the U.ll. Security Council
when the war broke out, supported the regsolution, passed by
the Council on 25 June 1250, calling for the immediate cessation
of hostilities and the withdrawal of the nortﬂern forces to
their ovn side of the border. (46) 1In spite of it, the North
Korean troops continued to ailvance further. <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 armed

attack and to restore international peace and security in the

(45) The Times, 16 July 1952,

(46) U.N. Security Council, Official Records,
Fifth Year, No. 1B, 7-8 TE/B01)
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area.” (47) 1India supported this resolution too. (4R)
3urma (49) and Pakistan (50) also suprorted theo case for J..l.
action in Korea. lndonesia formally remained neutral, but
her support for many of the subsequent actions of the "nited
Hations indicated that she, too, was Sacitly in favour c” the
actions beinz taken by the United Nations in Korea. (51)

ine stand that tiie non-ali-nea povers thus took on the
probler of the war in horea was one of the most crucial
decisions that they had taken so far. They were convinced

that azgression on South-korea had occurred and, therefore,

the United ations must risht the wrong. In taking this stand,

(47) 1ibid., ilo. 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 well, and conveyed thne decision to the Secnurity Council.
dbid., 68/1520) .

(49) TFor the text of the statement made by the
sovernment of Burma supporting the resolutions of the
Security Council, see U Nu, From Peace to Stability
(Rangoon, 1951) 95,

(5C) annugl Rezister 1950 (London) 123.

(51) ~ror Indonesia's stand on the iorean Crisis,
see George ilcTurnan Kahin, "The New Indonesian Government,"
Ffar dastern Survey, 19 (22 Hovember 1950) 213. Indonesia,
wnile remaining neutral on the korean issues announced on
24 May 1951 that she would respect the U.W. embargo on the
export of strategic materials to China. ¢ Rezister,
1961, 335. In 1952 she also supported the T.k. over the
issue of the prisoners of war in Korea. 1lbid., 1952, 7375.
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thelir sole motive was tc help the estahlishment cf a
precedent for the 7.Y. action vhich ccald be invoked by the
7eak nations, such as themsely=s, whenaver such a need
arose. (5%) Yet, the war in Korea, heins ons hetvesn a
Commnist and an Anti-Comminist r»2+imes, had such an ominous
setting that they had to be discreet in playin-~ their cards.
iheir policy was des’gned to help the United MNations establish
a precedent for the use of its authority in favour of a
victim of aggression, without themselves becomine involved
in the power politics in Korea. To this 2nd, they made it
clear that their support for the U.N. action in Korea ‘was

#ithin the framework of their ~eneral policy of keepin~- away

from the cold war. (53)

wfforts to Restore Paace

“he non-alizned powers wera, rovever, gquick fto realize
thatl unless resolute attempts were made to keep the ‘rar in
Korea from cold war, it misht not b2 possidle. If it was
alloved to derenerate into a war between the two rival power
blocs, world peace would immeasurably suffer, and their
respective countries would, thereby, be subjeeted to
nnbearable stains. In order to preclude snuch .a probability
from becoming a reality, Nehrn addressed indentical latters

to Acheson and Stalin, the Sovizt Frime linister, ureing upon
b 9 >

(52) Iu's statement on Korea, n. 49, 293 Nehru's
statement in Indian Parliament, Parliasmentary Debates,
5, part ii, (3 August 1950) col. 235-6.

(53) I, ibid., 101-3; lehru, ibid., ccl. °24.
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them the need %to preserve world peace and loralize the aonflint
in Korea as a first step to that end. e suerested that
Comminist China shoul?d be alloved to take "a seat in the
Council," and this shonld be follovwed by a joint effort of the
United States, the Joviet Union, and China to settle the crisis
in Korea. (54) UYehru's letter avoked a favourable response
from Stalin, (55) but Acheson, ohvionsly referring to the
suzgestion for China's admicsion into the T.V. vrote hack
that the termination of aggression in Korea should not be
"contin~ent in any way upon the determination of other gu=stions
which are currently before the United Nations." He left "ahrm
in no doubt that the J.S. troops in Korea would continue to
fight ti11 vi-tory was won. (56)

3y the midile of September 1950, the U.N. forces had
reached the 38th Parallel, the imaginary line dividin~g South
and llorth Koreas. On 30 Septembar, a resoluntion 'as put
forwvard before the Political Committee of the General Assemhly
askine ror the establishment or a United Nations Commission
for the Tnification and Rehahilitation of Korea ("MCURK). It

was approved by the fTeneral Assembly on 7 Octoher 1950. (57)

(54) Department of State Bulletin, °2 (31 July 1950) 170.

(55) R.1.I.A. Documents 1949-50, 707.

(56) Department of State 3Bulletin, °3 (31 Jnly 1950) 170-1.

(57)
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A counter-proposal by Sussia calline tor immediate cessation
of hostilities and witharaval of toreien *rcops rrom Korea
had been rejected in the meantime. (58) India voted azainst
the rescluation passed on the ground that it wonld ~xtend *he
war at a time when the North Korean collapse opened the ‘vay
to peaceful solution. (52) 3urma, Indonesia, and Pakistan
abstained. C(n R QOctober, the T.M. troops ~rossed the 38th
parallel. Commnist China retaliated towards the end of
November. The 7. 7. troops ¢ave in. By the beginnins of
December, it seemed, as if, it was nov China's tnrn to cross
the 38th parallel. On 5 December, India alone with ten other
countries which included Burma and Pakistan, sent an appeal
to China requesting her not %to cross the 38th parallel. (60)
Cn 6 December 1950, India's representative in the Tnited
Nations, Sir 3. M. Rau, introduced two resolations concerning
ceasefire and settlement of disputes in Korea. (61) These
efforts, hovever, bore no fruit. On 26 December 1950, the

Chinese troops crossed the 38th parallel.

(58) 1Ibid., Annexes, Arzenda Item 24, 9.

(59) TFor the explanation of India votins aczainst
the resolution Sponsored by the Western 3loc, see the
report of Nehru's press conference on 16 October 1950.
Rel.l.A. Documents 1949-50, 710.

(60) lﬁl@-, 7130

(61) U.N. General Assembly, Official Rscords, Fifth
Session, First Commlttee, 415th Meeting, 433-4.



From ufforts For Peace To 'Peace .rea!

The war in Korea had a very significant lesson to
convey to the neutrals. It contirued in spite of their
expressed annoyance and efforts to stop it, revealing thereby
that the pattern of international relation in their ovn region
was subject to world-wide pattern of international relationship
which they did not have the power to control. It was obvious
trat peace in the Pacific was being jeopardized without recard
to their sentiments and interests. Havinz failed in their
efforts to influence the operations in Yorea, the non-ali~-ned
countries of South and South-fast Asia . - concentrated on

preserving :
designine steps for/themselves from the ~reat pover rivalry.
India and 3Burma did not atiend the San Trancisco Conference

~

to conclude the Japanese Peace Treaty, because they felt that
the terms of that treaty would incrsase further international
tensions in the Pacific rezion. (62) They vere not opposed to
freedom of Japan from occupation as was shovn by their separate
treaties with her. (63) Similarly, India and Burma opposed

the neutralization of Tormosa by the U.S. Seventh 7Tleet, as

such a step could only help to keep up tensions between China

and the United States. (64) Only Indonesia, amons the

(62) Vide n., 26.

(63) India ccncluded peace treaty with Japan on 9 June
1952, for the text of the treaty signed, see Contemporary Japan
1952, ?1,nos. 4-6 (Tokyo) 325-8. 3urma concluded peace treaty
and ﬁeparations Arreement on 5 November 1954, For the texts,
see ibid 1955 23, nos. 4-6, 4724-C.

(64) Vide n. 26,
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non-alizned powers, tenied to look ipon the anti-comminist
measures, taken by the Tni‘ed States in ths Pasi®ic rerion,

with sympathy. OShe siznecd thrhe Japanese Peace Treaty and also
signed an azre:zment acceptine militarv aid from the United
States under the terms of the Mitual Secnrity Act of 1951. (65)
But the Cabinet led by Sukiman which decided upon these measures
had to resign for having taken decisions which tended to incline
Indonesia in favour of the Jestern Bloec as led by the United
States. (66) The following Cabinet, headed by Wilopo, revoked
the decision of the preceding Cabinet as resards the acceptance
of aid under the Matual Security Act and shelved the question

of the ratificat on of the Japanese Peace Treaty. It decided

to pursue such an independent foreizn poliecy as would "conform
to Indbnesia's . . . national interests." (67) On 17 Ansust
1952, Sukarno said that "experi nce had tansht" that his

country could not afford to take sides between the two slobal

constellations. (68) Since the fall of the Sukiman Cabinet,

(65) The Government of Indonesia, however, disputed that
her support for the U.S. policies meant sympathy for the United
States. For the explanation of its policies given by the
Government see "Indoncsia looks aAbroad," Indonesian Affairs,

2 (February, March) 8-11.

(66) The official announcement on the resignation of the
Sukiman said that it was done with a view "to cvercome the
problems which have arisen around the conclusion of an agreement
pertaining to the lutual Security act." Ibid., 1.

(67) Indonesian Affairs, 2 (February-March 1952,Djakarta).

(68) "Indonesia Takes Stock," Far Bastern Survey,
31 (8 October 1952) 1l43.




indonesia, too, thus adopted a policy sirilar to that of 3irma
and India. Yet, the stark fact was that the non-alioned po-ers
had neither been able %to persuade *the United States to revole
her decision to nentralize Formosa, nor could prevent the
conclusion of the Japanese Peace Treaty whose features they
resented nor could prevent the crossine of the 28th Parallel

by either party to the Korean war.

The failure to influence the pattern of international
relationship in the Pacific rezion led the neutrals of South
and South-mast Asia to desizn methods for keepine themselves
out of the ~old war and also to preserve as mich areas, around
them, from it as they could. On 12 June 1952, Nehru *told the
Lok Sabha of the Indian Farlisment that "our neishbours" shonld
tell "those warring factions and those =reat countries that
are so explosively bitter argainst each other™ that "they will
csave thelr own rezions and try to save the rest as best as
they can." (62) Later, he said that this task cannot be
acnieved by military means bu% by the establisiment of "a third
area," "an area which . . . does not want war, works for peace
in a positive way and believes in cooperation." (7C)

"

sven bufore ifehru spoke in terms of "peace area," trends

towards it were developing. st the and o ,the year 1950, the

(The Publication

Livision, Jovernment of India, New Delhi; 1954) 215.

(70) Ibid., (17 February 1953) 231,



SGovernment of India,facine famine conditions in the north-
eastern provinces of India, sent an ur~ent reaquest to the
United Statzs for shipment of 2 million tons of zrains for
beating off the impendins famine. (71) Truman recommended %o
the Congress that half the amonnt be made available immediately
as gift. (72) The Consress was reportedly in favour of helping
india but wanted tha: entire amount should be ~»ranted as loan
rather than gifts and that terms of repayment should provide for
shipment of specific strategic and critical materials. Nehru,
however, let it known that grains, extended in whatever form,
must be unaccompanied with "political strines." (73) When the
measure was passed finglly, terms of repayment did not specify
the materials that were to be supplied. (74)

In July 1952, Sukarno, wiser after the fall of the
Sukiman Cabinet, said in a broadcast espzcially beamg%tb the
Philippines, that "we have resolved to occupy the no-man's

land that lie between the opposing camps." (75) In Burma,

(71) J. C. Kundra, Indian Foreign Policy: A Study of
Relations with the Western 3loc (Bombay, Djakarta 1955) 155.

(72) Department of State Bulletin, 24 (26 February 1951) 350.

(73) The United States in World Affairs 1951 (New York,
1952) 257. :

(74) The "India Emerzency Food Act of 1951," under which
India's request for grains had been fully met, provided for
repayment of loans through the supply of strategic and critiecal
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 (June-July 1952) 19-20.



J Mu was equally cetermin=d "to chun any activity +mich is
likely to create misunderstanding in any giarter." (76) A
Defence Asrezm»nt sisgned hetween 3nrma and Dritain at the
time of the transfer of po'er nad provided for the stationine
of a 3ritish #ilitary llission in Burma. According to the
terms of the a-rzement, Jritain alone had ths risht to
maintain such a mission irn 3Burma. (77) In January 1953,
surma gave Uhe required one year's notice tc end the asreement
Wwhich was @1aly ended at the ¢nd of the year. (72) FEven mcre
importani step that Mirma took to demecnstrate her neatrality

in the cold war was that in rezard toc the Yuomintanos Lroops who
beinz forcad to retreat from the mainland China in June 1950
had set:led down in 2urma with *the intention of carryvinz on
operaicicns azainst the Communist troops of the mainland China.
The 3Burmese Tovarnment fearine, that the presence of the
¥uomintanz trcops mizht provile an excuse to the Commuinist
Government to despabteh troors into Burma, professedly fTor
dealing with the Tuomintans forces, urced npon the "nited States
to prevall nron Chiang Kai-shek for the immediate withdrawal

of the Yuomrintans troops from 3Burma. (79) In March 1952,

(76) Iinda, 7 Juns 1954.
(77) Sce the toxt of ~e anzlo-Burmese Tn”ence iArresment
sizned on 29 Ausust 1947. irtisles 4 and 2(a) . Mansersh,

ed., Documents and Sneeches,on 3ritish CommonJealtn Affairg,
11, 772, 733.

(72) Zhe Tires, 6 January 1953,

(79) lianchester Guardian, 18 May 1951,




the Goyvernrment of Burma becan operations arainst the Knomintans~
troops. <he Jovernment of thz Tnited States apparently did
nothinz to satisfy Burma. 3Burma recistezrad her dissatisfaction
with the attitnds of the United States by notifying the .5,
Government on 17 March 1953, that she did not desire further
aid after 30 June 1953, (80) and brousht the issue of the
presence of Xuomintan=z troops in 3urma bzfore the Tnited
Nations. (81) 1In other words the non-alirsned countries of
South and Sonth-last Asia were keenly pursuine their policv of
non-ali-snment with such steps as vere necessary to lmpress upon
the world at large the genuineness of their neutrality as

between the existins rival power blocs.

Prosnects for the formation of a-
Pacific Pget

"Situation of Strenzth" Versus "Peace Areag"

Thus far, we have examined the rcactions of the United
States on one hand and th=2 non-alisned countries on the other,
to the outbreak of the 7ar in ¥Korea. Their reactions not only
varied but were also aatithetical. The Tnitad States had
shifted the emphasis in her pcliecy from that of makine the

proposition in Asia to

phrsical streneth 23 the means for maintaining a 'situation of

democratic institntions a temptin

va

strength' in Asia and Pacific. The non-aliened countries,

(80) Department of State Bulletin, 28 (13 April 1953) 530.

(81) Genergl Assembly,Cfficial Records, Soventh Session,
aAnnexes, agenda Item 77, 1-2.
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on the other harnd, were desperately tryin~s to maintain a
"Peace Area" which ronld »emain unaffected by the strmsele for
po7er betveen the rival porer blocs. The anti-thesis betveen
these two pclitical apvroaches %o *the problam of the Pacifie
security is obvious. e poli~ny of the "situnation cf strensth"
postulates a readiness, on the part of those tryins to promote
and maintain it, to act ruthlessly to cownteract the challenge
of the rival. In so doine, their area of operations mieht not
know bounds. The United Sta‘es, as it has been seen, acted
without rezard to the feelings of others, to reinforce her
existinzs hold over the north-eastern Pacific, and was helping
France and Britain to maintain a similar situation in Vietnam
and Malaya respectively without regard to the repercnsslons that
such a policy misht have on thes peoples in and. aronnd 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 con?itions, preserve it from
the fire of the struesole for power ~oine around it. Thus, the
two operations - 'situation of strensth' and 'Peace Area' -
were mutually contradictcry.

With the simmltaneous operation of these two mtually
contradictory eguations in international polities of the
Pacific resion the movement for a Pacffic ﬁact reached an
interesting staze. Its formation wonld have synthetized the
various strands of the 'situation of strenzth' poliey. DBut

at the same time, it would also have been an anti-thesis to
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the 'Peace Area.! The United 3tates, thonzh civen to the
maintenance of a situation of strength in the Parific, ''as

not willine to brine nercelf face t~ face "ith the 'Pea~e Area.!
Cn °3 January 19851, a bi-partisan resclution was introdneced in
the louse of Representatives of the 7.%. Coneress, urgin~ the
Administration to join the efforts to "discourage further
aggression,” in the Far Fast and take the lead in ~iving the
countries of the Far East and South-Zast 4sia "the hope of
material betterment of livins conditions so urrently reqmired."(27]
But the Administration, thoush preoccnuplied "twenty-four-hours-
a-day" with the problem of defence of the Pazific, was, as

in the past, not willin~s to take the required steps at her

own. (83)

The ANZUS and the U.S.-Philippines Mitugl Defence Treaty

Cn 18 April 1951, however, ITruman announced that the
Tnited States had agreed to make such arrancements with
Australia and New Zealand as "would establish consultation to
strengthen security on the basis of continuous and effective
self-help and mutual aid." He also made it clear that the
proposed arranzsements would be "in pursuance of articles 51
and 52 of the United Nations Charter," (84) which tosgether

entitle a member of the United Nations to ‘make such arran~cmants

(82) Hindy, 24 January 1951,

5 (83) Acheson's - statement isgued on °1 Fe?ruary 1951,
epartment of State Bulletin, 24 (5 March 1951) 362.
TV id., (30 April 1951) 699.
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for self-defence as it deems necessary and to join o- form
rezional ovcanizations to thiat end or any other <nd not
inconsistent with the terms of the Charter. as a rec:l:,

a security pact between Australia, ew Zealznd and t%e¢ "nited
States was signed on 1 September 1951. The conclusion of bi-
lateral security pact between the Fhilinpines and the "united
States praceded its conclusion. The fourt™ articlzs of hoth
treaties provided for mutual assistance, "in accordance ‘iith
constitutional processes" of the party or parties concernad,

in czse of an armed attack on the territories or possessions

of either party or parties. (85) The treaty bhetween Aust slia,
Hew Zealand, and the “nitsd States, more pormlarly Ynown as
the aliZUS Treaty, also provided for a Courcil, 1likz that nn-er

1

the Horth atlantic Treaty, to consider ma*tors connerning

=1y
“UNe

£

implamentation of the treaty. (86) The treaty betreen the
Philippines and the United States provided for no such
council, but for consultation "from time to time re-ardin~ the
irplementation of the treaty." (87)
It ould be mzntioned that the lecision of the United
States to conclude these security pacts was in the nature of

compensation aiven by her to other parties for their sisnature

(85) sSee _the text of the ANZUS treaty, ibid., 25 (23 July
1951) 148-C. Tor the text of the U. S.-P“lllbn]hes treaty,
see ibid., (27 august 1951) 335.

(86) See article VII of the ANZUS treaty, ibid.

(87) See article III of the U.S.-Philippines treaty,
n.85.
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0 tne Japanese Psace Treaty. They had objeclted to these

™

provisions of the Jarvanese Peace Treaty “'.ich provided for

the ~eavmament of Japan. Tulles, "0 toured aAustralia and
the Puilirpires in January-Ffebruary 1051 to dissipate their
“ears, returned convinced that the United States would have to
marante: their security as the price for thz2ir sicnature to
the Japanese Peace Treaty. (82) Hence these treaties. JIven
b.fore the AllZUS Pact had been concluied, Dulles had said th:t
the "primary security value" of the proposed ANZTS would be to
let the probable a~reressors knovw that "the detsrent strikine
nover of the United Stat=ss would be brourht irnstantly irto
play if thiere should be an attack upon <ustralia or Iew
Zealand." (89) A U.S. Senator, A. Wiley, considered that the
allZUS was "a new form of Honroe Doctrine for the West

w

Facific." (90) Richard Casey, australia's Toreizn Minicter

uq

T

Wwas also inclined to rate its value in the same terms. (91)
It is thus clear that the parpose of the ANZUS treaty

as well as the iutual Security Treaty betvezn the Unlted States

and the Philirpines was :o associate the United States actively

with the ¢fforts being made by other parties to self-defence.

(88) Department of State Bnlletin, 24 (12 llarch 1051) 4C6.
(82) dindu, 74 4pril 1951.

(90) Christian Science loniter (Boston), 12 July 1951.

(91) Richard Casey, Friends & Neighbours (llichi~an, 1855)
82, 860 *
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The multilateral and bi-lateral twists respectively ziven to
these treaties were insignificant. The parties to both the
treaties agreed that "a more comprehensive system of regional
security in the Pacific" should develop in time. (92) That

such a pact had not been :oncluded vas obviously due to the
feeling of the United 3tates that time for that had not yet
arrived. This decision had been taken in spite of the expressed
disappointment of the British Government at the smaller confines
of the ANZUS treaty and the resentment of the Conservative Party
which was then in opposition in the House of Commons of the
British Parliament. (93) South Korea, too, resented that she
had been kept from, what it considered the ANZUS treaty to be,

a Pacffic Pact. (94) But the United States held her own. The
State Department stated that the "steps looking towards . . .
the development of a more comprehensive system of regional

security in the Pacific Area" would follow the ANZUS, (95)

(92) This phrase occurs in the Preamble of the
U.S.-Philippines Treaty, and Article VTIT of the ANZUS
Treaty. See the texts, vide n. 85.

(¢3) U.K., Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons,
486 (19 April 1951§, col. 2007-10.

(94) Ben C. Limb, "The Pacific Pact: Looking Forward
or Backward," Forejgn Affairs, 29 (New York, July 1951) 539-50.
(Limb was then the Foreign Minister of South Koreaj this
article has, therefore, been relied upon as the representative
opinion of the Government of South Korea.)

(95) Hindu, 10 August 1951.
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but it did not specify the steps to be taken to that end.
fixplaining the inhibitions of the United States in this recard,
Dulles wrote that the attitude of the neutrals towards Western
Powers was the most important factor influencing the U.S.
decisions regard ng it, and the champions of the Pacific Pact,
therefore, muist await and work for the dissipation of those
"unreasoned fears" which "barred fruitful collaboration between
Orientals and Westerners." (96)
IThe ANZUS Treaty, the United States, and
the Movement for a Pacific Pgct

Consequent upon the conclusion of the ANZUS treaty,
the movement for the Pacific Pact assumed a nev lease of life.
With the United States pledged to develop a comprehensive
security system for the Pacific area, a major hurdle from its
path had been removed. Now the problem, that remained,was to
reconcile the neutrals to its idea. Even before the conclusion
of the ANZUS treaty, Truman himself appealed to the peoples and
Governments of the Far Eagst "to understand us as we try to
understand them" and "undertake together" the tasks of opposing
the spirit of aggression. (97) 1In July 1952, Quirino went on
a state visit to Indonesia. In his address to the Tndonesian

Parliament, he said that his country had before herself a

(96) John Foster Dulles, "Security in the Pacific,"
Foreien Affairs, 31 (January 1952) 182, 1s4.

(97) Truman's speech of 17 October 1950. Departm
of State Bulletin, 23 (30 October 1950) 685, 686.
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vision of a “"partnership" of the countries of this region, and
appealed to the Indonesian Government to agree to accept its
benefits and responsibilities. (98) Quirino returned convinced
that his plan had made a favourable impression on the Tndonesian
Government. (99) But Soenardjo, Chairmén of the Foreign Affairs
sub-committee of the Indonesian Parliament, declared that a
military agreement between Indonesia and any other country
whatsoever was out of question. (100) Wilopo, the Indonesian -
Prime Minister, declared on 11 dugust 1252 that Indonesia would
adhere more closely than ever to its independent foreign

policy. (101)

The attitude of the Government of Indonesia towards the
proposed Pact seemed to havefzglong way in determinines the
attitude of the United States towards it. lndgnesia was the
only professedly neutral Asian country which had been inclined
to take the side of the United States in her strugele for powver
in the Pacific region. The popuilar reaction in Indonesia against
the pro-American steps taken by the Government disclosed that
such steps were unpopular in *the Asian countries. The United
States was, however, detsrmined not to alienate public opinion

in Asla away from herself unless it was absolutely necessarye.

(98) Indonesian Affairs, (June-July 1952) 17,

(99) Hindu, 14 August 1952,

(100) Timeg of Indonesia (Djakarta), 11 August 1952.
(101) Ibid., 12 August 1952.
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With the existing security system being considered as adequate
by the go-ernment of the United States, only a country capable
of aeffectively coercing the United States could have succeesded
in securing her support for the contemplated Pacific Pact.

The first meetinz of the ANZUS Council was scheduled for
August 1952. South Korea (102) and the Philippines (103) and
Britain used this opportunity [or impressing upon the United
States the need for forming a Pacific Pact. The United States,
however, showed no inclination to change her earlier stand on
the subject of a Pacific Pact. The ANZUS Council which duly
met in Hawaii in auzust 1952, decided asainst undertaking any
project for its own enlargement "at this early stace of its
own devzlopment.” (104) Between 22 and 26 September 1252,
the military committee of the ANZUS met at Honolulu. The
British Government made it known that its request for the
membership or association of, in any other form, with the
ANZUS had been rejected by the ANZUS powers. (105) It was

reported that Australia and New Zealand recommended the

(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. Ihe Timeg, 23 August 195°.

(103) On 10 august 1952, Romulo said that since
"the zround" for a possible Pacific Pact "had been" 1laid by
the ANZUS treaty, he had been asked by President Quirino
to work for its materialization. Manchegter Guar ’
15 December 1952.

(104) Department of State Bulletin, 27 (18 August
1952) 245.

(105) U.K. Parliamentary Debates, fHouse of Commons,
505 (26 October 1952) col. 26,
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acceptance of the British request but the United States
threatened to abandon the pact if they pressed the British

case further. (106) The report was promptly denied by the
United States, (107) bu® in spite of it, there was lit:le doubt
that the United States resisted resolutely the pressure of

her ANZUS partners to admit Britain into the ANZUS.

S. G. Holland, the New Zealand Prime Minister, himself
championed Britain's case for membership of the ANZUS treatv. (108)
The Australian Prime Minister, Robert Menzies, hovwever, told

the Rustralian Parliament that the decision to turn down the
British request was a unanimous decision, (109) but he reached
"complste understanding" in London on 14 December 1952 with

his British and New Zealand cocuncerparts regarding "certain
fundamental propositions which will, in due cburse, be the
subjzet 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 casze for membership of the ANZUS

treaty. (111) While these evidencas establish that neither

(106) New York Timeg, 19 October 1952; Obgserver
(Manchester), 12 October 1952.

(107) Manchegte rdian, 11 October 1952,

(108) L. K. Munro, "New Zealand and the New Pacific,"
Foreign Affairs, 31 (July 1953) 636.

(109) iamentary Debateg, 219 (15 October 1952) 1558.
(110) R.I.I.A..Documents, 1952, 492.
(111) Mancheste rdiap, 15 December 1952.
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Australia nor New Zealand was against the British association
with the ANZUS treaty, the U.S. assistant Secretary of State
John M. Allison's oft-repeated statements, during his tour of
the Pacific region from September to November 1952, that the
neutrals were unenthusiastic about tine idea of a Parcific Pact
made it clear that the United States nad not chanzed her stand
as regarus cue Pacific Pact. (112)

The year 1952 was the presicential elzction year in
tne United States. The Republican Party, whose candida.e,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, was voted presiden:, ihad promised to
end, what it considered, "the neslect of the Far East" if its
candidate won cthe elections. (113) The victory of General
Bisenhower, therefore, aroused fresn hope in the circle of the
champions of a Pacific Pact. In January 1953; Churchill paid
a visit to the United States and algo met Eisenrho er's Secretary
of State-designate, John foster Dulles, He was reported to
have urged upon nim the nee=d O pui to an end tne inaibitions
regarding the Pacific Fact, and establish it without delay. (114)
The new Administration, nowever, showed no marked inclination
to break {rom the old U.S. policy in this respsct. The

military and financial aid to france and Britain for purposes

(112) New York Times, 26 September 1952; Times of
Indonesia, 8 October 19523 Liindu, 5 November {952,

(113) James Eayers, "A Pacific Pact: 'Step in the
Right Direction'?" Interpational Journal, 7,No. 4
(Toronto 1951-2) 295.-

(114) New York Timeg, 13 January 1953.



of fighting the communists in Tndo-China and Malaya was
increased, but that was all that the new Administration was
willing to do. The second meeting of the aNZUS Council was
held in September 1953. Regardine its own enlarcement it
reached the conclusion that such a step "would not contribute
directly and materially"™ to the defence of the Pacific

area. (115) Dulles held that either the ANZUS or any other
existing bi-lateral security pacts between the United States
and countries of Pacific region could not be "the framework"
for a Pacific Pact. Moreover, he felt, like the preceding
Administration, that "the development within the Pacific area
of a greater measure of international goodwill and sreater
unity of purpose" must precede the establishment of a Pacific
Pact. (116)

It would be necessary here tg explain the continuing
coolness of the United States towards the case for a Pacific
Pact. OSome have sought to explain it awav by attributing it
to the deep opposition of the United States to the maintenance
of the colonial rule in any part of the world. It has also
been attributed to the unwillingsness of the United States to
underwrite the defence of the mainland South Fast Asia. There
can be no doubt about the fact that the United States was in

principle opposed to the maintenance of the colonial rule in

(115) Department of State Bulletin, 29 (28 September
.1953) 415, :

(116) Current Notes on Interpational Affairs (A Ministry

of Bxternal Affairs of Australia Publication, November
1953) 6564
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South-ast Asia, as much as she was opposed to it in any other
part of the world, and used all opportunities to demonstrate
her opposition to colonialism to the peoples of Asia. In
February 1952, the British Government declared its policy
that "Malaya should in due course become a fully self-zoverning
nation;" (117) this declaration was promptly and warmly welcomed
by the United States. (118) 1In respect of Indo-China, too,
she advocated independence for the Tndochinese States from
the French rule but wanted that the emerging independent
states should not have communist governments. In June 1952,
a Franco-U.S. communique said that the United States would
bear 40% of the expenditure on anti-commnist operations in
Indo-China, if the given aid was used "to build up national
armies of the Associated States." (119) Tt showed that the
United States, in fact, wanted France to leave Indo-China if
the defence of the succeeding states could be ensured.

The U.S. coolness towards the Pacific Pact, however,
can be hardly atbributed to her hatred for colonlialism and her
fear of being involwed in the struggle between colonialism and

anti-coloniaglism. ©She was opposed to communism more than to

(117) R.I.I.A. Documents 1951, 675. (Tt 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 State Bulletin,
26 (17 March 1952) 427.

(119) 1bid., (30 June 1952) 1010.



colonialismy wherever these two forces were pitched acainst
each other, she zlected to support colonialism. The
assistance that she had been r~entierinc to 3Britain and France
in Halaya and Indo-China respectively cannot be explained
obherwise. The argument that she was willineg to keep away
from the mainland South-fBast ~sia is, likewise, not very
convincing, for she was eXpressly appealins to the neutralist
countries of this region to join her in rfi~nting the m2nace
of communism. Moreover, the fact that sne was helping France
and 3ritain in holding the communists could not but convey
her determination to preserve the mainland from the Communist
Bloc.

as a matter of fact, the reason for U.S5. coclness towards
the case for the Pacific Pact lay in her confiaence that the
existing arranzements were enough to-restrain the Commanist
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. FPacific 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 was confident that Britain and France, in
Malaya and Indo-China respectively would succeed in breaking

the strength of the Communists. (121) With this confidence,

(120) Dulles, n. 96, 187.

(121) Acheson's speech, Department of State 3ulletin,
26 (30 June 1952) 1009-10.
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the United States was not prepared to further alienate the
neutrals who were opposed to the idea [or a Pacific Pact.

When these calculations were upset, the United States

proceeded cowards the goal, ¢nvisazea by her allies, ruthlessly
disregarding the representations of the neutrals azainst the
steps being takene.

Thomas E. Dewyey , the Republican candidate in the 1948
presidential election in the United States, called for,
following the conclusion of the separate security pacts with
the Philippines, Japan, and the ANZAC powers, "a sinzle Pacific
treaty to supersede ne bits and pieces approach of President
Truman." He said that the United States had gone "eichty-
per cent towards collective security" and must cover the
remainder. (122

It is difficult, howvever, to see the security pacts
referred to by Dewey , as deliberate'steps towards a Pacific
Pact as under discussion between its champions. The United
States, as we have seen, had never been opposed to the principle
of having an anti-comrmnist Pacific Pactyj she had only opposed
the suzzestion for forming such a pact even without the
co-operation of tie non-glizned governments of South and Southe-
Bast Asia. The outbreak of the Korean war had not caused any
change in the atti:zude of the non-alicned éountries towards the

idea of a Pacific Pact; for that matter, the U.S. attitude

(122) Christian Science Monitor, 18 September 1951.



towards the case for the formation of a Pacific Pact had not
undergone any change. Even when Fisenhower, a Republican,
became President of the United States, the attituce of the
government towards the Pacific Pact remained as before. Tt
cannot be hield, therefore, that the moverment “or a Facific
Pact had reached nearer the z0al than bzfcre the outbreak of
the Korean war.

xr

Yet, the movemert for a Pacific Pact had hetter ~-rounds

[43]

to live upon than durine the period pracedinz the onthregk
2 P 7

of the Horean vJar. In the first place, the a~sreasion in
Korea and tne war in Indo-China tended to snerest that thre
Commurict 3loc mizht be planning to launch azcression on
South-zmast Asigy conseguently, its chamvpions continmed %o

? S b ] >
pursue the2ir case. in the second place, the United States,
too, demonstirated that shas could disdairn the protestaticns of
the ncn-alirned ~overnmants, if such a ~ourse bhscame naecessary
in the inserest of the maintenance of her om inTluince ir the

Fal

Facific re-ion. This provided =he champions of the mor2mant

for a Pacific Pact withy the htope for a future.



Chapter Feur

THE COLLAPSE OF THE FRENCH DEFENCES IN INDO-CHINA
ARD THE REACTION OF THE UNITED STATES TO IT
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In the preceding chapter, it has been seen that the
United States had developed a broad military strategy with
an eye to contain any further advance of Communist Bloe forces
beyond the borders of mainland China. The U.S. troops as
disposed for the defence of South Kerea, Fermosa, and Japam
on one hand, and the French troops carrying on operations
against the Demecratic Republic of Vietnam en the other,
provided the backbone to this strategy.

In March 1954, hovwever, the Govermment of the United
States was informed by France that her resistance to the troops
of Ho Chi Minh had reached the propertions of a collapse, and
could not be continued any further without more active help
from the United States. As soon as this news was brokeam out,
the U.S. resistance to the movement for a Pacific Pact broke
down. ©She had no choice other than to fill up the breach,
that had occurred in her sgystem of strategy, with a collective
defence pact for South-East Asia. In this chapter, an attempt
is being made to explain the breakdown of the U.S. resistance

to the movement for a Pacific Pacte.



P e De I -
The Franco-Viet Minh War In Indo-China apd
the Navarre Plan

It has been pointed out previously that what France was
up against in Indo-China was not merely a strong communist
movement but also a nationalist movement at the same time,
spearheaded by the communists., Ho Chi Minh, though a staunch
communist, was also a great nationalist leader of Vietnam. It
was his personality as a natienalist that was prominent in the
minds of those fighting for the liberation of their country from
the alien rule. (1) As has been already pointed out, Ho
labouriously cultivated his own image as a nationalist in the
minds of his oWn people as well as those abroad. (2)

If the nationalist movements in South-E;st Asia had any
lesson to convey to the colenial powers, it was that a nationallst
movement could not pessibly be prevented from reaching its
appointed goals, though attempts to contain it might drive its
rank and file to the ranks of opposition to the Western Bloc.

The problem for France, therefore, was not merely to crush

(1) Por the attitude of the non-communist supporters of
Ho Chi Minh, see Virginia Thompson & Richard Adloff, The Left-

Wing in Soufheast Asfa (New York, 1950) 35, 37.

(2) Ho Chi Minh's reply to foreign correspondents, vide
Chapter I, n. 365 Harold R. Isaacs's interview with Ho Chi Minh,
vide Chap%er I, n. 77. Also see Ho's speech on the occasion of
the inanguration of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
Allan B. Cole, ed., Confl n_Indoeh : ipterns
Repercussiong (New York, 1956) 19«21,
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the communists, as 1t was impossible of achievement t1ll they
could stand for the values of nationalism, but to isolate them
from the currents of nationalism for crushing them. The first
step taken by France to this end was the organization qf
Agsociate States of Indo-China. Her allies helped her in this
task 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 Minh's government. Most of the
fighting against Ho's troops was still being done by the French
troops. It was obviemns to the United States that as long as
the war in Indo-China was not relieved of its colonial character,
popularity of Ho would continue to enhance. After the outbreak
of the Korean War, it became far more necessary to exterminate
the hold of the commnists in Indo-China, but trends in Indo-
China seemed to be moving away from tpis goal of the Western
Bloce The United States, in order to solve the dilemma in Indo=-
China, began urging upon France to develop the fighting strength
of the Associate States and ultimately put them in charge of the

(3) The new states of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia were
called Agsociate states, because they were still to attain
independent statehood. The administration of foreign affatrs,
defence and currency still remalned in the hands of France.

The United States recognized them as "independent states within
French Union" (vide Chapter II, n. 83), but Britain took them
as "Assoeiate Stateg within the French Union," Ihe Times
(London) 8 February 1950.
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fightinge. (4) The calculation of the United States was that
if the Assoclate States, instead of France, fought Ho's troops,
the wvar in Indo-China would be relieved of its colonial
character. 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 held to this poliey. (5)

In March 1953, Rene Mayer, the French Prime Minister,
paid a visit to the United States and discussed, with Eisenhower
and Dulles, "the plans for military action" in Indo-China.
Mayer promised to his hosts "to increase the effectiveness of
the French and Assocliate States' forces in Indochina™ and his
hosts promised "to determine how and to what extent the United
States might be able to contribute material and finanecial
support to their achievement," (6) The new plan for military
action, reportedly prepared by R. Salan, the Commander-ine-
Chief of the French Expeditionary PForces till May 1953 and
finally sealed by his successor Paul Henri Navarre, (7) conformed
to the desires of the United States. The purpese of this so-

(4) On 30 June 1952, a U.S.-Franco commmnique issued in
Washington said that the U.S. government 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
Rationalist armies of the Asgociate States."™ De

State Bulletin, 26 (30 June 1952) 1010.
(5) Ibid., 28 (9 February 1953) 212-6.
(6) Ibid., (6 April 1953) 491,

(7, Donakd Lancaster,
(London, 1961) 265,
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called Navarre Plan was two-fold. In the first place, it aimed
at creating an operational force more powerful than that of the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam. The number of Ho®s fighting
troops were supposed to range between 300,000 and 400,000, The
Navaree Plan aimed at the creation of an army of 550,000 men by
the end of 1955, In the second place, it aimed at adding 125,000
Indo~Chinese to their existing strength of 175,000 men in the
army of the Associate States by the end of 1955. (8) With this
plan, Dulles disclosed later, it was designed "to break the
organl zed body of communist aggression by the end of 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.™ (9) In June
1953, a military mission under the leadership of Lt. Gen.

John W. O'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, prier to 1954,
"additional financial resources not to exceed $385 millions"
for assisting France "to break up and destroy the regular

enemy forces in Indochina,"™ "with maximum speed and

effectiveness.” (11)

(8) Ibig.

(9) Dulles'! testimony before the Fereign Affairs Committee
of the House of Representatives on 5 April 1954, Department of
State Bulletin, 30 (19 April 1954) 583,

(10) Ibid., 28 (29 June 1953) 909,
(11) Ibid., 29 (12 October 1953) 486-7.



The Navaree Plan, however, was based on the assumption
that war in Indo-China would continue to remain localized. In
order to ensure that its calculations were not upset by the
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 a reason to them
to send their troops to help Ho's troops. The impending
cessation of hostilities in Korea, however, held a danger that
the Chinese, relieved from Korea, may be tempted to undertake
engagements in Indo-China. As the allies of France had helped
her by recognizing the Associate States, so also when she was
going to launch the most cruclal of her plans for military
action they came out to her help. On 16 April 1953, Eisenhower
declared that "the new Soviet leadership confronts" a free world
which knows that aggression in South-East Asia was "a threat to
the whole free community"™ which, if necesgsary, was to be met by
"anited ?ction.“ (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.” (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

(12) Ibid., 28 (27 April 1953) 601,
(13) Ibid., (11 May 1953) 674,



struggle against aggressive communism"™ which France was
carrying on in Indo-China. (14) On 27 July 1953,
representatives of the sixteen Governments, whose troops

had fought in Korea, followed the signé%i:t of the Korean
armistice with a declaration warning the Communist Bloec that
"armistice must not result in jeopardising the restoration of
the safeguarding of peace in any other part of Asia." (15)

On 2 September 1953, Dulles warned the Communist Bloc against
intervention in Indo-China which, he said, "could not occur
without grave consequences which might not be confined to
Indochina.™ (16) Thus supplemented, the Navarre Plan was

launched in October 1953.

The Situation in Indo-China, and the Attitudeg
within France Towards the war in Indo-Ching ’

The Navarre Plan and the allled backing for its
implementation provided solution to only one aspect 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 strong will to fight the Communists
on the part of France. The existence of such a will on the
part of tixre France depended, in its turn, on the attitude of
the people within the Associate States towards the policles of
France and that of the French people towards the war in Indo~China.

(14) Ibid., 29 (27 July 1953) 105,
(15) Ibid., 24 (August 1953) 247,
(16) Ibid., (14 September 1953) 339.



Regarding the attitude of the people within the Associate
States towards the war, a hint had been given in January 1953,

In a manicipal election held in Vietnam, a party 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 indicated the extent of concern of the
people for such problems.

Norodom Sihanouk's Revolt. The French authorities could
afford to ignore the manicipal fringe of the Vietnamese politics,
but they could hardly afford to do the same with Norodom Sihanonuk,
the monarch of Cambodia. In Cambodia, the movement for
independence from the French rule had been formally launched by
some nationalists in 1940. The organization formed by them was
known as Khmer Isaark (Free Cambodia). In 1951 Khmer Isaark
joined hands with the Viet Minh. (18) Its popularity was on
increase when Sihanouk decided to steal its nationalistie thunder.
In February 1963, he left Cambodia for holidéying in Europe,
but soon it turned out to be crusade for independence of Cambodia
from the French rule. In April, he reached New York, and
declared at a press conference that unless the French gave his
people "more independence within the next few months," they

would join the Viet Minh. Sihanouk pleaded for acquiescing

(17) Ellen Hammer, The Struggle for Indochina
(California,1954) 290.

(18) For detailed information about the Khmer Isaark,
see Thomson & Adloff, "Cambodia Moves Towards Independence,"

Far Eastern Survev, 32 (Angust 1953) 106-10.



by France in his demand for independence as, he believed, such
a step would nip the Khmer Isaarak in the bud. (19) As a
result of his campaign, France was constrained to give him
concessions. On 9 May 1953, two protocols were signed in Paris
by the Cambodian Prime Minister, Penn Nouth and the represen-
tative of the Government of France conceding the King the right
to command the Cambodian army and granting complete judicial
competence to the Government of Cambodia. (20) But in respect
of economic matters and extra-territorial rights of the French
in Cambodia, the French Government still held its own. (21)

Sihanouk, who had returned to Cambodia in the meantime,
was not at all satisfied with the new concessions. He asked
for as much independence for Cambodia as had been granted to
the Philippines by the United States, and wanted a PFranco=-
Cambodian military agreement on bases similar to that of the
U.S.-Philippine agreement of March 1947. (22) On 13 June he
openly revolted against the French rule and fled to Thailand
where he announced his decision to fight the French "to obtain
independence" for his country. (23)

t h the A tegs Sihanouk's revolt

was an enormous success. In the first place, he succeeded in

(19) New York Times, 19 April 1953,
(20) Hindu, 13 May 1953.

(21) Manchester Guardian, 12 May 1953.
(22) BNew Y Times, 26 May 1953,

(23) Manchester Guardian, 15 June 1953.
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convincing tne ranks of the w.mer lsaarak that he was far Crom
oeing a mere tool of the French. (24) In the second place, it
constrained Jfrance to make an offer, on 3 July 1953, of
negotiations to eacnh Associate States for a review of their
status within the french Jnion. (25)

Cnly Laos amon-: the three dssociate States ~ave in easily.
On 22 Cctober 1953, a treaty of "Amity and #riendship" was sizned
in Paris between Laos and -rance. As per tais treaty, “rance
recoinized waos as a "fully independent and sovereicsn state"
and Laos aireed %o remain a member of tne #rench Unlon, according
to wnose constitution, {oreizn and defence policies of the Union
were to pe a subject for the Union. (26) An attempt Lo conclude
a similar azreement with <Jambodia failed; she neld firmly to the
stand that the constitution of the French Union should be so
cnanzed as to conform to that of the S5ritish Commonwealth whose
members had unfettered sovereiznty. (27) 1In Vietnam, the case
for the continued frencn rmle was rejectad with no less emphasis
than in Cambodia. In ausust 1953, 3ao Dai, the king of Vietnam,

left for Paris for nerotiations resarding the new status for

(24) After Sihanouk's revolt, one of the most prominent
among hhmer Isaarak leaders, 3an Ngoc Thanh said that he had
mistaken tne xinz as a mere tool of ths French. (New York
Timeg, 24 June 1953). Sihanouk claimed in July that more than
3,000 cuerillas had joined him after nhe revolted against the
french rule. (lNew York :lerald Tribune, 25 July 1953).

(25) DNew York Times, 4 July 1953,

(26) Mancnester Juardiasn, 24 October 1953,
(27) 1bid., 14 July 1953.



his state within the French Union. But soon it became clear
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 with an eye 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)

Bao Dai, who was then in Paris, was perplexed by the turn of
events in Vietnam in his absence and immediately dispatched
Prince Bun Loc, his trusted lieutenant, to convene another
Congress. The purpose of this Congress, according to Bao Dai,
would be to determine the terms of independence and conditions
under which Vietnam would be willing to remain within the Unien,
and submit a list of twenty names from which 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 from12 to 17 October 1953, On 16 October, it passed a
regolution, asking for the "total independence of Vietnam." (30)
Bun Loc soon applied his pressure on the delegates and got it
amended. (31) Even so, the resolution as finally passed held
the right of the national assembly, whose members were to be

elected on the basis of universal sufferage and which was to

(28) rk Times, 7 September 1953,
(29) 1bid., 9 September 1953.
(30) Ibid., 17 September 1953,

(31) Manchester Guardian, 19 October 1953,



be completed before the conclusion of Paris negotiations, to-
ratify any agreement that could be reached in Paris. The
Congress also refused to designate candidates to participate
in the negotiations with France, giving clear indication thereby
that 1t wanted to be completely free to disavow the results of
the negotiations, if these did not conform to its desires. (32)
War~Wearjness Within France, The unrest in Cambodia and
Vietnam against the French rule, in itself, was enough to break
the morale of the Government of France which was fighting to
preserve them from the communists. It was obvious that even
if France could exterminate commnism from Indo-China, she would
still lose the country to the nationalists. The resulting
outlook for the future of French rule in Indo-China brought
itself to bear heavily on the political situation within
France. As a matter of fact,.wearingss with the eight-year war
had been mounting in France for some years, and the governments
had been aware of it. vLate in 1952, Prince Bun Hoi, a Vietnamese
noble, had been dispatched by the French Government to Rangoon
to discuss the settlement of the problem with a representative
of Ho Chi Minh. Bun Hol, however, did not succeed in his
mission. (33) The beginning of the negotiations for armistice
ﬁ:: Korea raised hopes that a similar course may follow for

Indo-China. The expression of desires to that end by the

(32) PFor the text of the resolution, see Hipdu,
19 October 1953.

(33) Hammer, no 17, 3100



Communist Bloc fed war-weariness within France. (34)

This weariness, hovwever, assumed dynamic proportions as
a factor in French polities only after the Saigon Congress.
Sihanouk*®s revolt, which had preceded the holding of the
Saigon Congress, and the reports about the proceedings of the
Congress aroused "contemptuous anger" in France. (35) The
French were intelligent enough to see that the French Union,
in its present form, had no prospects in Indo-China; they were
not interested in the war in Indo-China for anything less than
that. The feeling in France was that there was no point in
throwlng away French soldiers in Indo-China, which was not to
remain with France in future, while Germany was being rearmed
near home. A discussion on the problem of Indo-China in the
National Assembly followed the conclusion of the Baigon Congress.
The Assembly decided by 315 votes to_257 that everything should
be done to achieve peace by negotiations in Indo~China. (36)

T D B P
The dilemma of the French Government cannot be

described; it can only be imagined. On the one hand, it was

(34) On 2 Angust 1953, the Russiam army paper *'Red Star!
sald that the Korean truce provided a fresh stimlus for ending
the war in Indo~China. (Ney ¥ T , 3 August 1953). A
broadcast from Peking on 14 September also stressed the
possibility of a truce in Indo-China. (Hipndu, 16 September 1953).

(35) Mapnchegter Guardiap, 27 October 1953.
(36) New Y Herald T s 29 October 1953,
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being pressed by the people at home to abandon if it saw no
prospect for the French Hnion in Indo-China. (37) Even while
allowing it to fight, they wanted it to seek peace whenever

such an opportunity came. On the other hand, the unrest

against the French rule in Cambodia and Vietnam, it had become
clear, was only 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 faet, the U.S. Government was
reported to have urged France to bring the case before the
United Nations so that the communists could be condemned by the
Security Council and the allied help to France could assume more
effective proportion. (38) Such a course could have mitigated
the French burden, but at the same time, it would have taken
away the direction of war from her hands. Such a course would
also have drained her of the capacity to influence the'political
trends in Indo-China, and would open her colonial rule in Afriea,
too, to the attack of the Afro-Asian Bloc in the United Nations.
Considering the mood of the people of France, such a course

would have been dangerous for any government to take. (39)

(37) Wnile the French National Assembly pressed the
government to explore the possibilities of peace in Indo-China,
it also asked it to see that independence of the Associate
States was granted within the French Union. Jlbid.

(38) Manchester 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 ¥ H T s 8 May 1953,
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In October 1953, the Government of France decided to -
make its most crucial move with an eye to escape from the
dilemma in which it found itself. It opened offensive on the
forces of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam disposed round
Thanh Hoa, south of the Red River delta. This was the beginning
of the implementation of the Navarre Plan. Joseph Laniel, the
French Prime Minister, justified this act as necessary in view
of the intransigence of Ho Chi Minh, whom he accused of being
apathetic to his call for peace. (40) At the same time, it also
started negotiations with the Assoclate States with the professed
intention of determining their new status within the French
Union. On 20 November, French para-troops captured Dien Bien
Phu, a town which had been under Ho's control since the previous
year.

The town of Dien Bien Phu did.pot have any major
positional significance in the war between Ho's troops and
those of France. But towards the end of 1953, it was invested
with tremendous significance by the French. The core of the
Franco-Vietnamese army, the French Expeditionary Force, was
concentrated here with a view to fight the highly trained
mobile units of Ho's army. Under the Navarre Plan, the French
Expeditionary Force was charged with the task of meeting the
threat of the mobile units of Ho's forces. The capture of
Dien Bien Phu by it, therefore, meant that it was preparing

for the final assault. Ho's troops accepted the challenge.

(40) Ibid., 29 October 1953.



“ [y
149

When the French Expeditionary Force proceeded to provoke battle
round Thanh Hoa, they retreated, but towards the end of the war,
they, too, were reported to have been positioning themselves
with an eye to meet the challenge thus thrown. (41)

The significance of the capture of Dien Bien Phu, therefore,
was primarily political. It indicated that the Government of
France was trying to provoke direct showdown between its own
crack units in Indo-China and those of the Democratic Republie
of Vietnam. With Ho's troops, led by the skillful General
Vo Nguyen Glap, accepting the challenge, the future of the war
in Indo-China was pinned on the fate of Dien Bien Phu.

The Siege of Dien Bijen Phu

Wnile the Government of France had, it seems, given firm
orders to the authorities in Indo-China to provoke battles with
Ho's troops, it also, in deference to the wishes of its own
people, remained on the lookout for opportunities to negotiate
peace with Ho Chi Mimkh. In November 1953, Le Dinh Than, a
delegate from the Democratic Republic of Vietnam to the World
Peace Council session held in Vienna, said that the war in
Indo~China could be ended by peaceful negotiations. (42) On
29 November, a Stockholm newspaper, Expressen, published a
report of an interview with Ho Chi Minh. According to this

report, Ho professed preference for peaceful negotlations as

(41) Hindy, 27 December 1953,
(42) Timeg, 17 December 1953,
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a means to the settlement of the terms of independence for
Vietnam. (43) The French press demanded an exploration of the
desire for peaceful negotiations expressed by the Ho Government. (44)
Meanwhile, the Soviet acceptance of the Western proposal for a
conference of Foreign Ministers of Soviet Union, the United
States, Britain, and France came to the rescue of the French
Government. The conference met in Berlin during January-February
1954, and V. M. Molotov, the Soviet Foreign Minister, agreed,
professedly in deference to the wishes of France, (45) to convene
jointly with France, Britain, and the United States, a conference
in Geneva to discuss the problems of Korea and Indo-China.

Dulles was, however, sceptical about the prospects of the
proposed conference. He advised Georges Bidault, the French
Foreign Minister, against being complaisant as fegards Indo~China,
and urged him to go ahead with the implementation of Navarre
Plan. (468) His attitude to the coming encounter with the Communist
China at Geneva was tha€?$ou1d come to "account before the

bar of the world opinion™ for her role in the Korean and Indochinese

(43) Hindu, 1 December 1953.

(44) For a survey of the French press reactions to Ho's
offer, see Hindy, 13 December 1953,

(45) V. M. Molotov said in Berlin on 10 Pebruary 1954 that
his government would readily discuss the Far Eastern problems at
a wider conference than the one being held in Berlin if it was
"a matter of such great urgency to France," Christian Science
Mo s 11 February 1954.

(46) Ibid., 18 February 1954,
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war. (47) 1In other words, Dulles was not contemplating any
serious negotiation for peace with the commnists at Geneva.

In France, attitudes towards the forthcoming conference on
Indo-China were varying. On 19 February 1954, Rene Pleven, the
French Minister for National Defence, accompanied by General Ely,
the Chief of Staff of the French Armed Forces, inspected defences
in Indo-~China. They, however, returned with varying opinions.
Ely told Laniel that the French defences in Indo-China were
strong and could resist any offensive if it was launched by Ho's
troops. (48) Pleven, on the other hand, confided to Laniel that
the general military 3ituation in Indo-China was unfavourable for
France, and, therefore, advised him to send Ely to Washington
"in order to inform our allies very exactly of the real military
prospects.” (49) Laniel, however, elected to rely on Ely's
reports. On 5 March 1954, he told the National Assembly that
the evacuation by Ho's troops of Laos, Cambodia, and South
Vietnam and an agreement between France 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 Bien Phu wvere
further entrenching themselves. On 6 February 1954, the United

(47) Department of State Bulletin, 30 (8 March 1954) 346,
(48) Lancaster, n. 7, 294,

(49) lbid., 295,
(50) Ibid., 294=-5.



States had dispatched 200 mechanics ?gg)twelve B~26 bombers -to
reinforce the French position thered The Democratic Republiec
of Vietnam, however, was equally determined to deny the French
the advantage of being in control of Dien Bien Phu while
negotiating with the Communists at the Geneva Conference. No
less than France, the Democratic Republic was thus determined
to negotiate at Geneva from a position of strength.

The fateful day came on 13 March 1954 with Ho's troops
taking the offensive with an attack on Dien Bilen Phu. The
battle that ensued between the crack units of the opposing
troops was a trial of strength between France and the Democratic
Republic, each being equally determined to negotiate from a
position of strength at Geneva. Soon after the opening of the
battle, the French began to suffer reverses till the French
troops posted in Dien Bien Phu were subjected to a protracted
seige by Ho's troops. They however aid not surrender in the
knowledge that their surrender would represent a decisive
defeat for France in Indo-China. On 8 May 1954, however, they
were constrained to give in.

R U S
Dien Bien P

The United States was committed not to send her troops.

to Indo-China. The decision to send material reinforcements

to Indo-China on 6 February 1954 had caused alarm in the

(51) New York Times, 7 February 1954,
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United States that she might become involved in the war in
Indo-China. (52) The Government, however, made definite
pronouncements to remove any canse for alarm. On 10 February
1954, BElsenhower stated that he could "conceive of no greater
tragedy than for the United States to become involved in war
in Indochina."™ (53) Charles Wilson, the Defence Secretary,
also said that the United States would refrain from being
involved in war in Indo~China. (54) On 18 February 1954,
Admiral Radford, chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff and
Walter Bedell Smith, Under-Secretary of State and himself an
experienced soldier, told the Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee of
the House of Representatives that the French had developed such
a military strategy for Indo-China that they would win the war
even without the help of the U.S. troops. (55) 1In spite of the
French reverses at Dien Blen Phu, the United States appeared to
stick to her old policy. On 23 March 1954, Dulles told the
press that a commnist viectory in Indo-China "in terms of
commnist domination of Indochina" was not probable, and that
the U.S. policy towards the war in Indo-China was established

"so far as the political aspects of it are concerned."” He made

(62) See editorials asking for defining the U.S. attitude

in New York Times, 9 February 1954; Esn.xgzk_ﬂsﬁalﬂ_211nngs
8 February 1954; inu.m_s_emﬁ.e_bmm. 10 February 1954.
These newspapers also contained letters to the same effect
during the week beginning from 7 February 1954. Several
influential Senators also volced their opposition to it,:

New Y Her I s 15 February 1954.

(53) New York Timeg, 12 February 1954.

(54) Christian Science Monitor, 9 February 1954.
(55) New York He T s 19 February 1953.
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it clear that in view of the decided principle of the U.S.
poliey regarding Indo-China, any further request for help by
France would be "a matter for Defense people in any case.” (586)

Dulles! press conference on 23 March 1954 was held before
his meeting with Ely, who had been sent to Washington with the
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
Pregident. What followed these conferences was a complete
reversal of the attitude of the United States towards war in
Indo-~China. On 24 March 1954, Eisenhower indicated the shape of
the coming change in the 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 considered it as "lying on the
fringe or the periphery of our interegts.“ (59) The logical
conclusion was reached on 29 March 1954, Dulles speaking at
the Overseas Press Club of America at New York said,

Under the conditions of today, the imposition on

Southeast Aslia 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 States feels
that that possibility should not be passively

(56) De State Bulletin, 30 (5 April 1954) 512-3,

(57) Chalmers M. Roberts, "The Day we Did'nt Go to War,"
The Reporter, 10 (New York, 14 September 1954) 21,

(58) New York Times, 25 March 1954.
(59) Ibid., 18 March 1954,



accepted, but should be met by united action. These -

might involve serious risks. 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 direect contrast to all the declara-
tions made about the U.S. policy in Indo-China before his
fateful conference with Ely on 23 March 1954, On 7 April 1954,
Dulles, in a broadcast, argued that his declaration of 29 March
did not strike any new note in the U.S. policy towards Indo-
China but was simply a reiteration of the policy outlined by
Eisenhower on 16 April 1953. (62) It is, however, not possible
to accept Dulles' comparison of the sense of his own speech
made on 29 March 1954 with that of Risenhower's made about a
year earlier. What Eisenhower had said then vas that in case
China sent her troops to assist Ho's troops, the Western Bloc
would confront her. Eisenhower's speech of 16 April 1953, was,
therefore, a warning to China against sending troops to Indoe
China. In contrast to it, Dulles' plea to the allies for united
action, as made on‘33$5ﬁ§%g&3954, was occasioned not because eof 7
Chinese troops were fighting on the side of Ho's troops which
Eisenhower had made a condition for retaliation by the Western
Bloec, but because a situation was likely to develop in Indo-China

which, according to the earlier calculations, could not have

(60) Departmept of State Bulletim, 30 (12 April 1954) 540,

(61) On 31 March, Eisenhower told his press conference
that he had seen Dulles' speech before it was delivered and
approved it., New ¥ T1 s 1 April 1954,

(62) Depar f State e 30 (27 April 1954) 601,
Eisenhower's opoech oF 16 ﬁpril Rais “2de n. 12.



developed without the active participation of the Communist
Bloe troops in the war.

Although Dulles had no justifiable reason to compare
his own speech of 29 March 1954 with that of Eisenhower of
16 April 1953, yet he could have justifiably claimed that his
plan for united action was not an aberration from the general
tenor of the South-East Asia policy of the Unlted States but
its inevitable outgrowth. It had been the policy of the United
States to contain the expansion of the Communist rule beyond
the borders of China. 8 4 the outbreak of the Korean war,
she had relied on her own military strength as well as that of
her allies for the achievement of this aim. Her own forces in
the northeastern Pacific provided a safeguard against Communist
expansion in that direction. Prance 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 Democratic Republic of Vietnam but also to exterminate 1it,
Even on 23 March 1954 Dulles was confident that France would
reach her goal in Indo-China. (63) When in the evening of the
same day, he was informed about the impending collapse of the
French resistance in Indo-China, Dulles was caught unaware.
It meant that a severe breach had occurred in the Pacific defence
system of the United States. Dulles' plan for ‘united action®

in Indo-China was not a design for a new policy to replace the

(63) Vide n. S6.
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old, but to fill up the breach that had occurred in the
military strategy for achieving an oft-repeated objective.
His case before the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House
of Representatives, that the United States must act in
Indo~China to frustrate the "scheme" of the Communist

Bloe, (64) better rationalized his plan for united action
than his argument that it was a simple reiteration of an older
policy. In form, it was a new policy in spite of Dulles'
claims to the contrary, but in spirit, it was an inevitable
outgrowth of a policy laid down four years earlier by Acheson
that the United States would meet Soviet thrusts everywhere
and by all means. (65)

Reactions to the Dylles Plap -

Under the constitution of the United States, it is the
Congress which holds the right to declare war. (66) It was,
therefore, necessary for Dulles to reconnoitre the
Congressional circle before taking any decisive step regarding
his plan for 'united action' in Indo-China. On 3 April 1954,
Dulles and Radford conferred with a group of Congressional

leaders consisting of both the Republicans and the Democrats.

(64) Vide n. 9.
(65) Vide Chapter II, n. 82,
(66) ©See Sectiocn 8 of the Constitution of the United

States of America, in D. W. Brogan, Goverpment of the People
(New York, 1933) Appendix I, 389-90,



John McCormack, one of the group, described later that at

that meeting Dulles explained his plan for attack on the
besiegers of Dien Bien Phu and proposed to them "to commit
ourselves in Indochina even without any assistance from any
other country." The Congressional leaders did not disagree
with the rationale, as given by Dulles, for united action,

but advised him to secure support of friends and allies, with
interests in the Pacific region, for his plan. (67) The stand
thus taken by the group meant that they would vote for his
case in the Congress if it enjoyed support of the allies.

Re S d S =) A

It has been seen that Dulles, while making his case
for united action in Indo-China, was convinced that the issue
in Indo-China was primarily one between the Weétern Bloc and
the Communist Bloc, and other aspects of it are secondary to
this primary character of it. To the Communist Bloc, too, it
had the same significance as hgd been evidenced by the
recognition extended by its memberg to Ho Chi Minh's Government
as the lawful government of I:Zi;g;;na. (78) In the framework
of Asian history, however, the struggle in Indo~China was
primarily one between colonialism and anti-colonialism. In

such an affair, the Governments of the newly independent South

(67) TU.s. ggggﬁgggigngl_ggg§;g§ 101, No. 32 (House of
Representatives, 22 February 1955 1655. _

(68) Communist China recognized Ho's Government as the
lawful Government of Indo-China on 20 January 1956 (Hindu,
21 January 1950). Russia followed on 2 February 1950
(Hinda, 3 February 1950).



and South East Asian countries could not have afforded the
luxury of taking such a stand on the problem of Indo-China as
would be tantamount to ignoring the struggle between colonialism
and nationalism there. Anti-colonialism was the most powerful
force in the history of these countries; their leaders could not
have ignored it without jeoparadizing their own political
existence. Nehru, U Nu and Sukarno did not create this force;
each of them came forward to lead a given movement. They were
capable of influencing the course of this movement, but could
not change its framework. Had they faltered in leading it,
others would have replaced them. No political group other than
the communists were more likely to replace them in case they
failed, Nehru, U Nu, and Sukarno - all of them were
demonstragbly non-communist. But on the 1ssue of colonialism
versus anti-colonialism, they could not be expected to pave the
way for their rivals by taking a stand in favour of colonialisme.
Given thelr opposition to communism on one hand and requirements
of their leadership on the other, there could hardly have been
a more difficult problem for defining thelr attitude on than
that of Indo-China. It is important to point out that till
Dulles proclaimed his intention to fight the communists in
Indo~China, the non-aligned leaders of Asia had preferred to
maintain a non-committal stand regarding Indo-China. They
supported the case for the independence of Indo-China and
denounced the role of French colonialism but at the same time,

they also refrained from recognizing Ho Chi Minh's Government.
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Nor, there was ever convened a conference on Indo-China, liﬁe
that on Indonesia in January 1949, to organize support for the
independence struggle in Indo-China.

It 1s in this background that reactions of the Governments
of the newly independent countries of South and South-FEast Asia
should be examined. In the context of Asian history, Dulles!
plan meant a plan to support an imperialist power like France
against a nationalist movement triumphantly marching ahead under
the leadership of Ho Chi Minh. When Dulles announced his plan,
the old image of the United States as an anti-colonialist nation
had already evaporated from Asia. It came at a time when the
United States was being considered the most ruthless of the
imperialist powers. Various steps taken by the United States
following the outbreak of the war in Korea, like the neutrali-
zation of Formosa, the crossing of the 38th Parallel in Korea,
the Japanese Peace Treaty, military aid to France and Britain
for fithgint the communists in Indo-China and Malaya respectively
and the security pact with Japan, worked to tarnish the former
image of the United States. The brusque treatment given to
the protests of the Asian Governments against thege steps
led to the development of a profound anti-U.S. feeling in Asla.
The communist propaganda steadied its growth. A statement
made by Walter S. Robertson, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State
for Far Eastern Affairs, in February 1954, that his Government

was "undertaking to maintain for an indefinite period of years
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American dominance in the Far East," (69) accelerated its paée.
The arms aid pact between Pakistan and the United States, the
presence of the Kuomintang troops on the Burmese soil, and the
continuing Dutch rule in West New Guinea, fed the fast-growing
anti-American feeling in India, Burma and Indonesia respectively.
Since these were also the countries which had held obstinately
to the policy of non-alignment, the impression was gaining
groundﬂﬁge United States, was determined to injure their
interests. In these countries, the popular resentment against
the United States was especially formidable.

The growing anti-Americanism in Asia was not an isolated
trend but a manifestation of the deep-rooted anti-colonialism
in these countries. It was incumbent on the ruling regimes
in the newly independent countries of Asia to éave their
peoples from what, they considered, colonialist machinations.
Robertson resented the "misinterpretation™ being put to his
statement. (70) Even if we appreciate Robertson's resentment,
the fact remains that his statement lacked subtlety. Peoples
of North America and Europe on one hand and those of Asia on
the other were living two different historical exlstences.

It would be better to repeat here that communism in the Asian
historical framework was not, as it was in Europe or North
America, a subversive force but one of the powerful ideas

competing with others for the allegiance of the Asian peoples.

(69) Manchester Guardian, 25 February 1954.
(70) Hindu, 17 March 1954,
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If the ruling regimes could fail to represent the popular
resentment and fears, the communists were walting to replace
then,

Robertson's statement, thus, raised the fundamental
issue in the struggle between liberalism and communism in Asia.
Its Asian significance lay in its being a challenge of imperialism,
The issue, that it raised, therefore, was whether the non-
communists in power could meet it or not. The communists were
making promises in this regard. The non-communist ruling
regimes, therefore, were constrained, under the pressure of
circamstances, to denounce, what appeared to be then, Amerilcan
colonialisme On 28 February, Nehru proclaimed, in reply to
~ Robertson, on behalf of all Asians, as it Wwere, that "Asians
do not propose to accept the American dominance.™ (71)

Dulles! statement of 29 March 1954 further whetted anti-
Americanism in Asia; following on Robertson's, it appeared as
the beginning of the end. Since it was, in the context of
Asian history, a logical development of Robertson's statement,
Nehru's reply to Robertson had to catch up with it. On 24 April,
Nehru denounced Dulles' statement as "a kind of unilateral
declaration of Monroe Doctrine over the countries of Asia." (72)
A conference of the Prime Ministers of Ceylon, Burma, Indonesia,

Pakistan, and India was held in Colombo from 26 April to 1 May

(71) Ibid., 2 March 1954,

(72) 1India, 2gr11&§§n§azz Debateg, House of the People
4 Part 11 (24 April 1954) 557.



1954. The conference called for a ceasefire in Indo-China,
withdrawal of the French rule from Indo-China, and an agreement,
guaranteeing non-intervention in Indo-China, between China,
Britain, the Soviet Union and the United States. (73) The Asian
reply to Dulles' call for 'united action' in Indo-China was thus
a counter-call for ceasefire and non-intervention in Indo-China.
The antit$hesis between the two needs no explanation.

The hostile reaction to the Dulles plan, however, should
not be taken to mean that the Asian Governments favoured the
Communist Bloe in the cold war. Nehru, leading, what appeared
to be then, the revolt of Asian against the Western Bloc, was
the most thorough opponent of communism in Asia. (74) U Nu and
Sukarno were also the most profound opponents of communism in
their respective countries. But all of them were leaders of
given anti-colonialféovements. Each of them was anxious to
maintain the pitch of hls anti-colonialist thunder and protect it
from the communists. Their anti-American utterances, therefore,

appear to have been addressed primarily to their own peoples.

(73) Rel.I,A. Documents 1954, 167. The communique issued

by the Colombo 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, Bazllg?ggggxx_gghaggg,
(House of People, 4 part ii, 24 April 1954) 5581-3.

(74) Vincent Sheean says, "But to suppose that Mr. Nehru
has a weakness for communism is arrant nonsense." %The case for
India" Forejgn Affairs, 30 (October 1951-2) 85, Dulles himself,
while on a tour of Indlia between 20 and 23 May 1953, declared
at a press conference that India was "acting according to its
best judgment to promote democracy in the world.," He added,

"I have no doubt,whatever, in my mind,that the government . . .

in India are strongly opposed to totalitarianism and its
spread,". Hindu, 21 May 1953.
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Their peoplss welcomed sucn utterancese. The comrmnists were
promising to provide what the peoples wanted if the non-
communists failed to rise to the occasion.

1t is significant that the iailippines, which supported
the Julles plan "in prineciple," (75) proclaired that the povers
unaertaking to fisnmt te communists in Indo-Cihina must precede
it by a pledze to respect "the riznt of the Asian peoples to
self-determination.” (768) Tne Jovernnents of Ceylon and Pakistan,
thouzh sympathetic to the plizht of the United States, (77)
joined, nevertneless, those of lndia, 3urma, and Indonesia in
denouncing colonialism. (78) Tueir reactions, therefore, show
that not only che jovernments of India, Burma, and Indonesia
but also the pro-american rcevimes in Ceylon, Faklstan, and the
Philippines were mindful of the working of anti-colonialism in
their regpective countries and the probable impact of their
unqualified acceptance of the sulles plan on the domestic

situation. That tie reactions to the Dulles plan of the

(75) Statesman, 16 april 1954.

(76) The Republic of the rhilippines, Official Gazette,
50 (April 1954) 1540.

(77) Both the zovernments of Fakistan as "ell as Ceylon
granted the transit and landing rishts to the U.S. military
aircrafts engazed in airlifting paratroops from Faris to Hanoi.
(Hindu, 28 April 1954). That the United States may request
for similar facilities from India had been discussed in the
Indian FParliament and Fehru 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. Ibid., 23 April 1954.

(78) See the comrunique of the Colombo Conference,
vide ne. 73
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Governments of India, Indonesia, and Burma were more bellicose
than those of Ceylon and Pakistan 1s to be attributed to the
American patronage belng given to Pakistan, Formosa and the
Netherlands in spite of the protestations of the Governments
of India, Burma, and Indonesia respectively.

Thailand was the only country of Asia which lent
unqualified support to the Dulles Plan. (79) But as regards
her support, it is to be remembered that Thailand was the only
South-East Asian country which had never been under the colonial
rule. Consequently, anti-colonialism was not a force in Thail
history. In fact, the most powerful operation in Thai history
has been the search of national security. The rise of a powerful
China in itself was enough to scare Thailandj; the unconcealed
contempt of the new Chinese regime for the ruling regime in
Thailand further scared the Thal government. (80) Thailand's
support for an anti-Chinese plan of Dulles, therefore, was as
natural as was the hostility to it of the Govermnments of India,
Indonesia and Burma and the reserved support of the ruling

regimes in the Philippines, Ceylon, and Pakistan.

(79) New Times of Burmg (Rangoon), 11 April 1954,

(80) For more detailed analysis of China as a factor
in the Thal foreign policy, see Amry Vandenbosch & Richard
A. Butwell, t A W P (Lexington,
1957) 163-5, 1757, 178-8, Also see John Kerry King
"Thailand's Bureaucracy and the Threat of Communist éubversion,“

Far Eastern Survev, 23 (November 1954) 119,



Reaction of Britain and Australia

The reactions of Britain and Australia to the Dulles Plan,
though in consequence similar to those of the non-aligned
countries, was, however, not predicated upon similar subjectives.
While the non-aligned countries resented the decision of Dulles,
Britain (81) and Australia (82) welcomed the U.S. interestedness
in the defence of South-East Asia. But they doubted if a united
action by the allies in Indo-China at that stage could save it.
They opined, therefore, that France should persist with a holding
war till a settlement about Indo-China could be arrived at the
coming Geneva conference. They held that if the settlement of
Indo-China problem meant its partitition, it should be accepted. (83)
The United States was not opposed to the principle of the partition
of Indo-China as such but was sceptical about it; worth as a
measure of peace with the communists. (84)

The reaction of Anstralia and Britain, however, was so

categorically against the Dulles plan for ‘'united action' that

(81) Anthony Eden, Memoirs (London, 1960) 91,

(82) Commenting on Dulles! speech of 29 March 1954
Casey said in the House of Representatives that “Anstralla

cannot but welcome this American interest in preserving the
security and independence of the nations of South-East Asia
and the South Pacific.™ Currept Notes, 25 (April 1954) 287.

(83) Eden, n. 81, 92, For Anstralia's stand, see Casey's

statement in the Australian House of Repregentatives, Parliamentary
- Debates (New Series), House of Repregentatives, 4 (14 August 1954) 97,

(84) Ipigd.
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the United States soon changed the shape of her proposition.’
She now proposed that an ad hoc coalition, consisting of the
United States, Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand,
the Philippines, and the three Associate States of Indo-China,
should be formed immediately. Thils coalition should issue a
solemn declaration of thelr readiness to take concerted action
under Article 51 of the U.N. Charter against continued inter-
ference by China in the Indo-China war. The United States, also
proposed that simultaneously with keeping a watch on the
developments in Indo-China, the proposed coalition should also
set about organizing a collective defence pact for South-East
Asia. (85) On 4 April 1954, Eisenhower in a personal letter

to Churchill urged him to fall in line with the U.S. plan. (86)
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" with 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." (87)

(85) Ibid., 92-3.
(86) James Shepley, "How Dulles Averted War,"

U.S, Newsg and World Report, 40 (Washington, 27 January

1956) 131. This article is based on an interview given by
Dulles, to its author, of the negotiations regarding

united gction in Indo-China. It was originally published in

Life magazine on 16 January 1956 and was reproduced in
U.S. News and World Report.

(87) Hindu, 8 April 1954,
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The United States, it would appear, had released her
trump card by converting her plan for united action into a
plan for South-East Asia defence pact. Most of those proposed
for the membership of the ad hoc coalition had been advocating
the case for a South-East Asia-centric Pacific security pact,
and the U.S. refusal to participate in the making of such a pact
without the non-aligned powers of South and South-East Asia had
been the biggest hurdle on its way. In order to neutralize
Indiats continued opposition to the collective defence arrangements
in Asia, Dulles proposed her exclusion from it as also that of
Formosa, Japan, and South Korea. (88) Dulles calculated that
if the territorial scope of the proposed pact could remain
confined to South-East Asia alone, India*s opposition to it could
be neutralized. Since most of the advocates of.the case for a
Pacific Pact had also sought to make it S8outh-East Asia-centric,
Dulles believed that he would achieve thelr support for his new
plan.

Dulles' new plan met with enthusiastic approval of
Britain and Australia who had opposed his plan for united action
in Indo-China. Still, however, there remained a fly in the
ointment. Dulles wished to see the formation of an ad hoe
coalition to precede the actual formation of the South-Bast Asla
Collective Defence Pact. The purpose of this coalition would

have been to warn China against continued interference in Indo-China.

(88) Eden, n. 81, 97.
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It, therefore, naturally followed that if China decided to
ignore its existence, the ad hoc body would go into action.
Neither Britain nor Australia belleved that China would take
note of its existence. The result, therefore, would be war.
Since they were ready to give in to the partition of Indo-China,
they felt that war would be an undesirable instrument for
achieving this objective. They further felt that if France
continued a holding war in Indo-China, which they believed she
could, any other measure such as the proposed ad hoc coalition
was unnecessary but at the same time, dangerous as it would
alienate the Asian Governments further away from the Western
Powers. (89)

On 11 April 1954, Dulles reached London to talk the
matter over personally with Anthony Eden, Britéin's Foreign
Secretary. (90) In his conversations with Eden, Dulles
maintained his case for an ad hoc coalition and the proposed
South-East Asia pact as related i1ssues, with the former being
the first step towards the latter., Eden, on the other hand,
sought to disentang%, what he consldered, two different issues
from each other, While he welcomed the proposal for a Southe
East Asia pact, he opposed Dulles' case for an ad hoc coalition,
On 13 April, they issued a joint statement, agreeing "to take

part, with other countries principally concerned, in an

(89) Ibid., 93-4.
(90) For an account of the conversations, ibid., 95~6.
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examination of the possibility of establishing a collective
defence" for South East Asia and South Pacific. (91) From
London, Dulles went to Paris. A joint statement by Dulles and
Bidault, similar to the Eden-Dulles statement, was issued in
Paris on 14 April 1954. (92)

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 could be convinced by Eden that his plans either for ‘united
action' or for ad hoc coalition would not make the problem of
the Western powers eagier than what it was. The commniques
issued on his talks in London and Paris indicated that he had
agreed to give up his plans for action in Indo~China for the
present,

On 23 April 1954, Dulles reached Paris to attend a
meeting of the NATO Council. From Paris, he was scheduled to
proceed to Geneva where the Conference on Korea and Indo-China
was to open on 26 April 1954, On 23 April 1954, however, he was
shown a telegram which had been sent to the French Government
by General Navarre. It saild that the French troops would be
constrained to give up thelr struggle against Ho's troops if
no assistance was rendered to them, Navarre asked for a

massive air-strike to save Dien Bien Phu. (93)

(91) D t State s 30 (26 April 1954) 622,

(92) 1Ibide

(93) Roberts, n. 57, 34. The account of Dulles' renewal of
his case for tunited action' is based on the account of it given
in Eden, n. 81, 1006, Other sources, however, are being used -
for verifying ﬁden 's narrative,
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Navarre's telegram upset Dulles' calculations regardiﬁg
Indo-China. He felt that if the French were not assisted to
hold to Dien Bien Phu, they might abandon the struggle altogether.
Its consequence would be that the commnists would come to
negotiate at Geneva with Dien Bien Phu in their pocket and the
whole of Indo-China lying at their mercy. He believed that with
a situation so favourable to them, the communists would never
be contented with the northern half of Vietnam only but would
ask for more which the Western powers would not be in a position
to resist.

Dulles immediately informed Eden who was also in Paris,
about the situation in Indo-China and proposed to him that the
Western powers must resort to ‘united action'! for holding the
comminists in Indo-China. Eden was scheduled to fly to Geneva
from Paris on 24 April. But after a conference with Dulles
and Bidault, Eden returned back to London for consultations
with his Government as regards the appeal of Dulles for 'united
action.' (94) There were urgent meetings of the Cabinet, Service
Ministers and Chiefs of Staff at the British Prime Minister's
official residence. (95) The British Government, however, once
again held to its earlier stand regarding the funited action.t
On 25 April, Eden left London for Geneva and conveyed the
decision of his Government to Bidault who was walting for him
at Orly airport in Paris. With this, Pulles' plan for 'united
action' was finally extinguished.

(94) Roberts, n. 57, 34.
(95) Ihe Timeg, 26 April 1954.
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The whole story of the negotiations regarding the
‘funited action' suggests that it was Britain's uncompromising
" opposition to it that sealed its fate. But Eisenhower stated
at a press conference on 29 April 1954 that "British advice
had not affected what the United States should do in any
specific instance for giving ald to France."™ (96) Eisenhower,
thus, suggested that the decisive influence that constrained
his Administration to change its plan regarding united action
in Indo-China was not that of Great Britain but came from some
other sources. There are evidences which might be summoned
to support the contention that the opposition to the plan for
‘united action' within the Administration, too, was fierce.
General Mathew Ridgway, then Chief of Staff of the U.S. Armed
Forces, wyrote after his retirement that the Army's analysis of
the hazards involved in the proposition for funited action'
_played a considerable part in the decision not to embark on
the project. (97) McCormack also testified later that excepting,
Admiral Radford, no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff favoured
the case for the 'united action! in Indo-China. (98) As
regards Dulles?! revival of his case for ‘united action' on the
eve of the Geneva Conference, too, there are evidences to support

that he had put off his plan after discussions with his advisers

(96) The Times, 30 April 1954.
(97) Mathew B. Ridgway, Memoirs (New York, 1956) 275-7,

(98) McCormack's statement in the House of Representatives,
vide n, 67
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and this decision had been taken before Eden returned with'
his Government's message regarding the plan and conveyed it to
Bidault at Orly. (99)

Yet, Eisenhower's argument that Britain had not
influenced the U.S. policy regarding war in lIndo-China seems
to be incredible for two reasons. In the first place, Dulles
had taken his decision to resort to united action in face of
the opposition of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That they were
against the plan for the 'united action' had been conveyed to
McCormack and other Congressional leaders on 3 April 1954 when
Dulles and Radford met them. The fact that Dulles pursued
his case for action in Indo-China in spite of the opposition
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff indicated that the Administration
would have ordered its troops to fight in In&o-China if
Britain had agreed to support the plan. The Congressional
leaders too had agreed to support the case for 'united actiont?
if the Administration received the support of the allies. (100)
In the second place, in the United States, as in other
democratic countries, the civilian wing of the Administration
firmly controls the military wing. Instead of any indication
to the effect that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, being against
the ‘united action,' were determined to disobey the orders

of the President in this instance, evidences are to the

(99) Roberts, n. 57, 35; New York Timeg, 25 April 1954,
(100) McCormack, vide n. 67,
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effect that they were poised for action and awaiting the
orders of the President. The U.S. Pacific Command had, in
consultation with the French Command in Indo-China, prepared

a blueprint for action in Indo-China known as "Operation
Vulture." (101) These evidences would suggest that the crucial
influence in desisting the United States from resorting to
armed action in Indo-China was not that of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff but of Britain. The Administration had never been
expecting 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
for unilateral action had been given up then and there. Since,
then, he had been pursuing a case for ‘united action' which was
foiled by Britailn.

It is, however, important to bear in mind that the
subjectives on which the reactions, of Britain and Australia
on the one hand and those of the non-aligned countries of Asias
on the other, against the Dulles plan were predicated. Unlike
the non-aligned countries of Asia, Britaln and Australia did
not resent the decision of the United States to intervene in
Indo~Chinas they opposed the contemplated step on the gzround
that it would not obtain the desired regult. Thelr respective
attitudes towards the next step proposed by the United States

clearly demonstrated the antithesis between thelr subjectives.

(101) Lancaster, n. 7, 300.
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Britain and Australia welcomed the decision of the United States
to take no further risks and establish a collective defence
machinery for the defence of South-East Asia. The non-aligned
countries of Asia, however, opposed it with the same venom
as they had assalled the proposition for united action. Britain
and Australia, while opposing the Dulles plan for united action,
had at the same time agreed to join in the formation of a
South-East Asia Collective Defence Pact in spite of the
criticism of the proposed step by the non-aligned countries of
Asia.

Although the United States 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 viczw that the scope of
the proposed Pacific Pact should be limited to South-East Asia
and South Pacific to begin with, yet the task of forming the
proposed pact had, practically, not become easier than at any
time in the past. It was not so because of the opposition in
Asia to the proposed step; in fact, as we have seen, the
agreement regarding it had been reached among the interested
powers in spite of the opposition to it in Asia. The difficulties
in this connection were to arise from the varying ideas about
the nature of the proposed pact as 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 condition
for leading the formation of a Pacific equivalent of the NATO
did not yet exist. There was neither in existence any
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"effective plan for collaboration" (102) among the countries

of Asla nor any indication to the effect that the newly
independent countries of Asia would join any organization of
that nature. As a matter of fact, all indications on the Aslian
political scene were to the effect that such an organization,
if formed, would be denounced in Asia.

But there was another strand, too, in the U.S. Pacific
policy whose disposition was as clear as her attitude towards
the movement for a Pacific Pact. She had been determined,
since the beginning of the ‘cold war,' to maintain a !situation
of strength'! vis-a-vis the Communist Bloc. Since the Korean
war, her policy had been to maintain it through a powerful
defence machinej she had ruthlessly set aside the protestations
of the non-aligned Governments of Asia against steps to that
end. France had been depicted as playing a vital part in its
working. The collapse of the French defences in Indo-China,
therefore, meant the breakdown of a vital part of the U.S.
defence machine in the Pacific. The United States was
interested in finding a replacement for this broken part,
of her defence-machine. Her case for *united action' through
'ad hoc coalition' to 'South-East Asia Collective Defence Pact!
appeared, as it were, like being requisitions for the replacement
for the broken part. When the funited action' could not be
available, the United States asked for the *'ad hoc coalition!
which appeared like requisitioning a temporary replacement till

a permanent replacement in the form of a formal !'South-East’

(102) Acheson, vide Chapter II, n. 36.
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Asla Collective Defence Pact,' which was easily available
in the market, could arrive. There was thus a causal
relationship between the collapse of the French defences
in Indo=China and the U.S. acquiescence in the proposition
for a Pacific Pact.

The older advocates of the case for a Pacific Pact,
though welcoming the decision of the United States to form the
proposed pact jointly with them, were also eager : to--"
establish a Pacific Pact which would as much express their
own fears and desires as those of the United States. In
the following chapter, the course and the consequence of
this fundamental conflict between two standpoints regarding

the nature of the proposed pact is narrated.



Chapter Five

THE BIRTH OF THE S.E.A.T.C.
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In the preceding chapter, it has been held 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 been rendered easier than irn 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 position on the issue of a Pacific Pact. Her
proposals for united action, ad hoc coalition as well as the
collective defence pact, though qualitatively far removed from
each other, were the variants of the same equation. Each was
similarly conceived as replacement for the broken part of the
U.S. defence machine in the Pacific region. Neither of it was
conceived as the design for a new over-gll defence and political
policy. The acceptance of her suggestion for a South-East
Asia alliance by the older proponents of a Pacific Pact meant
to her, therefore, their agreement to her own proposition of

it.
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But this was not so. The old advocates of the case for
a Pacific Pact felt that the United States had come round to
realize the need for a Pacific Pact as had been proposed by
themselves.

Consequently, the agreement 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 misleadinge.
Yet, each side was so dedicatedly given to the cause of a formal
agreement between the two for the defence of South-East 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. But it inevitably bore
the strains of differences between its founders. In this chapter,

circumstances of its birth are discussed.

The Anglo-U.S. Wrangle Over the Nature
of the Proposed Pact

Cause and Nature

The Eden-Dulles talks of April 1954 has led to two
concrete results. In the first place, they had agreed to
establish in time, jointly with other interested countries,
a collective defence pact for the defence of South-East Asia
and South Pacific. In the second place, they had also agreed

to refrain from taking any such action as would seal the fate
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of the Geneva Conference in advance. (1) Neither Eden nor Dulles
was dissatisfied with the outcome of the talkse.

Dulles, for his part, was only interested in finding a
replacement for the broken part of the American Pacific defence
machine so that it micht be switched on to action in time.
Although Dulles had agreed not to disturb the proceedings at
Geneva, and he adhered to the promise fairly if not helpfully,
but 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 remain unvworkable when the need for its use arose. He,
therefore, wanted that while the Geneva conference might go
ahead, those interested in the establishment of the proposed
collective defence pact for South-fast Asia should set about it

expeditiously. (3) Since Eden and Bidault had agreed to his

(1) U.S.-U.K. statement 13 April 1954, Depagrtment of State
Bulletin, 30 (26 April 1954) 622. The part of the statement
dealing with the proposed Geneva conference said, "It is our hope
that the Geneva conference would lead to the restoration of peace
in Indochina."

(2) Dulles' statement of 20 April 1954, Department of State
Bulletin, 30 (3 May 1954) 669. Before leaving for Geneva, Dulles
sald, "Bver since the Berlin agreement to seek peace in Indochina,
the Communist forces have stepped up the intensity of thelr
agression. « « « This is not a zood prelude to Geneva." See
also a statement of similar import made by Dulles before the
Senate Forelgn 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 follow:ing: "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}ﬁhead with us on the programm® of
'fanited action.' It involved, if necessary a common military
effort there with whatever weapons would be appropriate.”
Department of State Bulletin, 34 (23 January 1956? 123,
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sugzestion for a South-iast Asian alliance, he believed that the
United States might pursue it without delay. He returned from
his tduropean tour convinced that although Britain had opposed
his case for united action and ad hoc coalition, she had yet
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
mizht fall in the meantime, under the control of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam. (5) e 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 19543 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 preliminary matters concerning the proposed pact. (6)

(4) Statesman, 17 April 1954. On being back at Washington
on 15 April 1954, Dulles told the pressmen, "I am satisfied . . .
Chances of a 10-nation pact for South East Asia has been enhanced
by my talks at London and Paris."

(5) At a press conference, on 11 May 1954, Dulles said,
" . . « they are extremely important and that the prohlem of
saving South-Zast Asia is far more difficult if they are lost.
But I do not want to give the impression 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 degpair,".
Depgrtment of State Bulletin, 30 (24 May 1954) 782,

(6) New York Herald Tribune, 18 April 1954.
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Eden was especially satisfied with his talks with Dulles.
His Government was one of the old proponents of the idea of a
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 rezarding the establish-
ment of a South Jast Asig alliance 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~£ast Asia and the abidinz interests of itg prospective
members. With the Geneva conference scheduled to deal with one
of the most significant sectors of South-East Asia, tden
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." He also said that
all the Commonwealth governments "including, of course, the
Government of India" would be consulted as "the matter
developes." (7) iHe felt that the haze over South-East Asia cast
by the confusion prevailing over Indo-China must be 1lifted and
Britain, as also other members, must take note of her interests
in a clearer atmosphere. kden 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 settlement of the Indo-

China problem but he was determined to make a bid for ite.

(7) U.K. Parligmentary Debates, House of Commons,
526 (14 April 1954) cols. 969-75,
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He was sure that he had Dulles' support for the contemplated |
bid. (8) So, when Dulles invited the British envoy Sir Roger
Makins, as also those 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 their talks with which both of them
had professed satisfaction, Zden and Dulles had fallen out
regarding what they had agreed. Yet, neither of them was
prepared to attribute it to any misunderstanding. Dulles ascribed
it to "a change of heart" on the part of Great Britain, (10)
and EZden, 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 levelled by
them against each other, it would be fair to attribute their
differences to the 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 mis-
understanding. Dulles did not see any reason for awaiting the
dust to settle in South-East Asiaj the broken part of his
Pacific defence machine had to be replaced irrespective of what

happened at Geneva. £den, on the other hand, felt that Dulles

(8) ©See Eden's account of his conversations with Dulles,
Anthony ¢den, Memoirg (London, 1960) 95-7.

(9) Ibig.’ 980
(10) New York Times, 12 June 1954.
(11) Eden, n. 8, 99.
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had agreed to the old proposition for a Pacific Pact; unlike.
Dulles, therefore, he preferred to await the dust in South=-
4ast Asia to settle so that an objective appraisal of the
situation in South-Zast 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 proposed pact "untill the outcome of the Geneva Conference
is clearer." (13)

The British stand on the question of the proposed 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 a note of defiance to the
Communist Bloc. To the United States, it was unimasinable that
the Communists should go to Geneva with their dominant position
in Indo-China unchallenged. On 2 May 1954, K. F. Knowland, the
Republican chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
urzed the administration, in a public statement, "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." (14) Soon, the Government met the

(12) Ibid., l03.

(13) U.K. Parligmentary Debates, House of Commons,
526 (27 April 1954) col. 1693.

(14) Manchesgter Guardian, 3 May 1954.
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demand thus being made halfway; on 5 May 1954, Eisenhower was
quoted, in a press release from the %White House, as sayinz that
the conversations among the powers interested in the proposed
pact were "actively proceeding" and most of the nations concerned
have shown "affirmative interest.™ (15) On 7 May, Dulles confirmed
this at a press conference, and added that "good progress" was
being made at the talks. (18)

Soon, however, it became known that the statements made
by £isenhower and Dulles were designed to put pressures on
Britain with an eye to constrain her to revise her exlisting
attitude towards the establishment 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 concerning the proposed
pact had been arranged among the allies. (18) On 10 May, Lloyd

was confronted with Eisenhower's statement to the contrary as

(15) Department of State Bulletin, 30 (17 May 1954) 740.
(16) 1Ibid. (17 May 1954) 743,

(17) A writer terms the diplomacy resorted to by the
United States as the diplomacy of 'Fait Accompli.' Charles
O. Lerch "The United States, Great Britain and the SEATO:
A case Study in the Fait Accompli," J f Politics,
18 (Florida 1956). He defines it as "the technique of
deliberately exerting pressure upon others by taking a significant
policy step without warning or prior consultation," 460.

(18) U.K. Parlismentary Depates, House of Commons,
527 (5 May 1954) col. 369,
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confirmed by Dulles. He successfully came through the

ordeal, (12) but only to be contradicted by the following
developments. On 16 May 1954, it was reported that the United
States was having separate talks with France regarding the
proposed pact. (20) Churchill regretted, in the House of
Commons, the holding of the U.S.-French talks "as reported in
the press" but held to his old stand of awaiting the results
of the Geneva conference. (21) On 19 May, Eisenhower told a
press conference that "given cooperation in other quarters,"
the United States might undertake to form the proposed pact
without Britain. He said that Britain's membership would not
be "indispensable" if Australia, New Zealand, and "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 member in the House of
Commons that "the recent moves in the U.S. policy were
inconsistent with the spirit of the Western alliance." (23)

It was obvious that Britain was not contemplating to submilt

to pressures applied by the United States.

(1¢) lpid. (10 May 1954) col. 834. Lloyd threw aside what
appeared to be a big political controversy in 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 was referred to more formal

discussion attended by representatives of a number of states."

(20) New York Times, 16 May 1954.

(21) U.K. Parliamentary Debateg, House of Commons,
527 (17 May 1954) cols. 1652-3.

(22) New York Times, 20 May 1954.

(23) U.Ke Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons,
527 (20 May 1954) col. 2291,
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Australia, New Zealand andthe Anglo-U.S. Wrangle

Australia and New Zealand held the same view as Britain
on the issue of the nature of the proposed pact. They also
wanted to base it on the objective assessment of the situation
in South-iast Asia. On 2 May 1954, Dulles, taking advantage of
the presence of the foreign ministers of Australia and
New Zealand at Geneva, requisitioned a meeting of the ANZUS
Council. Australia and New Zealand agreed, as Britain had done
previously, to examine with others "the possibility of
establishing a defence pact for South-fast Asia and West
Pacific." (24) But, again like Britain, they preferred to
await the results of the Geneva conference in order to have a
clzarer view of the situation in South-Zast Asia. On 5 May
1954, Casey, Australia's Foreign Minister, said that the
proposed pact would remain in "suspended animation untill the
situation in Indochina has been fully discussed." (25)

Clifton Webb, New Zealand foreign Minister, also held a similar
view. (26)

Wnile thus following the same policy as Britain,
Australia and New Zealand were neither in a position to afford
a wrangle with the United States over the question of the
nature of the proposed pact, nor could give company to Britain

over that matter beyond a certain limit. It has been seen

(24) Hindu, 3 May 1954,
(25) Statesman, 7 May 1954.
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previously that the relationship between Australia and
New Zealand on the one hand and 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 more capable of looking after their security.
The principle of "the recognition of lesadership of the United
States in the Pacific" which Zvatt referred to as being basic to
~ the operation of Australia's foreign policy, (27) was borne of
this experience. 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 Unlited States to the
defence of Australia, New Zealand, and the South-East Asia.
With the conclusion of the ANZUS Treaty, they were halfway to
the goal; the proposed collsctive defence pact for South-East
Asia and the Western Pacific held out the prospect of reaching
the goal. This being so, it was inconceivable that Australia
and New Zealand would take any step that would annoy the United
States and make her abandon the plan out of despaire.

Although for reasons of security Australia and New
Zealand had elected to Temain closer to the United States than

to Britain, they still felt closer to Britain by sentiment.

(27) Vide Chapter II, n. l4.
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1t had been quite a task for them to keep these two forces
reconciled in the operation of their foreign policies. The
proposed South-iast Asia alliance was desi%ned to have both

the United Stateg and Britain as members. They, therefore,
keenly seized an opportunity which they had been long since
looking for. When after the return of Dulles from his Zuropean
mission a dispute, seemingly over the question of timing for the
establishment 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 to
tden too, that military representatives of the United States,
Britain, france, Australia, New Zealand should meet to discuss
the military situation in Indo-China. (28) In so doing, Casey
had two objectives in view. e believed that 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 chances of success of the Geneva
conference. 1In 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. Casey obviously
assumed that differences.between Britain and the United States |
on the issue of the proposed pact pertained merely to the timing
of its conclusion. His proposal for a conference of military

representatives was designed to resolve such differences.

(28) Australia, Parligmentary Debateg (New Series)
House of Representatives, No. 4 (10 August 1954) 97-3.
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The five-power military conference thus proposed by
Australia, however, did not take place immediately. The
Anglo-U.S. wrangle assumed serious proportions in the meantime.
Eisenhower's proposal of 19 May 1954 posed before them the
problem of electing either Britain or the United States as their
leader. Coming in the context in which it did, it meant for
them a problem of electing either one of them in preference to
the other. They were obviously at their wits' end. Clifton
Webb's reaction to Lisenhower's call was typical of the feelings
of Australia and New Zealand. On 20 May, he said in Washingzton
that he could not even "conceive of a satisfactory South-Zast
Asia alliance which 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 the deterioration
in the Anglo-U.S. relations bore fruit. (32) On 22 May 1954,
it was announced in Washington that a conference of the military
representatives of the United States, Britain, Australia,

New Zealand, and France would be held in Washington "in the

(29) New York Times, 21 May 1954.
(30) Hindu, 23 May 1954,
(31) New York Times, 21 May 1954.

(32) Webb was in Washington at that time. On 20 May,
he met Dulles. (New York Times, 21 May 1954). In Britain,
too, the Australian and New Zeaiand High Commissioners contacted
the Foreign Office. 1It, therefore, seems to be a fair conclusion
that they worked for reconciliation between Britain and the
United States.
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next few days or two weeks." (33)

The Five-Power Military Conference

The proposed Five-Power Military Conference was,

however, hardly a measure capable of resolving the Anglo-

U.S. wrangle. Neither the United States was determined, as

was being alleged, to disrupt the proceedings at Geneva nor
Great Britain was reluctant to join the efforts at forming the
proposed pact. The issue between them was essentially political
and pertained to what character the proposed pact should havee.
Soon after the announcement that a conference of the military
representatives was to be held, it became known that the
proposed conference would not deal with the cause of the trouble.
On 25 May 1954, Churchill told the House of Commons that
proposed conference were directed "to immediate practical issues
and are 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 proposed talks were

not "in any sense exclusive" but only one in a series of
discussions "with relation both to the political aspects and

in regard to the military aspects of a possible collective

action in relation to South-East Asia." (35) The difference

(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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in approach soon manifested itself. Following the agreement '
to hold the Five-Power Military Conference, the United States
proposed that Thailand and the Philippines, being the two Asian
countries which had agreed to join the proposed pact, should

be invited to send representatives to the proposed military
talkse. (36) Britain however held to her own. In response to
the communication from the United States proposing invitation
to Thailand and the Philippines, Britain replied that the
proposed military conference was a session of the Five-Power
Staff Agency and not the talks preparatory to the proposed
pact. (37) Thailand and the Philippines, as a result, were not
invited.

Australia and New Zealand, probably due to the lack of
awareness of the political issues involved in the Anglo-U.S.
wrangle, held g position in between the British stand on the
one hand and that of the United States on the other. Casey
said at Melbourne on 26 May that the holding of military talks
"should not indicate the failure of the Geneva talks." (38)

On the same day, Sydney Holland, the New Zealand Prime Minister,

said at Wellincton that "New Zealand is not to be committed in

(36) Statesman, 27 May 1954,

(37) 1pid., 29 May 1954. The Five-Power Staff Asency had
been in existence since January 1953, and its terms of reference
covered South-East Asia. Collective Defence in South FEagst Agig:

Ihe Manila Treaty and Its Implications. A Report by a Study
Group of Royal Institute of International Affairs (London,
1956) 3.

(38) Statesman, 27 May 1954.
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any way at the military talks." At the same time, however, -
fdolland saic that the political discussions regarding the

n

proposed pact "would depend a great deal on what transpires

at tkis conference." (39) Thus, Australia and New Zealand,

while regarding the proposed military talks as a stage-setting

to the proposed pact, were also determined to await the results

of the Geneva Conference before going 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, issued immediately after the

beginning of its sessions, which said that the conversations

at the conference "would not commit anyone to any particular

line." (41)

The bjisenhower-Churchill Meeting

In the meantime, the Geneva Conference was heading
towards a climax. The situation in Indo-China had been fully
discussed. By the second week of June, it became necessary to
decide whether the conference should hold on or disperse.

On 10 June 1954, Zden 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

(39)
(40)

(41) New York Hergld Tribune, 4 June 1954.

(42) Great Britain: Documents Relating to the Discussion
of Korea and lndochina at the Geneva Conference, Command 9186,
(June 1954) 167.
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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 it. By 19 June,
the Conference seemed well-set for a successful conclusion.
On the same day, almost all the delegation leaders left Geneva,
leaving the conference to be carried on at a lower level till
they returned back.
Once the discussion of the situation in Indo-China had
been completed.in Geneva, the British Government decided to
xs5ign measures to meet situations arising from either success
or failure of the Geneva Conference. In the meantime, General
Hardinge, who had led the British delegation to the Washington
Five-Power Military Conference, returned back to London and
reported to Churchill on the military situation in South-East
Asia. (43) On 15 June 1954, Churchill announced that he would
go to Washington for talks with the U.S. Government and Eden
would accompany him. He added that "decisions" regarding
South-East Asia could no longer be delayed. (44) It was reported
that, in the official circles in Britain, Churchill's proposed
visit to Washingston was seen as a '"new phase" of decisions on

how to meet the Communist menace in South-East Asia. (45)

(43) Statesman, 14 June 1954.
(44) Ibid., 17 June 1954,

(45) Ibide.
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In the United States, however, the primary significance’
of Churchill's proposed visit seems to have been missed. Dulles
felt that it was due to the exhaustion of the "possibilities of
Geneva." (46) There was general jubilation at the news.
Zisenhover informed the new French Government, headed by
M. Mendes-France who had replaced Joseph Laniel on the condition
that he would try to secure a settlement of the Indo-China problem
by 20 July, that the decision to forge a united front in South-
East Asia "represented on our part a momentous and grave
decisions" (47) It does not seem to have been realized that the
British leaders were coming to confront the U.S. thesis about
the South-Bast Asian alliance with their own.

On 25 June 1954, Churchill and Eden left for Washington.
Before that, &den reported to the House of Commons on the
proceedings at Geneva and the coming confrontation with the
Americans. In his speech, he lald stress on three points. (48)
In the first place, he said that steps must be taken to guarantee
the settlement that might emerge at Geneva. To this end, he
suggested "a reciprocal arran-vement in which both sides take
part, such as Locarno." In the second place, he said that there
should also be established "a defensive alliance such as NATO

is in Zurope." In the third place, he said that any defence

(46) Department of State Bulletin, 30 (28 June 1954) 990.
(47) State , 20 June 1954,

(48) U.Ke Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons,
529 (23 June 1954) cols. 432-3,
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system for South-Zast Asia must have the understanding of the.
Colombo Powers.

This statement of Zden made two points clear. In the
first place, he reiterated the old British stand that any
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 compulsions and not be merely a
manifestation of those of any existing defence system. In the
second place, he stated what type of alliance, given the
conditions in South-Zast Asia, Britain would prefere.

The difference between these two points must be made
clear. The first was, in fact, Britain's condition for joining
a collective defence pact. The second concerned Britain's own
plan for the defence of South-East Asia. On this point, Britain
felt that the settlement that might be reached at Geneva should
be recognized and respected and a South-East Asian equivalent
of the NATO should be promoted to guarantee the security of the
interests of its members. The 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. fhere, his case for a Locarno-type
agreement for guaranteeing the Indo-China settlement was picked

up and denounced. (49) Twelve members of the House Foreign

(49) Christian Science Monitor, 24 June 1954; New York Times,
24 June 19543 New York Herald Tribune, 24 June 1954.
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Affairs Committee, in a letter to Eisenhower, urged rejection

of Eden's plan as it was designed to guarantee the gzains made

by the Communist Bloc in South-East Asia. (50) A further

manifestation of the Congressional protest against the Zden

Plan was the passing of an amendment in the House of Represen-

tatives to the Matual 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

territory of Asia." (51) UNo suggestion from any public source

came for the U.S. Government regarding the real point that was

to be discussed: Whether it should have its own logic as Britain

held (52) or should be a mere part of the existing U.S. defence

machinery in the Pacific as the U.S. government seemed to suggeste.
The Eisenhower-Churchill meeting was duly held during

26-29 June 1954. Two communiques were issued. The first, issued

on 28 June 1954, said that they had agreed "to press forward

with plans" to meet the situation resulting from e;ther success

or failure of the Geneva conference. (53) Explainine it,

(50) DNew York Times, 27 June 1954.

(51) Congressional Records, 100 (House of Representafives,
30 June 1954) 8892,

(52) Speaking in the House of Commons on 23 June 1954,
ttden said, "The idea of ‘a pact for South-Zast Asia and the
Pacific is really not a nevw one. It had been canvassed for many
years. « « o 1t is quite wrong to suppoge that it suddenly
sprang into the light of day a few weeks ago, fully armed,
like Minerva from the head of Jupiter. It really was not so.
Its relevance to current events must not be exaggerated. It
could be a future safeguard, but it is not a present panacca,'.
vide n. 48.

(53) Department of State Bulletin, 31 (12 July 1954) 49.
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Churchill said that preparatory work relating to the prOposed
pact would begin "now, immediately whether or not an agreement
is reached at Geneva." (54) 4An official Anglo-U.S. Study Group
was set up to build up the road to the contemplated goal. (55)
The second, issued on 29 June 1954, said that they would not be
the parties to any treaty that would "confirm or prolong . . .
the unwilling subordination . . . of formerly sovereign states
now in bondage." (56)

The communiques, however, provided no indication as to
the decision on the real issue in the Eisenhower-Churchill
confrontation. These did not say whether the proposed Pacific
Pact would be merely a replacement for France in the U.S.
Pacific defence machinery or would be a complete system within
itself. The decision "to press forward with plans" for a
South-Zast Asia alliance was by no means a new note struck at
the meeting. The United States had always been eager for doing
so, and Churchill had made it clear long back that he would
agree to beginning of 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

-

(54) Statesman, 30 June 1954.
(55) ve Defe 5 ia: The M

Treaty and Its Implicationse. A Report by a Study Group of
the Royal Institute of International Affairs, n. 37, 3.

(56) Department of State Bulletin, 31 (12 July 1954) 49,
(57) Vide, n. 13, )
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States already was to prepare for meeting the situation resulting
from the Geneva conference. The decision of the Washington
meeting, therefore, cannot be said to have settled theilr
differences. It, however, made it clear that the proposed pact
would be established rezardless of their differences as to 1ts
character.,

In another respect, however, the iisenhower-Churchill
meeting took a decision for good. It was regarding Eden's
suggestion for a Locarno-type agreement for guaranteeing the
settlement that might emerge at Geneva. Eisenhower and Churchill
decided against it. That is the purport of their decision not
to confirm or prolong the unwilling subordination of any given
state. The Locarno idea is suggestive of a situation whose
maintenance is guaranteed by the two sides to the dispute. They
decided against creating such a system of guarantees. Yet,
even in this respect the British cannot be said to have completely
lostihé& case. Two remarks made by Churchill gignificantly
pointed to it. On 29 June 1954, Churchill said at Washington
that the Western Powers should give "a good try to peaceful
coexistence." (58) This remark, made after his meeting with
Eisenhower, indicated that his hosts had agreed not to disturb
the settlement that might be reached at Geneva. Later, on
12 July 1954, Churchili told the House of Commons that the

(58) Statesman, 30 June 1954,
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United States "fully appreciated" the role of the Colombo Powers
in the Asian situatkon. (59) Keeping the fact in mind that the
Colombo Powers had called for peace and non-intervention in
Indo-China, Churchill's House of Commons statement confirmed
the import of his earlier statement in Washington.

After the Bisenhower-Churchill meeting, the work on the
proposed pact was started. On 30 June 1954, ANZUS Council met
at Washington and agreed "on the need for immediate action to
bring about t ie early establishment of collective defence for
Southeast Asia." (60) On 7 July 1954, the Study Group began
its work "to decide on organization, procedures, and other such

matters connected with negotiations for a South Zast Asia pact." (61)

Politics Behind the SEATO

The Zisenhower-Churchill meeting, though adjourned without
resolving the aifferences between the two Governments regarding
the character of the proposed pact, made it certain that the
settlements which might be reached at Geneva and the views of
the Colombo Powers would be taken note of during the making of
the proposed pact. It is necessary here, therefore, to discuss

the nature of these two phenomena and the extent of theilr impact

(59) U.K. P?rl;amentary Dehates, House of Commons,
530 (12 July 1954) col. 44.

(60) Department of State Bulletin, 31 (12 July 1954) 50.
(61) Statesman, 9 July 1954.
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on Britain and the United States who designed the strategy of’

the proposed pacte.

The Geneva Settlement

The Geneva settlement on Indo-China, as finally azreed to
on 21 July 1954, consisted of two broad features. In the first
place, agreeménts were signed between the parties to the dispute
on the question of the cessation of hostilities. As regards
Cambodia, it was agreed that the insurgents should be demobilized.
The Cambodian Government pledsed 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 micht
maintain their establishments, but the French troops were to be
concentrated in Seno and Makong Valley and the insurzent troops
in the north-eastern provinces of Phongsaly and Samneua. The
number of French military personnel were 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 on the southern and northern sides respectively

of a provisional demarcation line running from east to west in

"the general neishbourhood of the 17th parallel.," A demilitarized

(62) Great Britain, Further Documents relating to the
discussion of Indo~China at Geneva June 16 to July 21, 1954,
Command 9239 (August 1954). Document No. 3. Agreement on
the cessation of Hostilities in Cambodia, Articles 5, 6, 13,

(63) Ibid., Document No. 4. Agreement on the Cessation
of Hostilities in Laos, Articles 1, 6, 8 and 14, 18-22,
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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 arparent that the strategy of the Geneva conference
regarding the cessation of hostilities in Laos and Vietnam was
to remove troops of the parties so far away from each other that
the resumption of armed conflict would not be possible normallye.
In order to ensure that the provisions of the agreements were
carried on 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 for executing the
agreement, an International Supervisory Commission to supervise
treir execution, and prohibition on the introduction of fresh
troops, armaments, and military personnel,and establishment of
new military bases. (65)

The second feature of the Geneva settlements consisted of
declarations made by the parties to the dispute and the interested
powers promising not to take steps which micsht provoke the
trouble. These declarations might be divicded into three
categories. In the first place, France promised to respect the
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cambodia,

Laosg, and Vietnam, and withdraw her troops still left in these

(64) 1big., Document No. 5: Agreement on the Cessation of
Hostilities, Article 1, 27,

(65) 1lbid. See, articles 7, 11, 12 13 and 14 of the
Agreement on Cambodia, 13-53 Articles 6 26, 27, 28 of-
the Agreement on Laos, 2043 Articles 16 17, lé and 30-4 or
the Agreement on Vietnam, 32-6.
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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 made indispensable for considerations of
security. (67) The division of Vietnam was provisional. The
agreement on Vietnam provided for holding a general election in
1956 for unifying the country. Till then, the two parties wvere
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. As
such, it 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 carrying the cease-fire into
effects (70) 1In the third place, the Conference issued a "Final
Declaration" on behalf of all its members. This, 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 Indochinese states and refrain from

(66) 1bid., Documents No. 10 and 11, 42,

(67) Ibid., Documents No. 6, 8, 7, and 9, 40-2.

(68) 1bid., Article 19 of the Agreement on Vietnam, 33.
(69) 1bid., Article 27 of the Agreement on Vietnam, 35.

(70) Ibid., 7.
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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
"to refrain from the threat or the use of force to disturbd" 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 in so many words,
the sense of the settlement was the neutralization of the new
Indochinese states from cold war. Britain understood it as
such (73) and Dulles himself told a Senate Committee that "the
degrees to which those nations themselves can participate
militarily in a pact, let us say, is rendered in doubt by the

armistice terms." (74)

The Colombo Powers and Situation in Asia
In the preceding chapter, the attitude of the Colombo

Powers to the problem of Indo-China has been seen. It has been
held that they could not have afforded a stand other than they
took on that issue and the other issues related with it. It

has also been held that India, Indonesia, and Burma particularly

(71) 1bid., Document No. 2: "Final Declaration of the
Geneva Conference . . " 9=11,

(72) Lbi_d._', 70

(73) Observer (London), 25 July 1954. Also see Eden,
Ne 8, 140“10

(74) Statesman, 8 August 1954.
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were in such a position that it was incumbent on their leaders

to denounce the steps that the United States was taking for
reinforcing her position near to their borders. Two developments,
preceding the establishment of the SEATO, particularly helped

them to hold to their own stands. The first was the impact of
Chou En-lai's visit to Delhi and Rangoon during the recess at
Geneva. The second was the impact of the Geneva Conference on

the situation in Asiae.

Chou's Asign Visit, During the recess at Geneva,

Chou En-lai, Prime Minister and Foreign Minister 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 communique on the talks between Chou

and Nehru was issued. According to it, they endorsed the five
principles governing their agreement on Tibet, namely, non-
aggression, non-interference, respect for territorial integrity,
equality, and peaceful co-existence, as those on which their
relationship would be based. They also called on other countries
to make them the guiding principles of "international relations
generally.” They also expressed thelr hope for a settlement in
Indi-China which should "aim at the creation of free, democratic,

unified, and ihdependent states which should not be used for

(75) iindu, 28 June 1954,
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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 9ehalf of Chou and Nu was issued. (77)

Chou's visit to New Delhi and Rangoon had tremendous
impact on the forces governing the international relationshiys
of the Asian countries. With the Communist Government of China
pledged to maintain 'Five Principles' as the zuiding principle
of her foreiegn policy, the leaders of non-aligned Goverrments
of South and South-cast Asia shied relief, for, it meant that
Communist China would not assist the Communist movements in their
countries. Ffor the first time, they could be reasonable sure
of dealing with the Communist problem without any danger of
provoking foreign Communist intervention in their internal
affairs. <[he reports about the great economic experiments being
msade in China also convinced them that the assurances civen by
Chou bn-lail were seruine and true.

The advantage thus gained by the non-aligned Governments
from Chou's visit, however, was not in the nature of an ex-parte
decree. While Nehru's purpose in inviting Chou to Delhi and
urging upon him to visit Rangoon, where Nu was still facing a
difficult Communist movement, (78) was to secure a public

assurance from him that China would not interfere in the internal

(76) Towards Peace and Better Understandi (The Publication
Division, Government of India, 1955) 5~7.

(77) Hipdu, 1 July 1954,
(78) 1bid., 28 June 19543 Statasman, 28 June 1954,



200

affairs of other countries, Chou's motive in accepting his
invitation seems to have been to make use of anti-colonialism
in Asia to the advantage of his own country as well as the
Communist 3loc. It was obvious that the non-Communist leaders
in power in the countries of South and South-ilast Asia still
enjoyed their people's confidence and were not capable of being
displaced by any means so long as they could hold to their
existing stand rezarding their countries' internal affairs and
the external affairs. Consequently, by supporting them, he was
not forezoing any possible advantase. He conducted his visit
with a nuance of great statesmanship. Aware of the recrudescene
of anti-westernism 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 for fighting western
imperialism in Asiae. (79) In so conducting himself, Chou
deprived the Communists in the Asian countries of nothing that
they had and succesded in further working up the anti-Western
feelings in dAsia. It was the obligation of the leaders of these
countries to represent the worked-up anti-Westernism of the

peoples they led.

(79) The following extract from one of Chou's several
utterances during his visit ig typical of the speeches made
by him: "All the peoples of Asia want peace. The menace of
peace of Asians comes now from outside, but Asia today is
no longer the asiag of yesterday. The age when outside forces
could decide at will the fate of Asia has zone for ever,

We are confident that the hope of peace-loving nations and
peoples of Asia will frustrate the scheme of war-monzers."
Hindu, 27 June 1954,

\
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The Geneva Settlements. The Geneva Settlements providéd

for all that the Colombo Powers had desired for. It put the
French Colonial rule in Indo-China to an end. It also provided
for cease-fire and worked out a technique for the neutralization
of Indochinese states from cold war. It was, therefore, natural
that the Colombo Powers, being offered almost all that they had
asked for, should enthusiastically welcome its contribution.
On 3 August 1954, a statement, representing the reaction of all
the Colombo Powers, was released by the Ceylonese Ministry of
Bxternal Affairs. fhe Colombo Powers regarded the a=sreaments
arrived at Geneva as "a notable contribution to the consolidation
of peace in South sast Asia" and extended their "firm support
to them." (80) |

1t would be long debated whether the results of the
Geneva conference vwere favourable to the Western 3loc or the
Communist Bloc. Ho Chi Minh got "a good deal less than he might
have militarily hoped for,"” (8l) and the Western 3loc lost almost
half of Indo-China to the Comrmunist Bloc even though it had
used all the practical means, at its disposal, to save it. The
results of the Geneva conference, however, were unqualifiably
favourable to the non-aligned countries of South and South-East
Asia. It had not only led to the halting of war in Indo-China
but also had, with Chou%s plsdze to nphold the 'Five Principles'

in backzround, laid the foundation for a 'Peace Area.' Under

(80) Hinduy, 5 August 1954. .
(8l) Survey of International Affairs 1954 (Ldndon, 1957) 72.
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the given conditions, these countries were oblised to follow é
policy of non-alignment. There was a chance, with the settle-
ments concluded at Geneva)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 constellations,
and the non-aligned powers, constrainedly so, might not have to
undergo the ordeals of escaping from the vortex of cold war,.
sven before the settlement regarding Indo-China had been reached,
Nehru's personal adviser on foreign affairs, V. K. Krishna Menon,
had said that "any proclamation, which spoke of collective

action in Scuth-tast Asia was an incipient and embryonic
infringement of our 'peace Area' approach." (82) Menon later
played a unique role at Geneva and his contribution to its
successful conclusion had been second to none. (83) At a

stage when the contemplated 'Peace Area' appeared as having
become an accomplished fact, any talk about an anti-Communist
collective defence system was destined to annoy Nehru and others

following a similar policye.

(82) Statesman, 19 April 1954,

(83) India was not a member of Geneva Conference, but
Menon 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 May 1954).
He called himself "a mere tourist, a bystander." (Statesman,
20 July 1954). But it is generally agreed that he was a
tireless intermediary in the private top-level meetings at .
which the real progregs occured.
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Britain, the United States, and the Colombo Powerg

The United States, however, had never been on record
as having respected the feelings of Asians on questions on
which she had already made up her mind. In the matter of a
collective defence pact for South-Bast Asia she Qas particularly
sensitive and not amenable to any suggestion to the contrarye.
She was anxious to fill up the breach that had occurred in her
defence system by the collapse of the French defences in
Indo-China as soon as possible. Apart from that, the United
States was ready to convince the Asian Governments that the
proposed measure was not meant to be used against them. She
was, however, not prepared to await a change in their attitude
towards the proposed measure.

Britain's attitude was otherwise. ©She would have
preferred to await the cooling-off of passions in Asia. But
the United States was determined to push ahead with the plan
for a South-Bast Asia Collective Defence Pact without awaiting
anything. Moreover, as it was also certain that others
interested in the conclusion of the proposed pact would join it
if the United States desired, there was a chance that the
proposed pact might come off even without Britain. She was not
ready to forezo a chance of assoclation with a collective defence
pact meant for such a éignificant area like South East Asiaa
In fact, she had been one of itg old advocates and had resented
her own exclusion from the ANZUS Treaty of 1951. Now that such
a chance had come, Britain was determined to seize it. But she

was alike determined to mould the proposed after Aer own analysis
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of the situation in South-fast 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
- system could have a reasonable chance of successful operation
unless it enjoyed the support or, at the least, understanding
of the neutrals. In order to win their sympathy for the
proposed pact, Britain was reported to have proposed to the
United States that the proposed pact must provide for means to
deal effectively with "the complex economic, soccial, and
cultural problemé of the area." Britain believed that if a
case for the proposed pact could be made on these crounds, the
neutrals would not only shed their opposition to it but might
also be tempted to join it. (84)

he United States had no objection to the British plane.
Her primary concern was "to erect a dyke around Vietnam and
draw a defence line" whose transzression by the Communist Bloc
was to be pronibited. (85) The United States was determined
to have it as the core of the proposed pact, and was to
establish it at any cost. ©She had neither ever been unaware
of the socio-economic problems on which Communism lived upon
in the countries of South and South-East Asia nor she was so
nows The Senate Foreign Relations Committee had, in fact,

suggested that the preposed pact should have a socio-economic

(84) New Y Times, 21 July 1954,

(85) Dulles! Testimony before a Senate Appropriations,
Committee, Statesman, 8 August 1954.
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programme along with the military one. (86) Dulles himself fold
a press conference on 23 July 1954 that "the problem (in South-
East Asia) was not msrely one of deterring open armed aggression"
but of preventing the Communists from making use of "economic
dislocations and social injustice" to their own ends. (87)

Nor, the United States had ever undervalued the role of the
neutrals in the Pacific region. Although she had disdained
their protestations against several of the steps taken by her

to maintain or reinforce her power in the Pacific region and

was determined to do so again, but as on all other previous
occasions, (88) she was ready to go all the way, excepting
dropping her plan for a collective defence pact for South-East
Asia, to win their sympathy and confidence. Britain's plan
regarding the socio-economic prozramme for the proposed pact

was welcomed by the United States, and understanding was

reached between them that Britain should solicit neutrals!

sympathy for the proposed pact. (89)

(86) The Committee'!s case for a socioc-cconomic programme
for the proposed pact was made as follows: "Millions of people
who reside within a 600-mile radius of Communist China will
not turn Communist if we give them faith, if we strengthen them
militarily and economically, and if we give them a basis for
believing in our support." Statesman, 17 July 1954.

(87) Department of State B tin, 21 (2 August 1954) 164.

(88) ©See Dulles' view on the role of the Asian Governments
in the Pacific Affairs, Chapter Il1I, n. 96, n. 116,

(89) kden, n. 8, 143.
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With the Anglo-U.S. understanding thus reached, Zden
wrote to the Colombo Powers asking for their views rezarding
the proposed pact. (90) 1India, Indonesia, Ceylon and Burma
stuck to their decision to remain non-aligned. (91) 1In fact,
India lamentad the determination of the Western powers (92)
and lndonesia resented it. (93) Ceylon, however, kept "an open
mind" on the subject. (94) Only Pakistan sent a favourable
reply to Bden's note and ultimately decided to send her
representative to the talks proposed to be held at Bagnio. (95)
Later, the venue of the talks was changed in favour of Manila.

The response of neither of the Colombo Powers to Eden's
note was unexpected. While anti-colonialism of their peoples
determined the nature of the response of India, Indonesia,

Burma and Ceylon, hatred of the Pakistanis for India determined

(90) ior the text of Zden's note, ibid., 144.
(91) Ibid,

(92) ©See Nehru's Address on 7 August 1954 at a meeting
of the Pradesh Congress Chiefs, Hindu, 8 August 1954.

(93) See a press statement of Dr. Tobing, the Indonesian
Information Minister, on 6 August 1954, Hindustan 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 the Ceylonese House
of Representatives, Ceylon, Parliamentary Debates, House of
Representatives, 20 (7 September 1954) cols. 49-50.

(95) sStatesman, 15 August 1954.
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that of Pakistan. (96) cZJach Government was alike reacting
according to the dictates of forces of vhich it was the prisonere.
Sometimes it has been argued that the response of both
Ceylon and Burma to £den's note was equivocal. (97) Sir John
Kotelawala, Ceylon's Prime Minister, in fact, 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. (98)
Burma (99) and Pakistan (100) agreed to it and lndia (101)
and Indonesia (102) reacted against it. Given Kotelawala's
personal views about Comrunism, (103) and his Government's

'open mind' on the subject of an anti-Communist collective

(96) Commenting on Pakistan's general foreign policy,
Hans J. Morsenthau says the following: "Pakistan is not a
nation and hardly a state. It has no justification in
history « « « or the conciousness 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 its survival as an
independent state." "Military Illusions," The New Republic,
134 {(Washington, 19 January 1956) 15.

(97) For the view that Burma was favourably disposed
towards the SZATO, see, Chrigtian Science Monitor, 10 September
19543 Sunday Timeg, 12 September 1954,

(98) Hindu, 5 August 1954.

(99) Burma's reply, ibid., 7 August 1954.
(100) Pakistan's reply, ibid., 8 August 1954.
(101) India's reply, ibid., 10 August 1954.
(102) Indonesia's reply, ibid., 7 August 1954.
(103) For his views about the intentions of\the

Communist B3loc see his autobiograpny, An Asian Prime Minister's
Story (London, 1956).
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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's personal views than to
any trend away from non-alignment in Ceylon. Opinion within
Kotelawala's own party and among the public was reportedly
against it. (104) The proposed alliance came in for severe
denunciation at the hands of the opposition in the Ceylonese
House of Repregentative. (105)

The contention that Burma's attitude, too, was equivocal |
assumes the existence of a link between the violent activities
still being carried on by the Communists in Burma and Nu's
acceptance of Kotelawala's suggestion to play host to Colombo
Powers for considering a joint reply to Eden's note. As
against this contention the facts are that Burma's support for
the proposed pact had been solicited by the United States but
she had declined to oblige. (106) K. K. Chattur, India's
Ambassador in Burma, had also disclosed that Burma would do
"everything in her power to prevent the formation of the
proposed pact." (107) Even in his letter to Kotelawala

accepting his suggestion for playing host to Colombo Powers,

(104) Hindu, 10 September 19543 Christian Science Monitor,
18 October 1954.

(105) Ceylon, Parliamentary Debates, House of
Representatives, 19 (9 August 1954) cols. 1138-93; (12 August
1954) cols. 1511-12; 20 (7 September) cols. 48~5l.

(106) Statesman, 18 May 1954.

(107) Amrit Bazar Patrikg (Calcutta), 25 July 1954.



209

U Nu had told him that Burma would not in any case join the
proposed pact. (108) To link the Communist problem within
Burma to Nu's acceptance of Kotelawala's suggestion does not
appear to be a convincing attempt. Not only Nu but also
Sukarno and Nehru were anti-Communist. 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 added some more strength to itself, thus 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 collective defence pact. That he agreed to
play host to Colombo Powers might be ascribed to his desire to
demonstrate to the world the solidarity of the non-aligned
powerse

In any case, it was clear that excepting Pakistan, all
other Colombo Povwers would oppose the proposed pact, if andwhen

formed.

Impact of the Agign Situation on Britain
and the United States

The situation, as it had turned out in the wake of the

Indo~China crisis and the subsequent developments, had a crucial
influsnce on the views of Britain and the United States regarding
the form and the purpoée of the proposed pact. It was obvious

to them that conditions in South and South-tast Asia were far

from being ripe for the emergence of an equivalent of the NATO.

(108) Vide n. 99.
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There was neither a common frontier which the proposed pact -
would protect nor, with Pakistan, Thailand, and the Philippines
as the only likely Asian members of it, it could have an
effective Asian military core. 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 orzani-
zation unless the asian Governments participated in it. Although
the attitude of the non-aligned Governments of South and South
dast Asia did not affect her determination to push ahead with
her plan for a collective defence for South-kEast Asia but it
certainly influenced her in favour of a simple pact which would
be sufficient enough to restore her defence machine in working
order. .

Britain, though not in agreement with the U.S. conception
of the proposed pact, was nonetheless constrained to azree to
its execution. The situation in Asia miéi}ated against all
schemes for a collective defence pact but the United States was
determined to push ahead. DBritain would have probably preferred
to defer its establishment but she was also not ready to forgo
a chance of associating hergelf with a collective defence pact
for South-Bast Asia which was destined to be established
irrespective of what she felt about it. Since the United
States was also in favour of having such a pact as, because of
its form, should not further annoy the non-alicned Governments
of Asia, Britain's view about the form of the proposed pact

tallied with that of the United Statese
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fhe Anglo-U.S. ajreement was reflected in the unanimous
report of the Anglo-U.S. Study Group on this score. It
recommended that the proposed pact should not have a unified
military command. It also recommended that the obligations of
its membership should be so designed as not to conflict with
the existing relationship between its prospective members and
non-aligned Governments of Asiaj to this end, it recommended
that the members' obliczationg to render hnelp to another member
in case of an armed attack or so, should not be automatic but
should be left to each member to determine the steps that it
proposes to take. (109) In the meantime, the United States and
Britain also agreed that the jurisdictional scope of the
proposed collective defence pact should not extend north to,
whnat is considered, South-East Asia. (110)

A draft text of the proposed pact, (111) reported to have
leaked from the State Department, revealed the final Anclo-U.S.
.view of the proposed pact. 1t had three salientlfeatures. In
the first place, it did not provide for a unified military

command for the proposed South sSast Asia Collective Defence

(109) New York Times, 13 August 1954.

(110) 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-East
Asiz or South-West Pacific and hence should not be included
within the treaty area. Statesman, 18 August 1954,

(111) For the draft text of the treaty, reported to have
leaked from the State Lepartment. see Christiag Science Monitor,
30 August 1954.
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Organization. It 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 determined 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 irnvoked. In the third place,

it provided that the Council, which was to be established under
its terms, might "arrange with states which were not parties to
the treaty for cooperation in ziving effect to the promotion of
economic stability and well-being."

It is clear that the shape and content of the proposed
pact as envisazed in the draft text represented a compromise
between the British view that the treaty should be based on the
situation in South fast Asia on the one hand and the U.S. view
that it must primarily be tuned to meet the probable Communist
aggression in the area under itg jurisdiction on the othere.
Britain was primarily concerned with ob aining the understanding
and co-operation of the non-aligned Governments of South and
South-tfast a#sia for the proposed pact. The absence of a

military command of its own would have made it less provocative;(112;

(112) That Britain wanted to have as little non=-
provocative a treaty as gOsSible 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. 4t the end of his tour, he held the view that "if
the organization to be established at Manlila is non—xrovocative,
I see no reason why we should not get their support,

Times of Indonesia, 31 August 1954.
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incidentally, this conformed to the U.S. military strategy
also. (113) Similarly, the absence of an automatic military
obligation, too, was as consistent with the British view,
that the membership of the proposed pact should not impair the
existing relationship between 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 the U.S. Congress not to give
the Administration a blank cheque in respect of war and
peace. (114) To Britain, however, it was the last aspect, as
mentioned above, of the proposed pact that was of real
significance. Britain believed that a proposition of
co-operation between the pact to be established and the non-
aligned powers might succeed and it might, in course of time,
culminate into a full-fledged Pacific Pact as envisioned by
herself and many others.

The Anglo-U.S. view of the proposed pact, however, was
far removed from the image of it as held by the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand, Thalland, and Pakistan. Tﬁe Philippines

and Australia were among the earliest advocates for a Pacific

(113) The U.S. military strategists were reported to be
opposed to the stationing of a sizable unit of the U.S. troops
in South-BEast Asia. Hindu, 19 August 1954. Also see New York
Herald Tribune, 16 August 1954. Later, in his opening speech
to the Manila Gonference where the SZATO was born, Dulles said,
"so far as the United States is concerned, its responsibilities
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." M 1la C ere Proceeding
(Manila, 1954) 43,

(114) The Times, 4 September 1954.
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Pact and were, therefore, justifiably elated to see their
vision taking shapce The Philippines now urged for a
comprehensive collective defence system with two distinctive
characteristics. 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. (115) Thailand
also held to the same view. (116) Robert Menzies, Australia's
Prime Minister, also looked forward to the coming into being

of "a great defensive organization" with "binding commitments."(117.
New Zealand's Defence Minister, D. Macdonald, said on 12 August
1954, that New Zealand was "vulnerable in several ways to
precipitate action,” and would, therefore, try for a Pacific
equivalent of the NATO. (118) Pakistan, which had decided to
attend the conference on the proposed pact scheduled to be held
at Manila without making any prior commitment as to whether

she would join the formation that might emerege there, (119)

alsp was in favour of a pact with "teeth." (120)

(115) See the gist of the Philippine draft of the
treaty, Statesman, 24 August 1954.

(116) New Times of 3urma, 19 August 1954.

(117) Australia, Parliamentary Debates (New Series)
House of Representatives, No. 4 (5 August 1954) 67, 69.

(118) Statesman, 12 August 1954,

(119) Ibid., 15 Angust 1954.

(120) Statement of Zafrulla Khan, Pakistan's Foreign
Minister on 4 September at Bangkok, Statesman, 5 September 1954,
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“he United States, however, did not appear like beiné
amenable to these suggestions. Australia, New Zealand, and
Thailand were anxious to secure U.S. commitment for the defence
of South zast Asia. Although they preferred much more elaborate
machinery to that end, but in the face of stiff U.S. determiw-
nation, they were constrained to acquiesce in the U.S.
proposition of it. Only the Philippines indicated that she was
reluctant to secure a duplicate promise of assistance from the
United States. (121) Her military experts held the view that,
given the Anglo-U.S. thesis on the proposed pact, the forth-
coming pact would be of no use to her unless it guarantecd
the security of Formosa. (122) On 4 September 1954, Dulles
reached Manila to represent the United States at the meeting
of the U.S.-Phnilippine Council (123) and also at the Manila
Conference. At the convocation of the J.S.-Philippine Council,
Dulles declared that the U.S. Seventh Fleet had standing orders
"to protect Formosa from invasion by Communist aggressors.”

He further said that if the Philippines were to be attacked
by the Communists, the U.S. forces would "automatically react"

against the aggressors. (124) 1In addition to these assurances,

(121) T4 f Indonesia, 11 August 1954,
(122) Manila Times, 2 September 1954,

(123) The U.S.-Philippine Council was a body established
on 15 June 1954 at a meeting of Dulles and Romulo "to provide
facilities for discussions of matters of mutual concern arising
under the United States-Philippine Mutual Defence Treaty."
Depgrtment of State Bulletin 30 (28 June 1954) 973. .

¢

(124) Manila Times, 5 September 1954.
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the Philippinecs also extracted from Dulles a promice for
materials worth equippinz four divisions. (125)

“he United States thus made it clear that, under the
cobnditions as existing in Asia then, she would not go for more
than forging a simple anti-Communist coalition which micht be
invoked in time. 3ritain, too, did not feel that conditions
in Asia permitted a more elaborate machinery than the one
desired by the United States. Others were not resourceful
enough to press forward their respective points of view and
hold to it in the face of the stiff determination of their more

powerful allies.

The South-iiast Agia Collective

Defence Treaty

The Conference to formally draft the collective defensive
pact for South-Zast Asia opened at Manila on 6 September and
the South ifiast Asia Collective Defence Treaty was signed on
8 September 1954, The delegates from the United States,
Britain, france, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the
Philippines, and Pakistan joined the conference. Each
delegation, excepting those of Britain and France, was led by
the Foreign Ministers of the governments concerned. The
British delegation was led by Marquess of Reading, Minister of
State of Foreign Affairs, and the French delegation was led by

Guy La Chambre, Minister of State. The leader of each

(125) Times, 4 September 1954,
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delegation signed the treaty signifyins the acquiescence of .
the government he represented, although constitutional
ratifications, if and where required, had to be obtained.

The case of the Pakistanl delegate was an exception: he siegnad
it "for transmission to my sovernment for its consideration
and action." (126)

The speeches made at the opening session of the Manila
conference reflected the agreements as well as disarreements
among the delegates. All the delegations were agreed that
threat to the peace and stability of South-tast Asia came
primarily from International Communism. There was also
azreement on the point that the danger of International
Communism did not merely derive from the military strength and
aggressive policies of the Communist Bloc, but also from the
social and economic conditions prevailing in the countries of
South-iast Asia. Again, there was general azreement at the
conference on the need for securing the understanding and
sympathy of the non-aligned Governments and leaving the door
of the organlzation, to be established, open to them. (127)

It was, however, not the agreed views but the discordent
notes drawn at the conference that was fundamental to the
treaty signed. The United States proposed that danger of

Communism was the only threat to the freedom and security of

(126) Manilg Conference P roceedingg, n. 113, 80.

(127) See the opening remarks of the Chief Delegates,”
Manilg Conference Proceedings, 23-43.
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South-fast Asia and should be specified as such. (128)
Zafrullah Khan, the Pakistani foreign Minister, refuted the
wisdom of attempting "to make provision azainst aggression
only of a particular variety." (129) Again, the Thai delegate
Prince Wan Waithayakon proposed that undertakings of the
members should be "as near as possible to that of NATO," (130)
the United States counselled against it. (131)

The text of the South-Zast Asia Collective Defence
Treaty (132) as signed on 8 September 1954, recorded azreements
as forthrightly as the disazreements. It provided for
resistance to "armed 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 prosress and social well-being."
The treaty also provided for admission of new members. It
also established a Council to provide "for consultation with
regard to military and any other planning as thé situation
obtaining in the treaty area may from time to time require.”

The members also unanimously designated "the States of

(128) Dulles' opening remarks, ibid., 43.

(129) Zafrullah Khan's opening remarks, ibid., 34.
(130) Wan Waithayakon's opening remarks, ibid., 36.
(131) Vide, n. 128, 42.

(132) See the text of the South-East Asia Collective

Defence Treaty as signed at Manila, The Manila Conferencer
Proceedings, n. 113, 76-80. .
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Cambodia, Laos, the free territory under the jurisdiction of .
the State of Vietnam" as states and territory entitled to the
benefits, both in respect of security and economi: measures, of
the treaty. (133)

As regards the commitments of the members under the
treaty, it was stipulated that each member would provide
assistance to the other, "in accordance with its constitutional
processes,” in case of an armed attack, and consult tocether if
the security of cither of them is threatened in any way "other
than armed attack."” On behalf of the United States, however,
it was said that her "recognition of the effect of aszegression
and armed attack . . . apply only to Comrunist azgression.”

The disazreement between the United States on the one hand and
other members of the treaty as regards the purpose of the
treaty was thus duly recorded.

sden had said, before the treaty was signed, that the
proposal to establisha a South bast Asia Collective Defence Pact
should be seen as a culmination of lonz efforts made to that
end and not merely a reaction to the collapse of the French
defences in Indo-China. (13 4) Casey, speaking in the Australian
douse of Representatives on 10 August 1954, said that "the
prospective South-Zast Asia Treaty Organization is no longer

related, even indirectly, to the fightinz that was until recently

(133) Protocol to the South-East Asia Collective Defence
Treaty, ibid., S4.

(134) Vide n. 52
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taking place in Indochina" and urged upon others to look upon it
as "a collective defence of lon--term na“ure and not as an
alliance reachied hastily for possible use in the Indochina
fighting." (135) Casey, thus, seemed to impress upon others
that with the cessation of fighting in Indo-China, the causal
relationship between the prospective pact and the Indo-Chinag war
would not exist.

As azainst these views, Wwe have the known attitude of
the United 5tates on the subject of a Pacific Pact and her view
of the South-dast Asia Collective Defence Treaty. The United
States had firmly held to the view that she would not either
lead a movement for a Pacific Pact or join one if it was
established azainst the wishes of the countries of the Pacific
region. Yet, whenever she had found it necessary to take a
certain step for strengthening her own position vis-a-vis the
Comminist Bloc, she had done so in spite of the protestations
of most of the non-aligned countrieg of South and South-East
Asia. Her emphatic stand, as evidenced by the "U.S. understanding"
appended to the South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, that
her obligation under the treaty misht be invoked in case of
commnist threat only, was meant to impress upon the non-aligned
countries that her views on the subject of a Pacifiec Pact had
not undergone any fundamental change and that the present pact

was just another step to strengthen her position in the Pacific

(135) Australia, Parliamentary Debates (New Series)
House of Representatives, 4 ?10 August 1954§ 101,
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region vis-a~vis Communist bloc. (136)

It requires an analysis of the notes pertaining to its
purpose to determine the true character of treaty signed at
Manila. In the first place, there are its sugrestive notes,
like those regarding economic co-operation, social welfare,
and zeneral concern for the security and prosperity of the
Asian peoples. The Pacific charter, signed at the behest of
the GSovernment of the Philippines and supported strohqu by the
Jnited States, also falls in the same category. Althouzh it is
not formally a part of the South-East Asia Collective Treaty
but it is one issued on behalf of its signatories who simul-
taneously pledged to uphold "the hichest principles of liberty
and justice" (137) and promote democracy and economic prosperity
in South-East Asia. All these together lay the foundation of
a great defensive organizagtion which would fully meebt the
requirements of the peoples of this region. At the time of
its signing, the atmosphere in South and South-Bast Asia was
not conducive to the emerzence of a defence orzanization
contenmrplated by almost all of itgs members. DBut the United States

was not prepared to await a change for the better and others

(138) 1In a broadcast to the nation, Dulles said, "The
United States was in a, special position at Manila. . . « Tor
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 Communist armed attack." Department of
State Bulletin, 31 (27 September 1954), n. 113, 431.

(137) "The Pacific Charter," Ihe Manila Conference
Proceedings, n. 113, 88.
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interested in joining the South-dast Asia Treaty Organization.
were not ready to mics an opportunity to establish a collective
defence pact under the U.S. leadership. +he treaty signed did
not actually establish a great regional organization but is a
blueprint for the same and was tuned to tempt the remaining
Asian Governments into it. In the second place, it has a
conclusive note in which respect it is an anti-Communist coalition
as required then by the United States. ‘hen it was established,
it was, in spite of the contrary view of it taken by its
members, (138) its lone authentic note. Others looked to its
future hopefully; the United States alone was satisfied with it
even in its present form as it was "the latest 1link" in

strengthening her "security chain in Asia and the Pacific." (139)

(138) See the closing remarks of the leaders of the
various delegations at the Manila Conference, ibid., 49-65.

(139) Zisenhover's Message to the Congress,
33 (12 September 1954) 429.
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The preceding chapter marked the end of the discussion
about tre origins of the SIATO. The South Last asia Collective
vefence Treaty, as siened at lanila on & September 1954 and
ratified in due course by its signatories, established, what
has since been called, *he Scuth-sast Asia “reaty Creanization
(8sATC). in tais chapter, it is propcsed %o make a review

f the survey made in thz form of answers to two folloving
quastions:

(1) »at kind of phenomenon did the formation of the

SuaTC represent in ristory of Sonth-ilast asia?

[

(ii) ‘as it the rizht instrument for serving the

®

puarnose of its makers?

As to the first question, e have bafcre us two
mitually contradictery answerse. ZRobert Trumbull of

YKew York Times wrote that it sisnified "the acccmplishment

of a histecric alliance between tne wast and tne Jest," and
constituted "a nezation in the zlobal sense of Kipling's
philoscphy that ‘'dast is dast and West is west and never the
twain shall meet'." (1) . As azainst this contention, we have

tne reaction of Ali Sastrocamidjojo, Indonesia's Prime linister,

(1) Hew York “‘imes, 9 September 1954.
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to tane effect that it was an anti-asian alliance. Cn the
eve of =re wmanila Conlerence, Sastrcamidjojo preposed that an
all-asian pact,with Communist Caina too as its member, shoulc
be conclided to resist the implementation of Sua70's anti-
Asian designs. ()

azain, tiere were mitually con‘radictory views expressed
about the prohable i+pact of its conclusicn and futnure operation.
fulles, in the report on the lanila Jreaty hich he submitted
to President uicenrowver, referred to it as "the buliarkx of pence
and security in the Pacific area." (3) As azainst it, the
Jurmese vnamber of Deputies passed ungni~ously a resclution
condemninzt it as being "directed azainst peace in Sonth-uast
Asia." (4)

Iin tae first two chapters, asvects of the case for
co-operation bhetween, what Trumbull hias designated, the uast,

as represented by the nations of South-idast Asia, and the “est

e

nave been fully examined. 1t has been ii2ld that the decire Cor
co-oparation on either side was ~enuine and also practicable

as had bezn borne out by the sucqessful lannchinz of the
Foint-4 and the Colombo Plan. At the same time, it has also

been seen that it was not possible to form an anti-Communist

sast-West aliiance. Attempts were made but to nc avail.

(2) 1bid., 5 September 1954.

(3) R.I.l.A. Documents 1954 (London, 1957) 166.

(4) Statesman, 17 September 1955.
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policy. lMoreover, it was created at a time wien, they lelt,
taere uid not exist any reason for it. Its conclusion, as
far as the relationsnip between the cast ana the Jest was
concerned, further wcrsened it.

“he conclusion of the SuaTC, tlerefore, misht have
been a historic event, but not for the reason that Trumbnll
zives. 1t was not a nezation of nivpline's piilosopay as 12
sav. Its conzlusicn, in tns face of the widely prevalent
resentment against it in Asia, misat be pickea up by Lipline's
follovwers as an arzument for their case.

At anotner extreme to Yrumbull's view of the SiaTO,
ana as furtner frocm the [acts, stands that of Sastroamidjojo,
who allezed that it was an anti-Asian orzanization. Beflore
proceeding to examine tnis allezation, we must be clear as to
the mecaning of the two other epithets - non-Asian and un-Asian -
used to depict its nature. It was non-asian in the historical
sense. lts form, content, and even thc timing of its birth,
as we have seen in the fifth chapter were determined in the
Waest, and [ive of its eisht members were non-Asian. Azain, it
was un=Asian in the sense of personality: it did not reflect
the working of the asian mind under the jiven circumstances.

Its peing, nowever, either non-Asian or un-asian does
not necessarily make it an anti-Asian system. #t no point in
the evolution of the situation legdinsg to its birth, any
suggestion to that elfect emerges. lnstead, events preceaing

its conclusion, speecnes made at the Manila Confercnce, the®
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1t was conclusively proved that the ruling nationalist recimss
in the newly incdependent countries of Scnth and Sonth-Zast asia
Wwere neither in a position of nor willins to +ive ur +-eir
non-ali-nment. “he nistorical cornditions in asia, as had been
held tnrouzhout thais study, appeared to rencer non-alisnment
sacrosancte.

The S_ATC was not based on isnorance of the forces at

vork in Asian history. It followed the ecisive faillure of

earlicr attempts at an anti-CUcmmunist alliance bhetween the

FR

saet and Jest and was professedly an anti-Comrmnist alliance.
It did not :ome with the consent, either express or tacit,
of most of the Asian Jovernments; it was forred azainst their
"studied opposition.™ (5)

45 a matter of fact, the conclusicn of the £.aTO,
far from being tne accomplisnment of an alliance between the
sast and the West, marked the nighest sta:e of discord between
theme One of the major objectives of the U.5. policy nhad been
To create situations cof strenzth vis-a-vis the Comrunist 3Bloce.
In respect of South-dast Asia, too, it was tuned to the same
end. Jollowing the outbreak of the korean war, ifts application
in several cases nad been deeply resented by the Asians. As
it has been seen through tiie third, the fourth, and the [ifth
chapters, the United étates, even though sersitive about
trh.eir reactions, nevertieless implemented it. The SEATO was

tne latest manifestation of the 'situation of strensth!

(5) sastern Sconomist (ilew Delhi),17 September 1954.
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Pacifiec Charter proclaimed by the SZATO power and the text of the
South-uast Asia Uollective "efence Treaty itself, reveal the
anxiety of its zuardians not to lose the confidence of the Asians
and to develop, if possible, a system of collaboration with them.
Rezarding its impact on Scuth-fast Asia, too, two
contradictory views have been recorded earlier. 3enind them,
there lies varying understandings of the situaticn in Asiae. The
3urmese view of the SaaTO is based on the assumpticn that after
thhe geneva settlements, there 4id not remain any further ground
for the continuation of the struszle for povwer between the two
powver blocs. Under this argument, tne SwuATO, following close on
the neels of the Geneva Conference, caused in South-last asia
the bezinning afresih of a struggle for power between the two
povwer blocse. (6) as agzainst this, Dulles based his view of it
on the assumption that the Communist Bloc was expansionist, and
the weak and small nations of South-Bast Asia, left to their ovwn,

would never be able to resist its expansion. Under this argument,

(6) Jawsharlal Nearu also took the same view of the impact
of the conclusion of the bHuATOe 1in a statement made on
29 September 1954, he said, "1 have often wondered what was the
special urze, the special drive towards having this Manila
Conference and this South fast Asia Treaty that smersed from it?
« « « Was the peace of Soutn-Bast Asia or the Pacific threatened
suddenly? Wny was that particular time chosen, just after the
Geneva Treaty? I have been unable to find the answer. . . .

« o o has this ianila Treaty relaxed tension or increased
them? « « o I confess, I neither see any lessening of tension
nor any advance towards peace. 1n fact, the reverse."
Military Ailiances: ixcerpts from Prime Minister Nehru's speeches
td Parliament 1954-56 (Lok Sabha Secretariat, Delhi 1957) 1.
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tne reason for the establisihment of the S4ATO was that its
existence would make up for their lack of strensth and thus
nelp in the maintenance of peace in South-zast Asia and
independence of the countries of the resion.

The SwATO's arrival on the South-iast Asian scene bred
tension but it did not cause war. ‘he non-alisned powers'of
Asla olamed the members of the SIATO for causing tension bug
the Wdestern Poiers have since been claiming that the existenc:
of SuATO has forced the Communist 3loc to revise its desiens
rezarding South-fast aAsiae.

It is obvious thiat both these arruments are equally
spibious and do not explain the timeless characteristics of
the SsaTO. he only point on which its makers and critics are
equally agreed is that it brings elements of power to bear upon
the South-fast Asian scene. Ihe disazreement is rezarding its
effect.

It is to be kept in mind that South-iast Asia is a clustre
of small and weak statese. ‘he socio-political conditions existing
in thiese countries furtirer add to their weakness. tven though
the Burmese contention, that the Comrunist Bloc was not
expansionist, is accepited, it remains that the Western Powers
were not concerned of it. <“he larze Communist parties in the
countries of South—Eask Asia were working under favourable
socio-economic concitions. With the experience of Vietnam,
where the Communists seized power by taking advantase of the

conditions within the country, to guide tiem, the Western rowers
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would never have left such a straterically siznificant re-ion

like South-zast 4asia, winlci, they feli, was vualnerabl:, to itself.
ln any case, they would have introdiaced their strenzth on the
South-uast asian scenee.

tna

“he decision to form the 315470, even though taken in
face of opposition of the Asians, cannot, hosever, be attributed
to any identifiable propensity typlecal of its makers. 7<he cance
for the SuATO must be souznt in the nature of internatlional pover
mechanism of our times on the one hand and the state of ils
workine in South Zast Asia on the eve of the SuATO's birth on the
other. The Geneva Conference did not put an end to cold war
altozether. Iiven its continued existence on one hand, and ihe
peculiar socio-political conditions in the couniries of South-
wasl asia and the weakeninzt of The Western :lefences after the
ccllapse of the French resistance in Indo-Cliina on the ot:er,
tne estaoblis..ment of a power system, wiose existence can make
tne Communist 3loc realize the exlstence of the strength of the
destern 3loc in South-sast asia, was thhe most natural phenomenone
It was an instrument desizned to hold the Commnist Bloc in
cnecke As sucn, it was an instrument manufactured by one bloc
for use unier certain conditions azainst its rival.

The pihenomenon of the S5ATC, therefore, must be explained
in relation to the nature and workinz of international powver
mechanisme It is the idea, that it brought to bear upon the
South-idast aAsian scene, wnich ought to be taken into accounte

An idea can be brouzht into operation through a variely ol foPms.
L]
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“he particular form of the SzATO is the one selected by its
makzrs Jor tueir purpose. 3ut its idea irresistibly worked its
Wway into Soutlhi-dast Asia.

‘he comin~ of the 5zATO was deeply resented Dy tha none
alizined ZJovernments of Soutn and Southi-iast asia. It wvas
resented not sirply because it was a Jestern instrument, but
because it was destined Lo deepen further tihie strugsle for porer
between the two power constellations. as we have seen trhrou-~iout
thils stuay, tune non-alisned Jovernments had reason to resent
ti.e continuation of the stru~zle for power in Scuth-Zast Asia
and had constantly worked to break the vicious circle of povere.
The emer-ence of the 544T0 aroused a fresh wave of anti-
colonialist feelin s in the countries of Sout’.-wast Asia. The
Communists had a more malleabls situation to thrive upon and
the non-alizned Yovernment had far more difficult circumstances
to face. Thelr criticisms azainst the 524TC do not bzar thre

sense of fear, obut of disappointment and anzer.

The autnor has held that the appearance of the element,
wWwnich the 54410 was designed to put into operation in South-
dast asia, was a natural phenomenon. The question, waich
follows tuis con-ention, pertains to the form thirough which
that idea was brouzht &o bear upon the South-last Asian scene.
The promoters of the idea went for a system of collective
security alliance, even thiough conditions for an anti-Communist

alliance, either among the countries of Soutli and South-fast® Asia
L
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themselyes or between t.em on Lhie one hand and the destern
Fowers on the other did not exist. he makers of the 3.a™C
were avare of it. That trey still preferred to promote a
rezional aglliance for proj=ctin~ ticir pover on the South-iast
scene must be attributed to their undzsrstandine of the situation
in South-siast asia. It was clear to them that no system of
resistance to communism could work in South-usast Asia unless
that had the confidence and s mpathy of the non-alirned powers
of the resion. .lence, the 5uaTC. Its charter was carefully
drafted with an eye Lo win their confildence and co-operation.
1t was felt by.its makers that S2aT0's workinz, in the present
form, would not be impeded by the non-alirned powers, and in
the course of time, they mizht even join it.

“he conception of the SUATO as held by its Asian members
was far removed from the Jestern view of it. [hey took it as
an alliance with enormous potentialities. ['rom the beginning,
they asked for cxploiting its potentialities, whether or not
the non-alirned powers joined it. There thus lay the potential
zerms of disinte-ration of the SiZATO.

As time passed on, it became obvious that the Western
powers would not join the SzATO. With this, it also bzcame
certain that its potentialities would be shelved for ever.:

In the eyes of its Asian members, the SIATC seemed to have lost

its practical value. Its economic potentialities remained
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unexploited in ti.e face of the opposition of its makers. (7)

The Laotian crisis of 1961-2 further -xposed its futility as

a political and military alliance. Its members brouzht homec the
lesson that there did not yet exist conditions for an asast-Yast
alliance. Pakistan, which had joined the alliance primarily out
of enmity with India, turned to China, lately India's enem&, and
Thailand sought, and received from the United States unilateral
assurance of assistance in case of Comrunist azgression on

ner. (8) That the United States conc=aed to Thai request was

a public admission of failure of the SsATC,

it would thus appear that while the appearance on the
South-=ast asian scene of the element, which the makers of the
SsATO promoted through it, was inevitable, Lhe 54aT0, was not

the right venicle to bring it into operation,

(7) ’he fartuest that the non-iAsian members of the SIATO
Went to concede tiie demand of its asian members was in the form
of authority ziven to the Permanent iconomic Committee of the
SisATO "to discuss on a technical and advisory basis relevant
economic problems of member countries, bearing in mind the
established functions of other inuernatlonal acencies " Final
Communigue of the Sixth: lieeting of the Council of South-dast

Asig Treagty Orcanization SzATO: Record of FProgress 1959-1960

(4 8&ATO Publication, Bangkok 1960).

Nai Pote 3arasin, SuaTl0's Sacretary—ueneral relt that this
resolution had broadened 5:aT0's "economic ant1v1t1es, for,
"any proposal submitted by members in the future -ould ‘be
elizible for discussion." Hindustan Times, 4 June,1960.

(8) DMNeuw York Times, 3 March 1962.
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Appepdix I

Extracts from a Statement of Secretary Acheson
(Released to the pregs May 18)

Department of State Bulletip, 20 (29 May 1949) €96

While the conclusion of the Korth Atlantic Treaty
does not mean any lessening of our interest in the security
of other areas, as I have taken pains to make clear on several
occasions, the Unlited States is not currently considering
participation in any further special collective defense
arrangement other than the North Atlantic Treaty.

Recently there have been a number of public suggestions
about a Pacific pact modeled after the North Atlantic Treaty.
It seems to me that some of those who make such suggestions
may not have given study to the evolution of the North Atlantic
Treaty, which was largely the product of a specific set of
circumstances peculiar to Europe and the Atlantic commnity -
the logical culmination of a long series of developments,
Practical plans for effective collaboration for defense were
in progress among the principal countries of Westerm Europe
long before steps were taken to extend such collaboration to
provide for the security of the North Atlantic as an integrated
whole. Thus there existed a solidé foundation on which to build.
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Extracts from Letter of Instruction of President
Quirino to Ambassador Romulo on the Pacifie Unionm

The Republic of the Philippines, Official Gazette,
45 (August 1949) 3249

* e o

August 3, 1949

My dear Ambassador Romulo:

I have summoned you home to help prepare the necessary
groundvork for the prosecution of an important phase of our
foreign policy which I congider a timely contribution to the
peace of the world: the problem of forging a closer union
among the peoples of Southeast Asiz dedicated to the maintenance
of peace and freedom in the region through appropriate methods

of political, economic and cultural cooperation with one another.

Today, the need of pursuing this line of thought is
pressing and urgent. It was and it still 1s necessary for
the Asian countries to consult and to cooperate with one
another in order to hasten their emergence as independent
countries. But the great danger that confronts us at this
moment is the tide of totalitarian subversion and conquest
which threateng to engulf the very fieedom ve have won or
others expect to win. This menace is on the ascendant, and

in order to meet it we mmst forge stronger bonds than exist-

at presente
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It was because of this imminent danger that I conceive&
in the Baguio conversation last month the necessity of accler-
ating the process of establishing a Union, predicated upon the
independence and sovereignty of the peoples of Southeast Asia
and the countries bordering the Pacific so that, masters of their
own destiny, they can concentrate their attention to their
coordinated full development in order to ensure their stability
and security and thus contribute to world peace and advancement.
I envigaged such a union to be esgentially an act of common
faith on the economlc, political and cultural level, in tune
with the work of the ECAFE and the program of the UNESCO, and
that it would involve no military commitments. For I am
convinced that in the long run our strongest defense against
totalitarian subvergion would lie in providing a life of
substance and contentment and promoting higher living standards
among the Asian peoples. Thus it would be real union on the
basis of common counsel and assistance for the pregervation of

peace, democracy and freedom in Asia.

I am not unmindful of the difficulties that beset us in
this task. The genesis of the Western Union and the North
Atlantic Pact over a peiiod of many months provideg an object
lesson in this respect and ghould teach us to persevere in the
face of the obstacles that confront us. But as the stake is

great, so must our patience be inexhaustible and our faith
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remains undimmed. A seed i1s belng planted, and whether or not
we shall be here in the season of its flowering is not important.
What is important is that the tree will provide shade and shelter

for those that will come after use.

Sincerely,

(8gd.) Elpidio Quirino

Honorable Carlos P. Rommlo
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
Chief, Philippine Mission to the United Nations

Manila Hotel.
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Appendix III

Extracts from the National Press Club speech of
Secretary Acheson given on 12 January 1950 in Washington

Department of State Bulletipn, 22 (23 January 1950) 111.9,

e O o

This afternoon 1 should like to discuss with you the
relations between the peoples of the United States and the
peoples of Asia, and I used the words "relations of the peoples
of the United States and the peoples of Agia" advisedly. I
am not talking about governments or nations because it seems
to me what I want to discugs with you is this feeling of mine
that the relations depend upon the attitudeg of the people;
that there are fundamental attitudes, fundamental interests,
fundamental purposes of the people of the United States,

150 million of them, and of the peoples of Asia, unnumbered
millions, which determine and out of which grow the relations
of our countries and the policies of our governmenfs. Out of
these attitudes and interests and purposes grow what we do
from day to daye.

Now, let's dispose of one idea right at the start and
not bother with it any more. That is that the policies of the
United States are determined out of abstract principles in the
Department of State or in the White House or in the Congress.
That is not the case. If these policlesg are going to be good,
they must grow out of the fundamental attitudes of our people
on both sides. If they are to be effective, they-must becoﬁe
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articulate through all the 1nstitutions of our national life,
of which this is one of the greatest — through the press,
through the radio, through the churches, through the labor
unions, through the business organizations, through all the
groupings of our national 1life, there must become articulate
the attitudes of our people and the policies which we propose
to follow. It seems to me that understanding is the beginning
of wisdom and therefore, we shall begin by trying to understand
before we announce that we are going to do, and that is a
proposition so heretical in this town that I advance it with
some hesitation. | '

Now, let!s consider some of the baslec factors which go
into the making of the attitudes of the peoples on both sides.
I am frequently asked: Has the State Department got an Asian
policy? 4nd it seemg to me that that discloses such a depth of
iznorance that it is very hard to begin to deal with it. The
peoples of Asia are so incredibly diverse and their problems
are so incredibly diverse that how could anyone, sven the most
utter charlatan believe that he had a uniform policy which
would deal with all of them. On the other hand, there are very
important similarities in ideas and in problems among the
peoples of Asla and so what we come to, after we understand
these diversities and these common attitudes of mind, is the
fact that there must be certain similarities of approach, and
there mist be very great dissimilarities in action,
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Let's come now to the matters which Asia has in common.
There is in this vast area what we might call a developing
Aslan consciousness, and a developing pattern, and this, I
think, i1s based upon two factors which are pretty nearly common
tp the entire experience of all these Asian peopls.

One of these factors 1s a revulsion against the acceptance
of misery and poverty as the normal condition of life. Through-
out all of this vast area, you have that fundamental revolutionary
aspect in mind and belief, The other common aspect that they
have 1s the revulsion against foreign domination, Whether that
foreign domination takes the form of colonialism or whether it
takes the form of imperialism, they are through with it. They
have had enough of it, and they want no more.

These two basic ideas which are held so broadly and
commonly in Asia tend to fuse in the minds of many Aslan peoples
and many of them tend to believe that if you could get rid of
foreign domination, if you could gain independence,. then the
relief from poverty and misery would follow almost in course,

It 1s easy to point out that that 1s not true, and of course,

they are discovering that it is not true. But underneath that
belief, there was a very profound understanding of a basiec

truth and it is the basic truth which underlies all our democratic
belief and all our democratic concept. That truth is that just as
no man and no government is wise enough or disinterested enough

to direct the thinking and the action of another individual, so

no nation and no people are wise enough and disinterested eneugh
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very long to assume the responsibility for another people or fo
control another pesople's opportunities.

That great truth they have sensed, and on that great
truth they are acting. They say and they believe that from now
an they are on thelr own. They will make their own declislions.
They will attempt to better their own lot, and on occasion they
will make their own mistakes. But it will be thelr mistakes,
and they are not going to have their mistakes dictated to them
by anybody else.

The symbol of these concepts has become nationalism.
National independence has become the symbol both of freedom from
foreign domination and freedom from the tyranny of poverty and
misery.

Since the end of the war in Asla, we have seen over 500
million people gain their independence and over seven new natlions
come into existence in this area.

We have the Philippines with 20 million citizens. We
have Pakistan, India, Ceylon, and Burma with 400 million citlizens,
southern Korea with 20 million, and within the last few weeks,
the United States of Indonesia with 75 million,

This is the outward and visible sign of the internal
ferment of Asia. But this ferment and change is not restricted
to these countries Whiéh are just gaining thelr independence.

It is the common idea and the common pattern of Asia, and as
I tried to suggest a moment ago, 1t is not based on purely
political conceptions. It 1s not based purely on ideological
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conceptions. It is based on a fundamental and an earthy and a’
deeply individual realization of the problems of their own daily
lives. This new sense of nationalism means that they are going
to deal with those daily problems — the problems of the relation
o{ man to the soil, the problem of how mch can be exacted from
them by the tax collectors of the state. It is rooted in those
ideas. With those ideas they are going forward. Resignation
is no longer the typical emotion of Asia. It has given way to

hope, to a sense of effort, and in many cases, to a real sense of

angers

Let's consider for a moment another important factor in
thls relationship. That i1s the attitude of our own people to
Asia. What is that fundamental attitude out of which our policy
has grown? What is the history of i1t? Becanse history is very
important, and history furnishes the belief on the one side in
the reality and truth of the attitude.

What has our attitude been toward the peoples of Asia?

It has been, 1 submit to you, that we are interested — that
Americans as individuals are interested in the peoples of Asia,.
We are not interested in them as pawns or as subjects for

exploitation but just as people.

Through all this period of time also, we had, and still

have great interests in Asia. But let me point out to you one
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very important factor about our interests in Asia. That is that
our interests have been parallel to the interests of the people
of Asla. For 50 years, it has been the fundamental belief of
the American people -- and I am not talking about announcements
of government but I mean a belief of people in little towns and
villages and churches and missionary forces and labor unions
throughout the United States -- it has been their profound
relief that the control of China b¥ a foreign power was contrary
to American interests. The interesting part about that is it
was not contrary to the interests of the people of China. There
was not conflict but parallelism in that interest. And so from
the time of the announcement of the open door policy through the
9-power treaty to the very latest resolution of the General
Assembly of the United Nations, we have stated that principls and
we believe it. And similarly in all the rest of Asia -- in the
Philippines, in India, in Pakistan and Indonesia, and in Korea o
for years and years and years, the interests of Americans
throughout this country have been in favor of their independence.
This is where their independence, L sic/ socleties, and their
patriotic groups have come for funds and sympathy. The whole
policy of our government insofar as we have responsibility in
the Philippines was to bring about the accomplishment of this
independence and our sympathy and help. The very real help
which we have given other nations in Asia has been in that

direction, and it is still in that direction.
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Now, I stress this, which you may think is a platitude,
because of a very important fact: I hear almost every day scmeone
say that the real interest of the United States is to stop the
spread of communism. Nothing seems to me to put the cart before
the horse more completely than that. Of course we are 1n§erested
in stopping the spread of communism. But we are interested for
a far deeper reason than any conflict between the Soviet Union
and the United States. We are interested in stopping the spread
of communism because communism is a doctrine that we don't happen
to like. Communism is the most subtle instrument of Soviet
foreign policy that has ever been devised, and it 1s really the
spearhead of Russian imperialism which would, if it could, take
from these people what they have won, what we want them to keep
and develop, which is their own national independence, their
own individual independence, their own development of their own
resources for their own good and not as mere tributary states
to this great Soviet Union. '

Now, it is fortunate that this point that I made does
not represent any real conflict. It is an important point
because people will do more damage and create more mlsrepresgen=-
tation in the Far East by saying our interest is merely to stop
the spread of communism than any other way. Our real interest
is in those people as people. It is because communism is hostile
to that interest that we want to stop it. But it happens that
the best way of doing both things is to do just exactly what the
peoples of Asia want to do and what we want to help them to &o,
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which 1s to develop a soundness of administration of these new
governments and to develop their resources and their technical
skills so that they are not subject to penetration either
through ignorance, or because they belleve these false promises,
Or because there is real distress in their areas. If we can
help that development, if we can go forward with it, then we
have brought about the best way that anyone knows of stopping
this spread of communism,

It is important to take this attitude not as a mere
negative reaction to communism but as the most positive
affirmation of the most affirmative truth that we hold, which
is in the dignity and right of every nation, of every people,
and of every individual to develop in their own way, making
their own mistakes, reaching their own triumphs but acting
under their own responsibility. That is what we are pressing
for in the Far East, and that is what we must affirm and not
get mixed up with purely negative and inconsequential statements.

What 1s the situation in regard to the military security
of the Pacific area, and what 1s our policy in regard to 1t?

In the first place, the defeat and the disarmament of
Japan has placed upon‘the United States the necessity of
assuming the military defense of Japan so long as that 1s
required, both in the interest of our security and in the

interests of the security of the entire Pacific area and, in
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all honor, in the interest of Japanese security. We have
American — and there are Australian - troopg in Japan. I am
not in a position to speak for the Australians, but I can aésure
you that there is no intention of any sort of abandoning or
weakening the defenses of Japan and that whatever arrangements
are to be made either through permanent settlement or otherwise,
that defense must and shall be maintsined.

This defensive perimeter runs along the Aleutians to
Japan and then goes to the Ryukyus. We hold important defense
positions in the Ryukyu Islands, and those we will continue to
hold. In the interest of the population of the Ryukyu Islands,
we will at an appropriate time offer to hold these islands
under trusteeship of the United Nations. But they are essential
parts of the defensive perimeter of the Pacific, and they must
and will be held.

The defensive perimeter runs from the Ryukyus to the
Philippine Islands. Our relations, our defensive relations
with the Philippines are contained in agreements between us,
Those agreements are being loyally carried out and will be
loyally carried out. Both peoples have learned by bitter
experience the vital connections between our mutual defense
requirementss We are in no doubt about that, and it is hardly
necessary for me to éay an attack on the Philippines could not
and would not be tolerated by the United States., But I
hasten to add that no one perceives the imminence of any such

attacke
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So far as the military securlty of other areas in the’
Pacific i1s concerned, it mist be clear that no person can
guarantee these areas agalnst military attack. But it mus£
also be clear that such a guarantee is hardly sensible or
necessary within the realm of practical relationshipe.

Should such an attack occur - one hesitates to say where
such an armed attack could come from -~ the initial reliance must
"be on the people attacked to resist it and then upon the
commitments of the entire civilized world under the Charter of
the United Nations which so far has not proved a weak reed to
lean on by any people Wwho are determined to protect their
independence against outside aggression. But it 1s a mistake,

I think, in considering Pacific and Far Eastern problems to
become obsessed with military congliderations. Important as
they are, there are other problems that press, and these other
problems are not capable of solution through military means,
These other problems arise out of the susceptibility of many
areas, and many countries in the Pacific area, to subversion
and penetration. That cannot be stopped by military means,

The susceptibility to penetration arises because in
many areas there are new governments which have little experience
in governmental administration and have not become firmly
established or perhaﬁs firmly accepted in their countries.

They grow, in part, from very serious economic problems, some
of them growing out directly from the last war, others

growing indirectly out of the last war because of the disruptions
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of trade with other parts of the world, with the disruption

of arrangements which furnished credit and management to these
areas for many years. That has resulted in dislocation of .
economic effort and in a good deal of suffering among the peoples
goncerned. In part this susceptibility to penetration comes
from the great soclal upheaval about which I have been speaking,
an upheaval which was carried on and confused a great deal by

the Japanege occupation and by the propaganda which has gone on
from Soviet sources since the war,

Here, then, are the problems in these other areas which
require some policy on our part, and I should like to point out
two facts to you and then discuss in more detail some of these
areass

The first fact is the great difference between our
responsibility and our opportunitiesg in the northern part of
the Pacific area and in the southern part of the Pacific area.

In the north, we have direct responsibility in Japan and we

have direct opportunity to act. The same thing to a lesser degree
is true in Korea., There we had direct responsibility, and

.there we did act, and there we have a greater opportunity to be
effective than we have in the more southerly part.

In the southerly part of the area, we are one of many
nations who can do no more than help. The direct responsibility
lies with the peoples concerned. They are proud of their
new national responsibility. You can not sit around in Washington,

or London, or Paris, or The Hague and determine what the poldcies
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are going to be in those areas. You can be willing to help,.
and you can help only when the conditions are right for help
to be effective.

That leads me to the other thing that I wanted to point
.out, and that is the limitation of effective American assistance.
American assistance can be effective when it is the missing
component in a situation which might otherwise be solved, The
United States cannot furnish all these components to solve the
question. It can not furnish determination, it can not furnish
the will, and it can not furnish the loyalty of a people to its
government. But if the will and 1f the determination exists
and if the people are behind thelr government, then, and not
always then, 1s there a very zood chance. In that situation,
American help can be effective and it can 1=ad to an accomplish-

ment which could not otherwise be achleved.
L J » L . [ ]

So after this survey, what we conclude, I believe, is
that there is a new day which has dawned in Asia. It is a
day in which the Asian peoples are on their own, and know it,
and intend to continue on their own. It is a day in which
the 0ld relationships between east and west are gone, relation-
ships which at their-worst were exploitation, and which at
their best were paternalism. That relationship is over, and
the relationship of east and west must now be in the Far East

one of mutual respect and mutual helpfulness. We are thelr
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friends. Others are their friends. We and those others are
willing to help, but we can help only where we are wanted aqd
only where the conditions of help are really sensible and
possible. So what we can see is that this new day in Asia,

this new day which is dawning, may zo on to a glorious noon

or it may darken and it may drizzle out. But that decision lies
within the countrieg of Asia and within the power of the Asian
people. It is not a decision which a friend or even an 2nemy

from the outside can decide for them.
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Appendix IV

Extracts from Statement by the President (Truman) on
the Korean Question, June 27, 1950

Department of State Bulletin, 23 (3 July 1950) 5.

° Ld * L]

In Korea the Government forces, which were armed ts
prevent border raids and to preserve internal security, were
attacked by invading forces from North Korea. The Security
Council of the United Nations called upon the invading troops
to cease hostilities and to withdraw to the 38th parallel.
This they have not done, but on the contrary have pressed the
attack. The Security Council called upon all members of the
United Nations to render every assistance to the United Nations
in the execution of this resolution. In these circumstances
I have ordered United States air and sea forces to give the
Korean Government troops cover and support,.

The attack upon Korea makes it plain beyond all doubt
that Comrmunism has passed beyond the use of subversion to
conquer independent nations and will now use armed invasion
and war. It has defied the orders of the Security Council of
the United Nations issued to preserve international peace and
security. In these circumstances the occupation of Formosa by
Communist forces would be a direct threat to the security of
the Pacific area and to United States forces performing their

lawful and necessary functions in that area.
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Accord ngly 1 have ordered the Seventh Fleet to
prevent any attack on Formosa. As a corollary of this action
I am calling upon the Chinese Government on Formosa to cease
all air and sea operations against the mainland. The Seventh
Fleet will see that this 1s done. The determination of the
future/status of Formosa must await the restoration of security
in the Pacific, a peace settlement with Japan, or consideration
by the United Nationse.

I have also directed that United States Forces in the
Philippines be strengthened and that military assistéﬁce to
the Philippine Government be accelerated.

I have similarly directed acceleration in the furnishing
of military assistance to the forces of France and the Assoclated
States in Indo China and the dispatch of a military mission

to provide close working relations with those forces.



Appendix V 2 5 2 |

Extracts from the Tripartite Security Treaty
?ggyeen Australia, New Zealand, and the U.S.A., 1 September

/ Department of State Bulletin, 24 (23 July 1951) 148-9 _/

The Parties to this Treaty, .

Reaffirming their faith in the purposes and principles
of the Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in
peace with all peoples and all Governments, and desiring to
strengt.ien the fabric of peace in the Pacific Area,

Noting that the United States already has arrancgements
pursuant to which its armed forces are stationed in the
Philippines, and has armed forces and administrative responsi-
bilities in the Ryukyus, and upon the coming into force of the
Japanese Peace Treaty may also station armed forces in and
about Japan to assist in the preservation of peace and security
in the Japan area,

Recognizing that Australia and New Zealand as members of
the British Commonwealth of Nations have military obligations
outside as well as within the Pacific Area,

Desiring to declare publicly and formally thelr sense of
unity, so that no potential aggressor could be under the illusion
that any of them stand alone in the Pacific Area, and

Desiring further to coordinate their efforts for collective
defense for the pregervation of peace and security pending the
development of a more comprehensive system of regional securlty

in the Pacific Area,
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Therefore declare and agree as follows:
Article I

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 thelr international relations
from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with

the purposes of the United Nations.
Article I1

In order more effectively to achieve the objective
of this Treaty the Parties separately and jointly by means of
continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid will maintain
aﬁd develop their individual and collectlve capacity to resist

armed attacke
Artiecle IT1I

The Parties will consult together whenever in the opinion
of any of them the territorial integrity, political independence

or security of any of the Partises 1s threatened in the Pacific,
Article IV

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the Pacific
area on any of the Parties would be dangerous to its own peace
and safety and declares that it would act to meet the common

danger in accordance with its constitutional processese
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Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result
thereof shall be immediately reported to the Security Council of
the United Nations. Such measures shall be terminated when the
Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and

maintain international peace and security.

Article VII

The Parties hereby establish a Council, consisting of
their Foreign Ministers or their Deputies, to consider matters
concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Council

should be so organized as to be able to meet at any time.
Article VIII

Pending the development of a more comprehensive system of
regional security in the Pacific Area and the development by
the United Nations of more effective means to mainfain
international peace and security, the Council, established by
Article VII, is authorized to maintain a consultative relation-
ship with States, Regional Organizations, Associations of
States or other authorities in the Pacific Area in a position
to further the purposes of this Treaty and to contribute to

the secutrity of that Area.
* L L J L

In witness whereof the undersigned Plenipdtentiaries

have signed this Treaty.
Done at San Francisco this first day .of September, 1951,
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Appendix VI

Extracts from John Foster Dulles "Security in the
Pacific," Fore Aff , 30 (January 1952) 1834,

. All of the parties to the present Pacific security
treaties have, however, made it clear that they do not resard
the present situation as adequate or final. The Australia-
New Zealand Treaty and the Philippine Treaty both refer to
"the development of a more comprehensive system of regional
security in the Pacific area." The United States—Jééan
Security Treaty is not only described as "provisional" but it
will expire when "there shall have come into force such United
Nations arrangzements or such alternative individual or collective
security dispositions as will satisfactorily provide for the
maintenance by the United Nations or otherwise of international
peace and security in the Japanese area.”

But treaty words in themselves have little.pover to
compel action. Treaties of alliance and of mutual aid mean
little except as they spell out what the people concerned wonld
do anywaye ‘

The Rio Pact reflected a sense of common destiny as
between the Americas which had existed for 125 years before it
was formalized. Thé North Atlantic Treaty reflected a sense
of common destiny as between the peoples of the West, which
grew out of a commnity of race, religion and political

institutions, and it had been tested in two world wars befiore
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it was formalized. The security treaties which we have nov
made with Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines and Japan
reflect the fact that the historical events of the recent past
have developed a sense of common destiny between our nation
4nd each of those others. But that element does not clearly
exist as yet elsevhere in the Pacific area, '

The further steps require, first of all, not more
treaties, but more will to act together. Thils calls for a
dissipating of unreasoned fears which now divide the free
nations, negate their sense of common destiny and jeopardize

continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid,
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Appendix VII

Extract from a speech by Mr. Dulles to the
Overseas Press Club of America, New York, 29 March 1954

[ Department of Stgte Bulletin, 30 (12 April 1954) 539-40 _7
¢ If the Communist forces won uncontested control over
Indochina or any substantial part thereof, they would surely
resume the same pattern of aggression against other free peoples
in the area.

The propagandists of Red China and Russia make it apparent
that the purpose is to dominate all of Southeast Asia.

Southeast Asia is the so-callad ‘rice bowl! which ﬁelps
to feed the densely populated region that extends from India
to Japan. It is rich in many raw materials, such as tin, oil,
rubber, and iron ore. It offers industrial Japan potentially
important markets and sources of raw materialse

The area has great strategic value. Southeast Asia is
astride the most direct and best-developed sea and alr routes
between the Pacific and South Asia. It has major naval and
air bases. Communist control of Southeast #sia would carry a
grave threat to the Philippines, Australia, and New Zealand,
with whom we have treaties of mutual assistance. The entire
Western Pacific area, including the so-called toffshore island
chain', would be strategically endangered.

President Eisenhower appralsed the situation last
Wednesday / March 24_/ when he sald that the area is of

'transcendent importancet.
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The United States has shown in many ways its sympathy for
the gallant struggle being waged in Indochina by French forces
and those of the Associated States. Congress has enabled u;
to provide material aid to the established governments and their
peoples. Also, our diplomacy has sought to deter Communist

China from open aggression in that area.

The Chinese Communists have, in fact, avolded the direct
use of their own Red armies in open aggression againétiIndochina.
They have, however, largely stepped up their support of the
aggression in that area. Indeed, they promote that azgression
by all means short of open invasion.

Under all the circumstances it seems desirable to clarify
further the United States position.

Under the conditions of today, the imposition on South-
east Asia of the political system of Comrmnist Russia and its
Chinese Communist ally, by whatever means, would be a grave
threat to the whole free community. The United States feels
that that possibility should not be passively accepted but should
be met by united action. This might involve serious riskse.

But these risks are far less than those that will face us a

few years from now if we dare not be resolute today.
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Appendix VITI

Extracts from Joint statement issued by Mr. Eden and
Mr. Dulles, London, 13 April 1954

/[ Department of State Bulletin, 30 (26 April 1954) 622 _7

. We have had a full exchange of views with reference to
south-east Asia. We deplore the fact that on the eve of the
Geneva conference the Communist forces in Indo-China are
increasingly developing their activities into a large-scale war
against the forces of the French Union. They seek to overthrow
the lawful and friendly Government of Viet Nam Which.we recocnize;
and they have invaded Laos and Cambodia. We realize that these
activities not only threaten those now directly involved but
also endanger the peace and security of the entire area of
south-east Asia and the western Pacific, where our two nations
and other friendly and allied nations have vital interests.

Accordingly we are ready to take part, with the other
countries principally concerned, in an examination.of the
possibility of establishing a collective defence, within the
framework of the Charter of the United Nations, to assure the
peace, security, and freedom of south-east Asia and the
western Pacifice.

It is our hope that the Geneva conference will lead to
the restoration of peéce in Indo~China. We believe that the
prospect of establishing a nunity of defensive purpose throushout

south-east Asia and the western Pacific will contribute to an

honourable peace in Indo-China.
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Appendix IX '

Extracts from the Communique Issued After the
Conference of Asian Prime Ministers, 2 May 1954,
R.I.T.A., Docummntg 1954, 166-7.

. The Prime Ministers of Burma, Ceylon, India, Indonesia
and Pakistan met in Colombo to exchangze views and discuss’
problems of common interest and concern to them all. This was
the first occasion on which the Prime Minlsters of these ~onntries
met together and the informal and cordial atmosphere.qf the
conference enablad them not merely to get better acquainted
with each other's views but also to come to know one anotﬁer
better.,

While it was not expected that there would be complete
unanimity of approach to the variety of problems they discussed,
the conference made it evident that th:ere was substantial
community of outlook on many of these problems. It was a happy
coincidence that the Prime Ministers of these countries shonld
have met together at the time when problems vital to the
stability and peace of the Far Eastern and Asian region were
being considered by the Geneva conference.

The Prime Ministers reviewed the situation in respect
of Indo-China, where a long and tragle war threatens the
establishment of the %reedom and independence of the peoples of
Indo-China as well as the security and peace of Asia and the
world as a whole. They welcomed the earnest attempts being made

at Geneva to find a solution to the problem of Indo-China by
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negotiation and they hoped that the deliberations of the Geneva
conference would bring about a speedy termination of the conflict
and the restoration of peace in Indo-China.

They considered that the solution of the problem of
Indo-China required that an agreement on a cease-fire should
be reached without delay.

The Prime Ministers felt that solution of the préblem
required direct negotiations between the parties principally
concerned, namely, France, the three Associated States of
Indo-China and Vietminh as well as other parties invited by
agreement. The success of such direct negotiations Qill be
greatly helped by an agreement on the part of all the countries
concerned and particularly China, the United Kingdom, the
United States and the U.S.S.R. on the steps necessary to
prevent the recurrence or resumption of hostilities. The
Prime Ministers contemplated that this negotistine eroup would
report to the Geneva conference for final decision.

They proposed that France should declare at the Geneva
conference that she is irrevocably committed to the complete
independence of Indo-China.

In order that the good offices and machinery of the
United Nations might be utilized for furtherance of the
purpose of the Geneva conference and implementation of its
decisions on Indo-China, the Prime Ministers were of the
opinion that the conference should keep the United Nations
informed of the progress of its deliberations on Indo-Chira.
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Appepdix X

Extracts from a speech by Mr. Eden in the
House of Commons, 23 June 1954

/ U.K. Parliamentary Debate , Housg of Commons,
529 (23 June 1954§ cols. 432-4 _/

Although our asian partners in the Commonwealth were
not represented at the szeneva_7 Conference, we were able to
keep in constant contact with them at every stage of our work.
This also was quite invaluable to us because, in my v;ew,
there will never be any real security in South-East Asia without
the good will of the free Asian countries, If peace is once
restored in Indo-China, then I believe that these countries
will be willing to take their part in supervising and
guaranteeing the settlement. If so, there will be a good chance
for that settlement to last. If also we succeed in negotiating
some form of permanent South-East d4sia defence organisation,
it will not be fully effective without the understanding and

support of the Colombo Powers. . .

I hope that we shall be able to agree to an international
guarantee of any settlement that may emerge at Geneva. I also
hope that it will be bossible to agree on some gystem of
South-fast Asian defence to guard against aggression. In other
words, we could have a reciprocal arrangement in which both
sides take part, such as Locarno. We could also have a .

defensive alliance such as N.A.T.0. is in Europe, and, let me
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. add, such as the existing Chinese-Soviet Treaty provides for °
the Far Zast so far as the Communist Powers are concerned.

That is the kind of plan that should develop. These
two systems, 1 admit, are guite different, but they need be
in no way inconsistent. My belief is that by refrainine from
any precipitate move towards the formation of a N.A.T.0. system
in South-Bast Asia, we have helped to create the necessary
conditions in which both systems can possibly be brought into
being.

Here let me say something else. The idea of é.pact for
South-East Asia and the Pacific is really not a new one. It
has been canvassed for many years in the past by myself,
amongst others, and, I know, by other right hon. and hon. Members
of the House. It is quite wrong to suppose that it suddenly
sprang into the light of day a few weeks ago, fully armed, like
Minerva from the head of Jupiter. It really was not so. Its
relevance to current events must not be exaggerated. It could

be a future safeguard, but it is not a present panacea. . . .
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Communique on Talks Between Mr. Nehru
and Mr. Chou En-lai, 28 June 1954

/ The Government of India

] i Towardgs Peace Better
Understanding, (August 1955y 5-7 -

His &xcellency lr. Chou En-lai, Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister of the People's Republic of China, came to
Delhi at the invitation of His Excellency Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru,
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister of the Republic of India.

He stayed here for three days. During this period the two
Prime Ministers discussed many matters of common concern to
India and China. 1In particular they discussed the prospects of
peace in South-East Asia and developments that had taken place
in the Geneva Conference in regard to Indo-China. The situation
in Indo-China was of vital importance to the peace of Asia and
the world, and the Prime Ministers were anxious that the efforts
that were being made at Geneva should succeed. they noted with
satisfaction that some progress has been made in tﬂe talks at
Geneva in regard to an armistice. They earnestly hoped that
these efforts will meet with success in the near future and

that they would result in a political settlement of the problems
of that area.

The talks between the Prime Ministers aimed at helping
in such ways as were possible the efforts at peaceful settle-
ment that were being made in Geneva and elsewhere. Thelr main
purpose was to arrive at a clearer understanding of each other's
point of view 1n order to help in maintenance of Yeace, boti in

co-operation with each other and with other countries.
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Recently India and China have come to an a~reement in
which they have laid down certain principles which should gqidé
relations between the two countries. These principles are:

(1) mutual respect for each other's territorial intesrity and
sovereiznty, (2) non-aggression, (3) non-interference in each
other's internal affairs, (4) equality and mutual benefit’ and
(5) peacefal co-existenc=z. The Prime Ministers reaffirmed these
principles and felt that they should be applied in thelr
relations with other countries in Asia as well as in other parts
of the world. If these principles are applied not o;Iy between
various countries, but also in international relations geherally,
they would form a solid foundation for peace and security, and
the fears and apprehensions that exist today would give place
to a feeling of confidence.

The Prime Ministers recognised that different social and
political systems exist in various parts of Asia and the world.
If, however, the above-mentioned principles are accepted and
acted upon and there is no interference by any one country
with another, these differences should not come in the way of
peace or create conflicts. With assurance of the territorial
integrity and sovereizsnty of each country and of non-aggression,
there would be peaceful co-existence and friendly relations
between the countrie; concerned. This would lessen the tensions
that exist in the world today and help in creating a climate of
peace.

In particular, the Prime Ministers hoped Ehat these.
principles would be applied to solution of the problems in



‘266

Indo~China where the political settlement should aim at creation
of free democratic, unifi=d and independent states which should
not be used for aggressive purposes or be subjected to foreién
intervention. This will lead to the growth of self-confidence
in these couniries as well as to friendly relations between

them and thelr neighbours. Adoption of the principles referred
to above will also help in creating an area of peace which, as
circumstances permit, can be enlarged, thus lesseﬁing the
chances of war and strengtheninsz the cause of peace all over the
world. .

The Prime Ministers expressed thelr confidence in the
friendship between India and China, which would help the cause of
world peace and peaceful development of thelr respective countries
as well as other countries of Asia.

These conversations were held with a view to help in
bringing about greater understanding of the problems of Asia
and to further peaceful and co-operative effort in common with
other countries of the world in solving these and like problems.

The Prime Ministers agreed that thelr respective
countries should maintain close contacts so that there should
continue to be full understanding between them. They appreciated
greatly the present opportunity of meeting together and having
a full exchange of 1deas leading to clearer understanding and

co-operation in the cause of peace,
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Appendix XII
The Geneva Conference

A, Extracts From the "Final Declaration" on
Indo-China, 21 July, 1954

[~ Great Britain: Purther Documents relating to the

« discussion of Indo~China at the Geneva Conference
16 June - 21 July 1954, Command .9239, (August 1954) 11 _7

L ] * L] [ 4 L

(xii) In their relations with Cambodia, Laos, and
Viet Nam each member of the Geneva conference undertakes to
respect the sovereignty, the independence, the unity, "and
the territorial integrity of the above mentioned States,.and
to refrain from any interference in their internal affairs.
(xiii) The members of the conference agsree to consult
one another on any questions which may be referred to them
by the international supervisory commission in order to study
such measures as may prove necessary to ensure that the
agreements on the cessation of hostilities in Cambodia, Laos

and Viet Nam are respected.

Be Extracts from the 'Unilateral declaration'! of the
United States in regard to the Geneva Agreements

/[ Ibid., 7 _7

The Governmené of the United States, being resolved
to devote its efforts to the strengthening of peace in
accordance with the principles and purposes of the United
Nations, takes note of the agreements concluded §t Geneva
on July 20 and 21, 1954, and declares with regard to the

aforesaid agreements and paragraphs that:



268

1. It will refrain from the threat or the use of force to
disturb them, in accordance with Article 2(4) of the ,
Charter of the United Nations dealing with the oblications
of members to refrain in their international relations -
from the threat or use of force; and

2. It would view any renewal of the aggression in violation
of the aforesaid agreements with grave concern and as

. seriously threatening international peace and security.

In connection with the statement in the declaration
concerning free elections in Viet-nam, my Government wishes

to make clear its position, which 1t has expressed in a

declaration made in Washington on June 29, 1954, as follows:

In the case of nations now divided against their

wlll, we shall continue to seek to achieve unity

through free elections, supervised by the United

Nations, to ensure tha% they are conducted fairly.

With respect to the statement made by the represen-
tative of the State of Viet-nam, the United States reiterates
its traditional position that peoples are entitled to
determine their own future and that it will not join in an
arrangement which would hinder this. Nothing in its
declaration just made is intended to or does indicate any
departure from this traditional position.

We share the hope that the agreements will permit

Cambodia, Laos and Viet-nam to play their part in full

independence and sovereignty in the peaceful community of

nations and will enable the peoples of that area to determine

their own future,
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C. The Colombo Powers' Declaration Resarding
the Geneva dgreements

/~ Hindu, 5 August 1954 _/

"The Governments that participated in the South Asian
Premiers' Conference in Colombo nam2ly, 3urma, Ceylon,
indonesia, India, and Pakistan, express their deep satis-
faction at the agreements that have been reached in fespect
of the cessation of hostilities in Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laose They regard the asreements as a notable contribution
to the consolidation of peace in South East Asia and'yhey
extend their firm support to them. They expect that in the
interest of international peace and security these agre~ments
will be fully respected by the members of the Geneva

Conference and by all other states."
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Appendix XIIT
THo SHATO CHART R AND THE PACIFIC CHART uR

/ The Signing of the Southeast 4gig C ec e Defence
Treaty, The Protocol to the South East Asig Collective
Defence Treaty and the Pacific Charter: Proceedings,

Conference Secretariat7 Manila Conference of 1954,

8 September 1954)

A. South-Zast 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 purposcs and prineiplss
set forth in the Charter of the United Nations and theié 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 principl=z of equal rights and
self-determination 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 1ts responsi~
bilities,

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 thelr sense
of unity, so that any potential aggrédssor will appreciate that
the Parties stand together in the area, and

Desiring further to co-ordinate their efforks for

collective defence for the preservation of peace and security,
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Therefore agree as follows:

Article One

The Parties undertake, as set forth' in the Charter of
ﬁ?e United Nations, to settle any international disputes in
which they may be involved by peaceful means iIn 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 subverslve activities
dirscted from without agzainst their territorial integrity and

political stability.
artic Thre

The Parties undertake to strengthen their free
institutions, and to to-operate with one another in the further
development of economi: measures, including technical assistance,
designed both to promote economic progress and social well-beine
and to further the individual and collective efforts of

governments toward these ends.
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article Four

1 - FEach Party recognises that aggression by means of
armed attack in the treaty area asainst any of the Parties o;
against any State or territory which the Parties by unanimous
agreement may hereafter designate, would endanser 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 immadiately
reported to the Security Coun~il of the United Nations.

2 - 1If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, the
inviolability or the interrity of the territory or the sovereienty
or politieal independence of any Party in the treaty area or
of any other State or territory to which the provisions of
parazraph 1 of this Article from time to time apply is threatened
in any way other than by armed attack or is affected or threatened
by any fact or situation which might endanzer the peace of the
area, the Parties shall consult immediately in order to agree
on the measures which should be taken for the common defence.

3 - It is understood that no action on the territory
of any State desisnated by unanimous agreement uncder paragraph 1
of this Article or on any territory so designated shall be
taken except at the invitation or with the consent of the

Government concerned.
Article Five

The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of

them shall be représented, to consider matters concerning the *

implementation of this Treatya
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The Council shall prov de for consultation with revard
to military and any other planninz as the situation obtalning
in the treaty area may from time to time require. The Couneil

shall be so organised as to be able to meet at any time.

Article Six

This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted
as affecting in any way the rights and oblirations of any of
the Parties under the Charter of the United Nations or the
responsibility of the United Nations for the malntenante of
international peace and security. '

Zach Party declares that none of the international
engagements now in force between it and 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 engazement in conflict with this Treaty.
Article Seven

Any other State in a position 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.

iny 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 of the
Republic of the Philippines shall inform each of Ehe Parties

of the deposit of each such instrument of ac-cessione.
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Article Zight

As used in this Treaty, the ‘'treaty area' is the
general area of South-Zast dAsia, including also the entire
territories of the Asian Parties, and the seneral area of the
South-West Pacific not including thePacific area north of
21 degrees 30 minutes north latitude.

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, amend’thié
Article to include within the treaty area the territory of
any State acceaing to this Treaty in accordance with Artiecle

Seven or otherwise to change the treaty area.

Article N

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
constitutional 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 signatcories shall have been
deposited, and shall come into effect with respegqt to each ‘other

State on the date of the deposit of its instrument of ratificationes
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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 ZJoyernment of the Republic
Qf the Philippines, which shall inform the Jovernments of the

other Parties of the deposit of each notice of cenunciation.
Article Hleven

The Znglish text of this Treaty is binding on the
Parties, but when the parties have agreed to the Freﬁéﬁ text
thereof and have so notified the Government of the Republic
of the Philippines, the French text shall be equally authentiec
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 armed attack and ité agreement
with reference thereto in Article Four, Paragraph 1, apply only
to Communist aggression, but affirms that in the event of
other aggression or armed attack it will consult under the
provigions of Article Four, paragraph 2.

In witness whereof, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries
have signed this Treaty.

Done at Manila, this eighth day of September 1954.
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Protocol regardine Articles 4 and 3

The Parties to the South-East Asia Collective Defence.
Treaty unanimously 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 territory shall be eligible in respect of the economic
measures contemplated by Article Three.

This Protocol shall enter into force simmltaneously with

the coming into force of the Treatye.

Be The Pgcific Charter, Manila,
8 September 19254

The Delegates of Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakistan,
the Republic of the Philippines, the Kingdom of Thailand, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the
United States of aAmericaj; |

Desiring to establish a firm basis for common action
to maintain peace and security in South-East Asia and the
South-West Pacificy

Convinced that common action to this end, in order to
be worthy and effectivie, must be inspired by the highest principles
of justice and liberty;

Do hereby proclaims:
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First, in accordance with the provisions of the United '
Nations Charter, they uphold the principle of equal richts and
self-determination of peoples and 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 responsibilities;

Second, they are each prepared to continue takine effective
practical measures to ensure conditions favourable to the
orderly achievement of the foregoing purposes in accordance with
their constitutional processes; .

Third, they will continue to co-operate in the ecoﬁomic,
social and cultural fields in order to promote hicsher living
standards, economic progress and social well-being in this
region;g

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 soverelenty or territorial

integrity.
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