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Abstract

Neutraliem - diseocliation from the Cold War - can take
many forms. .

Ao & doctirine 1t is to beT}ound in 1ts most comprehensive
forme in Apia and Africa; and because ite chief proponents
are leaders of their cﬁuntries, it is a profoundly pragmatic
and eclectic dogtrine. Yet it 1= deeply grounded in
certain widespread hopee and fears, and ie usually nourished
by nationalianm. ,

Neutralist forelgn policies are chaped by, and yet
have come to shape, the ptyle and scope of Cold War rivalries.
Six forms of poliey neutrellism may be distinguishéd. These
are: new state neuiralism; piloneer nautralism; neutral-
ization; buffer status; traditional neutrality; and erstwhile
isolationien. Fach of ihere types of policy represente
different ways in which a state can become neutralist, and
it is suggest;d how many:stakea fall into each of these
c¢lensesn, Kearly three quarters of the neutralist states
in early 1961 are new etatea which have become independent
since 1945, Many of them practise policies which are in
some respects like those of three ploneer neutralists -
India, Yugoslavia and LBgypt.

8ince 1945 neutralism has been of growing significance

intemationally.



"The study of general contects and relations and of
general resemblances and differences 1ls the only avenue
to a general perspectlve wlthout which neither profit

nor pleasure can be extracted from historiecal research.”

Polybiue, Book I, Chapter 4.
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INTRODUCTION

r¥e must therefore use ordinary wofﬁ;. They separate

us least from the past, which we are trying to understand,
and from the present, with its Babel of tongues, in which
and io which we must tell what we have underatood. But
let us not imagine that ordinary words are easy to urse.

To split the 1sm demands clarity of thought asnd constant

watehfulnees, *

Sir Keith Hancock - Country and Calling.

"Neutralism is, of course, one of those rather rotund
words which doea not readily admit of definition.-
Mr. Menzies to the U.N. General Assembly,

5th October, 1960.



Since the end of the Second forld ¥ar the political

neologisml 'neutralism' has been used =0 often by so many
people, in ruch different circumstences and with such
dirfferent intentionse, that its meaning seeme to change,
chamelecn like, depending on the context in which it appears.
Contemporary ueage haeg not produged any real conslstency in
definition, though i1 is clear that the word invariably has
reference to the Cold War stiruggle between the United States
and its allies on the one hand, and the Soviei Union and its
satellites on the other. It‘is the aim of this study to
try to distinguish what are the main kindes of neutralisa,
by reference to what statee do, and whatl statesmen =ay, to
draw attention to thelr distingutehing reaturee, eshd to
asezess their importance in contemporary intemastional
politics.

As neutraliem is noy such a protesn term, it is

necessary at the outset 1o elarify its intended use here,

Neutralism is taken to mean dissociation from the Cold Var.

Thie working definition ie sufficiently broad in reference
te cover such popular pﬁranes as "non-alignment", "active
and peaceful co—existeﬁce“, "active policy tor peace", -
"independent poliey", "peaitive neutrality®, "positive

neutraliasm®. During the course of the thesis some of the

1. 1 have briefly traced the emergence of this neologiem in
"leutbrality and the Emergence of the Concept of
Neutrali=m®, Review of Politics, April 1960, pp. 255-268,
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favourite euphemisms, circumleocutlone and eynonyms for
neutrelisn are indicated where appropriate. Indeed, the
very looeeness with which the term neutralizn is used today
hae endowed it with an elementi of metaphor, But it 1is
important to bear in mind all the time the difference
between the central congcern here - which is to try to describe
the mzin waye in 'hich since 1945 there has Yeen dissociation
from the Cold Jar - and the faet that the label neutralist
iz used tendentiously end varyingly, both by Cold War
protagonists and by self-avowed neutralista. Inevitably,
the method adopted here necesgarily involves controversial
attribution of the labél neutralist to etates or persons
shere others 1ight demy that this iz & permissible usage,
It is hoped thai the reasons for such attributions will be
clear in their context, Ohviously, tiere are many forms
of dAisgociation from the Jold Yar. It in the task of this
thesis-to try to indicate which huve to0 date been the major
ones, and why,

lThough therz is much popular confucsion between the
terms '‘neutrality' and 'neutralism', in this study they are
regarded asg quite'diatinct. By neutrality ig meant non=
involvement in war, while by neutralliesm is meant non-involve-
ment in the Cold Aar. Though the metaphor of 'Cold!' 9aer
describes the slurring over of the differences between war

end peace, it is inportant to remember that it is guite
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pessible for a state to be neutraliset in ite polioy in the
Cold War while at the esame time being neutral with regard
to a given local hot war, Also, a state can be involved
in a local hot war while remaining neutralist in the Cold
Jar. *© And the fact thet a state is neutralist in the Cold
#ar is, of course, no guarantee that it would be able to
be neutral in a global hot war,
Although se terss neutraliem and natlonalism are

gseldon confueed, their important interaotion as political

forcee is one of the mein themes of this study.
$¢e ovér



The main concerns and aims of this thesie can best be
indicgted by,reference to the contents of the four main
chapters. The period under consideration is 1945 to esarly
1961, inclusive, and,referenceqﬁo events ocuteide these
limite are mosily incidental. s

Chapter I outlines the main features and phases of the
Cold War and thus describes the setilng in which neutralimm
occurs end is shaped. The origine of the CO;d ¥ar struggle,
the growth of the rival military alliences, the emergence
of new states, and the growing strength of neutralist
currents, are all traced. . As neutralism cen only be under-
gtood by reference to the Cold Wersstruggle, particulsr
attention is paid in thisrchapter io the officisl attitudes
and policies of the two superpowers to neutraliem in general
end to neutralist states and leaders in perticular.

As the Cold War ie, in part at ieast, an ldeclogical
ag well as a power pelitical struggle, Chapter I1 is con-)
cerned with neutraliem,es an ideology or‘dootrine. Attention
is restricted 1o the pronouncements, arguments and assunpt-
iong of offieial neutralist lerders responelble for their
countries’ policies in,international relations. This .
chapter endeavours to point out what are the main precepte
of the leading neutralists, and.why; tries to deterqineh
whether these are novel or time-honoured, and io suggest.

why they are so popular today.
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Chaptera III and IV are both concemed with neutraliem
as state policy. Chapter III gives an overall view of the
contemporary inter-state system, distinguishes the neutralist
from the aligned states, and suggests a six-fold divisicn
of the types of neutralist policy, indicates how many staies
£all into each of these categories, and tries to determnine
what are the distinctive characteristios and neceseary
eonditions for pursulng such policies. The treatment in
thie chapter is necessarily general and comparative,

Chapter 1V examines some particular examples of neutralist
statez in greater detall than was posslble in the preceding
chapter, showing the mutual interaction of neutrallst
diplomacy und pressures of the international environment.

The ambit of the enquiry is intermational soclety, the
soclety of sovereign states, and the epproach to the study
is basically comparative end evaluative rather than
particﬁlar and desgcriptive, The alm is to try to estsblish
what has been the significance of neutiraliem to date, rather
than to indulge in prognostication. As far as can be
ascertained, this is the first academlic attempt to atudy
neutralist in this way, comprehensively, and by endeavouring
to asgess the impact of neutraliem in intemational politics.
The argument is based entirely on published material, but
necessarily the method adopted has involved critiecsl scrutiny

and rigorous selection of sources. Surprisingly little
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has been written direcily about neutralism as an independent
factor in Intemational politics. Analysis of the gvailable
and useful bdibliographical end source data, with some ‘
indication of the more glaring gaps, is given in the foot-
notes and bibliography to this studirﬂq It 18 hoped that

this general and comparative analysie of neutralism in
international. politice may be of some uee in clarifying
discuseions about the nature of neutralism and in augéesting

some lines for future enduiry.
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HEUTRALISM, THE SUPERPOWERS AYD THE COLD WAR

"por Warre coneisteth not in Battell onely, or the act
of fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the will
to contend by Battell is sufficiently known: and therefore
ithe notion of Time is to be coneidered in the nature of
Warre; as it is in the nature of weather. For ae the
nature of foule weanther, lyeth neot in o ehowre or two of
rain; but in en lneclination thereto of many dayes together;
g0 the nature of War, consigteth not in actual fighting;
but in the known dipposition thereto, during all the time
there is no asourance to the contrary."

Thomep Hobbea: “Leviathan® (1651),

Chapter 1%,



e

v o ] » . .
The roots of the contemporary Cold ¥ar go deep.

Although the rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United

States did not become intense, openly acknowledged on both
eidéf, an? ;t world-wide Bignificance until after the Second
World Wer, the meeds of their antagonism and rivalry were ’
20wn Qte;he birth of the new Soviet State, ’
in Tsarist days oogtaota between Rusgia and the United

-

States were few, and were for both countries aecondary.l'
In general, the two countries were, as Walter Lippmann

reports, "separated by an 1deological gulf and joined by the
' . 1 ., I .
bridge of national interest, " 2. Prior to 1917 they had

never claghed in war and, desplite the difrerences.hetween
Tsariatcautocrasy and Presi;entifl'democracy,leach regarded
the other, in effect,:aa a potential friénz in the rear of
potential ekemies:3° ; Then, following th;iBolshevik .
Revolutizn in Novembcr 1917, the new Sovie{q}egime, through
éhL unofficial egency of Colonel Robins, sought diplomatic

recognition end aid from Americea against Germany. The
N 4 ‘

United States, who had previously made a substantial loan

1 1 .

1. See W. A'*¥illiams - American-Fuseien Felatione, 1781~
1947, (Mew York, 1952.)

2. Thiés mot is quoted in Hdward R Stettiniua, Jun., -
Roogevelt and the Rusciang (London, 1950) p.1l6; but the
1lluntration or this point is in chapter 8 of Lippmann's

. U.S. Foreipn Poliey (London, 1943),7esp. pp.85-83.

3.~ Lippmann, ivid. p.83; see aleo pp.B89-94.

. * ‘l’
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to Kereneky's provisional government, refused both raquests.
Ingtead, for three yeare following the separate peace of
Brest~-Litovsk with Germany in March 1918;-the Soviets, while
che;ishing vain hopés of world revolution,‘had to fight for
survival in the face of American end Allied intervention and
blogkade, The view, so precious to Soviet historiography,
that the intervention had from the very beginning the single
deliberate motive to "strangle Coammuniem et birth" is tenable
only if one neglects the actual record of allied muddle and
misunderstanding, of confliocting thoughts and aime, arising
duriﬁg the satress and heat of war.l' It is, nevertheless,
true that the imnediate and laating effect of intervention
was 1o confirm Lenin in everything he had hitherto preached
abou; the inevitable hostility of 'Capi%alism‘ towards
*Communiem’. Wilsonian and Leninist measianiem thus became
not complemeniary, es had seemed poeeible for m short while
during 1917, but opposed; and the decision for conflict,
taken unwillingly in July 1918, prefigured the antagonisme
of the post-1945 period, It was ironic that in 1920 the
United States was the only truly world power, and repudiated
the role; while the Soviets, who so yearned to play such a
role, lacked the oapacity to do 0. When each of them

i o

1.,For a masterly, detailed, study, sec George F. Kernen = Soviet
Americean Relstions, 1917-1920: vol.l, Russla Leaves ths Wax
(London, 1956); vol.2, The Decision to Intervene (London,

1958).
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became actlve world powers after 1945, it was as implacable
rivals, -

.Actlive participation.in the.latter half of the First
World War did not persuade the United Statee to depart
finally froo its traditionrl polioy of diplomatic amloofnens
from Furcope, and with the end of the war tﬁe Senate rejected
the Versailles Treaty, refused to countenance Unlted States
membership of the League of Natlone, and the country relapsed
into isolationisem, This return to what was somewhat
. nostalgically desoribed as "normaley"~was.not in the 1920s
a0 absclute a policy of isoletion as it became” in the next
decads, Nor was hostility towarde the Soviet Union
completely unremitting. It bceems that by the time of the
Washington Conference' in 1922 the United States had begun
to. act on the aseumption that the territorial.integrity of
the Soviet Union was an Americen-national interest.l' This
d14 not mean that 'Bolsheviem! was deemed any the less
abhorrent. Whet it did mean was thel the Boviet state
should be allowed to exist, but should ﬁe treated as a
périah. - Buch attitudes found ambiguoua expresgsion in ., ‘
economic relations which between 1924 and 1930 produced

Y
small but increasing trade, and a diplomatic policy which,

——————— ¥

1. See Lippmann, op.cit. p.87, fn.2.



until 1933, wap determinedly one of non-recognition.l‘

Deoidiqg how, in the words of Washington's Parewell Address,
four 1ntere$t, gulded by Justice, ehall counsel" in intexr-
netional matters wae no easy tesk, and the strength of
igolationiem suggested that the United States was unprepared
to assume an sctive world role. Yet no matter how

persistently Anerican leaders clung to the national ideal of

2.

ieolationien, there was no denying that now thelr country

had the undoubted‘ca?aoity oféa great power it wae difficult,
if not 1mp?ssible, t0 remain remote from the mainetreams of
international politioe. Domestic decisione like revaluing
the dollar and increasing the stringenoies of immigration

quotas, and domestic events like the Wall Street "erash® of

Y

1929, had }heir immediate repercussions everywhere in the

world. Yet the morgl drawn from thcese demonsgtrations of

s

_______ .
t

1. See lLouis Pischer - The Soviets in World Affairs, 2 vols.
{(London, 1930) esp. chapters 7,8,17 (pp.560-570) & 31;
A. Newvins - The United Stntes in a Chaotic World, 1918-
1933 (New Haven, 1950); & John D, Hicks - Republican
Ascendancy, 1921-1933 (London, 1960).

2. "Isolationism, the i1deology or the body of doctrine
emanating from the original and deeply rooted belief, not
really shaken until 1941, in the geographical remoteness
and _security of the couniry, is the underlying expreselon
of Anerican nationalism. Indeed it ie netlonaliem, and
like the nationalisms of other countriea {or perhape even
more) it is A coat of many oclours." Richard ¥, van
Alstyne - The American Empire., Ite Higtorical Pattemrn
and Evolution. (Hiet. Asaoo, pamphiet (.43, Londen, 1960)

p.27.




world influence was not that ipolationiem cehould be
abandoned for a more actiively intermational role, but the
reveree. The Great Depression undoubtedly strengthened
domestic preoccupations and throughout the thirties foreign
;elationa wefe deemed secondary and intrusive. Though the
lcosely worded nooseielt-LitvihQV agreements of Noveaber
1933 endea U.s. non—'recog-nitio_nj_f_jh_ej__s_ili., and

seemed to promise future oo-operation, especially in the

'Par East, resurgent Amnerican isolationism foredoomed all euch
[ . . vi X .
expectations.g' American debate sbout isrues of war and

- ¢ ‘

peaée centred round the succescsion of Neutrality Acts. There

| - -
wep wide mgreement er to the desirability of keeping the
b L

country ocut of war, what was contentioua wae whether or not

municipal legislation was in itself a sufficient and practical
way to avoid inveolvement - a question which received a

deciaive answer with the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbour on

T December, 1941,

In 1917 the Soviet Union, like the United States in the

late 18th century, was born of a revolution proclaiming

international 1deals; bu't whereas the American revolution
’ . ' 1.
was directed against the overseaes metropoliten power and soon

embraced a modest and cauntious foreign policy of *no entangle-

1. See.Foreign Relations of the U.S\ (Washingtori, 1933) TI,
rp.785, 789,.790, T795-4.

2. A. Ne/vins - The New Deal and World Affairs, 1953-1945,
(New Haven, 1950},




20
ments®, the Sovliet revolution wae aimed not only at over-
throwing the Tearist dynasty but at sparking off world
revolution. The Tears had developed no tradition of
neutrality comperable with that of the Uq}ﬁeq Statea, and
the leaders of the new Bolshevik state had nelther the
inclination nor the opportuniiy to adopt eithér an ideologleanl
or a diplomatic neutrality towards Europe, Even so, the
deepost motif of Soviet policies between 1917 end 1941 was
the preservation of the integrity of Soviet-power within
Ruseia.l; This was lees obvioue in the early years after
1917 wh}le hopes of worlq revolution atill ran high, but it
became clear after Stalin assumed leadership - for the slogan
"socialism in a single country" was, as Ioaac Deutscherz'
has remarked, nothing but a doctrine of 1solationien
expressed in Bolshevik idiqml It was a brand of isoclationiem
very.different from that of Americe: whereas the United
Statea was separated from the main confli;ts of world politice
by two great oee;ns, Rusglae's frontiers lay open to any
inveader. While American isolationlsm gre& oﬁt of secuéity
and self-sufficlency, that of the Sovieis grew out of
inesecurity and fear {both fed by Soviet doctrine as well as

1. See Louls Fischer ~ The Soviets in World Affsirs (2 vols.
London, 1930); Max Beloff - The Foreism Policy of Soviet
Rugeia 1929-1941 (2 vols. London, 1947 & 1949); and G. F.
Kennen -,Soviet Poreign Policy, 1917-1941 (Anvid books,
New York; 1960).

2. 1sasc Deuischer - The Great Contest (London, 1960) p.45.
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by experiences eince 1917) and absorption in internal tesks.
Soviet determination to secure the safety of their frontiers
reesulted in a number of treatiec.of non-aggression and
neutrality with neighbouring statea.lf THese not only had
the direct advantage of relieving pressure on Soviet borders,
but-also, by supporting Germany, Turkey, Persia and
Arghanistan against Western "imperiallst" powers, was an
indirect way of divertlng prescure away from the Soviet
Union too. Qfficiel Soviet attitudee towmards the United
States were ambivalent. The Unlted States was undoubtedly
a "capitalist" state and, therefore, a member of the camp

rivalling the Soviet Union,”* but American technical

1. "In addition to converting the conception of a neutral
obligation from a paseive one- guch as marked 19th century
neutrality to one of an mctive and positive character,
the Soviet Unicn insisted on giving and receiving specifio
guarantees of non-aggreseion and non-interference." M. W.

tGraham 'The Soviet Security System' quoted. in Max Beloff-
The . Foreign Policy of Soviet Russia, vol. I, 1929-1936
{Tondon, 1947) p.12. The U.S.S.R. —aonoluded neut rality
tresties with Germany, Turkey, Pereia, Afghaniaten,
lLatvia, Lithuania, Estonin & Finland -~ see Beloff, ibid.
above, esp. chapter 2, Such treaties may be regarded as
forerunners of Cold Wer *Peaceful Co-existence' treaties.
(See R, N. Carew-Hunt - A Guide to Communiet Jargon
(London, 1957) pp.26-33 ~ Coexistence) and below pp. 3&

2. Thus Stalin in his Politicml Report to the 1l4th Party
Congrese of the U.S8.8.R., 18 Dec. 1925 - "Two Dominant
and Matually entagonist poles of attiraction have come int¢
existence, so that the world over, aympathies are diverg-

* ing towards one pole or ihe other: the sympathies of the

*  bourgeols governments tending towards the British-

* American pole, and the sympathies of the workers of the
Wesgt and of the revolutioniets of the East tending toward
the Soviet Union pole." in J. Stalin - Problems of
Lenintim (London, 1938 ed.) pp. 369-70.




efficlency was openly envied.l' As early as May 1918,
Lenin had predicted that America would check the movement

of Japanese imperialism against Rusela, apﬁ with the
realisation of this prediction by 1922 it seemed that the
chances of diréct Soviet-Ameriocsn clashes were remote.
Indeed, before 1933 relaticons between the two countries were
virtually non-existent. Even after the Litvinov-Roosevelt
agreementé, and throughoui the ensulng years down to the
involvement of both powers in World War fwo, relations
remained troudled, ¢iptant, end devoid of real politiecal
osntent.z' Z:FrOm 1935, with the growth of Fascist power and
the consequent development of a third bloc in world politics,
the Sovliet Union becamie the moet active vérbal champlon of
ngollective securdty" and a eneering denig}ator of the ™non-

intervention® and "meutrality" policles of "capitalist"

atates.BE] The 1939 editiion of the Great Soviet Eneyclopaedis
recorded ‘that "the position of neutrality within the con-
teaporary imperialist system is, under all'oonditions, not
only a dangerous 1llusion which in no way prevents a neutral
state from being drawn into war, but is in fact & justific-
ation of aggresaiop, and a contributing factor to the

)

1, 4ibid. 1954 ed. pp.109-11.

2, Max Beloff, ibid above, vol. I, chapter 10.

3. See J. Stalin, ibid -above, 1954 ed. pp.753-4. Jolm Foste:
bulles, who always urged hie countrymen to make a close
study of Probleme of Leninism, quoten this paseage in his
War or Peace (Lonaon, 1950) pp.24-25,
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unleaehing of war." The article said further that the
Soviet Unidn\regarda i1te neutrality paots as "a weapon in

the sirTuggle for the destruction of the front of Imperialist

States ageinst the U.S.S.R."l' Thege points were underlined

when on 23 ﬁuguat 1939 Molotov signed the German-Soviet Pact

of Non-iggrassion'and héuprality.z'

Both the United States and the Soviet Union only entered
the.Second #¥orld War‘rully and formally ae a result of direct
sttack on their own territories. Even s0, while both eides
were officially neutral for some time after the German attack
on Poland+in September 1939, they both in fact tilted their
neutrality policlies in favour'of one of the belligerents,
though their-favours were glven to copposite camps. 'Prior to
the attack on Pearl Harbour.of 7 December 1941, and despite

the strength of Americen isolationism, President Roogevelt's
3 L] A ) l * l
pro-British neutralityj' wae shown "in such acts as Lend

T . S - -
Lease and-the transfer of American destroyers to the Royal
iy + -
Navy. Oatensibly, the Soviet Union was scrupulously neutral
» - a . .l. l
1: I am indebted for this translation to my colleague,
Dr. Ilya Neustadt. - -

2., Text 1n Nazi Soviet Relatlons, 1939-1941 {Dept. of State
¥aghington D.C, 1948) pp. 76-78. See aglso.ibid. pp.10%-
107 for text of the further German-Soviet Treaty of. 28 "
September 1939, . roo -

3. ©See W. L. Langer & G. E. Gleason - The Undeclared War,
194021941 (London, 1953). *
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2

t111 she suffered German invasion in June 1941.1°] In fact,

she faithfully pursued her collaboratlon with Geraany, as

entalled in the secret protocols t? the agreements of 1939,

Her policies were furiher marked by successive retreats in

the Balkanse in face of German advances, by the Neutrality

Pact with Japan®® signed on 13 April 1941 and destined to _
- < : '

last until the Yalta Conference four years later) and by
. 4 -

.

terrijorial expaension: eaptern Poland in September 1939,

X

followed by Latvia, Lithyania and Estonia, Besearabia, slso
+ M A

certain parte of Finlend, all during 1940.‘1 These contrast-

%ng actiyitigs purs?ed by the two greatest neutrals,

preceding their direct participation in general war, re-

affirmed a lesson taught during th French Revoluticnary-
A |8 3 - -

Napoleonic and First World 'Nars:t thag no great power can

1.

- . i

David J. Dailin - goviet Rusnia's Foreign Policy, 1939-
1942 (Yele U.2., 1942), & George Gingburgs~ "The Soviet
Unlion as a Neutral,' 1839<41" in Soviet Studies (Glasgow)

July 1958, pp.12-35,, Ginsburg pointe out that "it is a
congistent point of dogma with the Soviets that a -
bourgeoin state is incapable of genuine neutrality and
that the U.8.S.R. ie infinitely superior in preeerving
bona fide neutrality."

For the termc & significance of this treaty, gee P, C.
Jones - Japan's New Order in Fast Asia, 1937-45, (London,
1954) p.214 et seq. [ It ia interesting to note what Mao
Tee-tung was writing in his Yenan retreat at this tinme:
"As the conflict between the socialist Soviet Union and
the imperislist powers becomep further intenesified it is
inevitable that China must stand either on one zide or on
the other. 1Ie-it poesible, to incline to neither side?
No, thie ie an illusion. All the countries in the world
will be swept into one or other of these two camps, .and in
the world today 'neutraliiy' is becoming merely a decept-
ive phrase."- "On New Democracy® (Jan, 1940) in vol.3 of
Seleoted Works of Mao Tee-tung {London, 1954) p.135, see
aigo p.125_]
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remaln oompletely outside any prolonged war involving the
other géeat powers{
From 1941 a comnon determination to fight the Fasclist
l_pOwers forged the Gréhd Alliance. Neverfheless, throughout
World War II contects of all kinds between the Soviet Union
end her alliée wéfe strictly regulated by the Soviet govern~
ment. Allied representatives who had to deal with Soviet
Rueeia during the war resented the restrictione and lack of
real cordiality in such relations.l® This eseentielly
military aliiance between states of such diametrically
opposed cutlooks was dictated by, and limited to, short run
considerationa of mutual asdvantage, ﬁith the Aereat of
Germeny in sight, 1ndividual.politica1 considerations began
to take precedence over the re;uiremente of a common strategy,
end the Alliance begen to break up, This was partly manked
up to ithe tiée of the Yalta Confereneé, in Februarf 1945,
wlth the éontinuance of the ﬁhree great wartime leaders - ~
Roosevelt, 5talin and Churchill - in power. But by the time
of the Potsdam Conference, Jﬁly - Auguet 1945, - with
Roosevelt now moceeded by Trumen, and with Churcpili super-

seded by Attlee during the Conference - the rift between the

" i s s e e
[ B

1, #Ror the ambiguities in Soviet relations with her major
gllies, see %W, H, McNeil - America, Britain and Rusria.
Thelr Co-operation and Jonflict. R.I.I.A. Survey of
International Affairs, 1959-46 (London, 1953), esp.
chapter 1, section 3.
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Soviet Union and its former allies became patent, L and

reverted 1o the prgzigi} oondition of matuel suspicion and
hoetility. Thie situation was appropriately symbolised in

the deliberately non-comnittal way in which Stalin was told

2.

of American posseesslon of the first atomic bomb. Now, not

only ﬁere the 19th century prophgcies of Alex de Tocqueville,
Sir John  Seeley and ?gnry_%dama soon to be,emphutically
realised with the undeniable emergence ?f~the Un{ted States
and Ruseis as the iwo Titane of the poetwar world, but their
growipg rivalry, under the constant shadow of nqplear weapons,

ushered in what becasne widely known as 'the Cold War.'

3.

Though thg phrase only.Pecame current after 1945,

neither the idea nor the state of 'Cold ¥ar' - intense inter-
national tension in a eontinual atmoapherg of rumours and

rumbles of war - was new. Indeed, it has been one of the

-

main purposes of the preceding pages to show that the Soviet

Union always regards itself in a state of Cold wWar with the

1. ' See Herbert Pels -~ Between War and Yewmce. The FPotsdam
Conference, (London, 1960).

2., JTbid. pp.l1l73=178. :

3. A Soviet writer G, Dadyants - "The Cold ¥ar: Past and
Fresent” in International Affasirs (Moscow) June 1960; pp.
5-10, says that the phrase was first coined by Hr.Bernard
Baruch the American finsncier. Eriec F. Goldman - The
Crucial Decade & After. America 1945-1960, (New York,
1961), p.60, confirms thic in some detall., Undoubtedly,
the phrase was firgt popularised by Mr. Walter Lippmann
during 1947 in s peries of 14 articles, originally
pablished in the New York Herald-Tribune, criticel of
Mr. Kennan's "contalnment" theeis.-
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“capitaligt™ world, and that’ neutrality in Soviet theory and

practice is a device to be ueed or vilified in light of pre-

N
vailing Soviet needs. Furthermore, such different men as

Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, Bismarck and Hitler all knew

* -

and wrote about different versions of Cold War. What is
special about the contemporary Cold War 1s its extent, in

h] . '
terms of territory and tactlies, for the two chief adversaries

and that 1t is waged in the presence ol nuclear weapons.

The mein vicissitudes of the Cold War can be conveniently
outlined in teras of Four fairly distinet phases. Each of
these phaees 1es characteriesed by changes: in the most

intense areas of Cold War confliet, in the fortunes of the

Cold War alliance'syetems, in the emergence of new stismtes,
and in the polieies of the superpoweral‘ towarde neutralism.
It iélin no way the mim here to attempt a full narrative
eceount, but merely to skeich what appear t0 be the major

developments in the contnnuing Cold ‘War struggle in relation

w

to neutralism,. //Following Hobbes! example of metereological

3

metaphor, these four main Coid Yar phases muy be degeribed
gs: {1) the great freeze-up (1945-1549), {2} constant cold
(1949-1953), (3) partial thaw {1953-1957), (4) variable

weather (1957~ early 1961J A

. -

1. 7The term was the invention of an Americen scholar, W.T.R.
Fox, see his hook The Super-Powers (New York, 1944)." ‘To
Pox in 1944 it seemed thet there would be 3 post-war
superpovers - the U.S5., the U,S8.5.R. & the British
Comzonwealtih,
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{1) The Great Freeze~-up, 1945-1949

At firsi sight the growth and consolidation of the two

I

rival Cold ¥ar blocs takes on the delusive appearance of
inevitability. This view could be sustained by appropriate

. .
selections from Soviet 'clessic' wrltings, but a reading of
L

the memoire of such prominent Americansa as Senator Vandenberk

k]
and President Trumana‘ conveys a much more confused picture,

showing the mixture of nostalgla 'and resolution with which

Americans turned their backs on the nationsl tradition of
isolationiem, the at first feltering but goon unavoidable

recognition of Soviet expaneionisti pollicies, and the gradual

4

but' quite determined assumption of leadership to atem

Conmunist advances. It i too often forgotten that these
.l N -

ipmediate post-war years say a revolution in the conduct of

. American foreign policy, not only by her willingness to
- . .d : r »

1. See The Private Papers of Senator Vandenbe:g,(London 1953)
Until Pearl Earbour in 1941 Vandenberg was a symbol &
leader of isolationism, or, as he preferred to say,
"insulationisn";.* after 1941 he became a firm advocate
of an international role for the U,S. His papers give,
as his son attests, "a narrative account of the decade
1941 ‘4o 1951, in whiceh the mass mind of America
reluctantly foreook its lsolationalist traditions and
accepted the challenge to world leadership."” Herbert
Agar draws attention to Vendenberg's importance in his
brief book -- The Unquiet Yeara. U.S.A, 1945~ 1955,
{London, 1957). :

2, Harry S. Truman -~ vol. 1, Year of Decisionas, 1945, {Londm
1955): +vol.2, Years of Trial and Hope, 1945-1953, (Londm
1956). Trumen end Stalin are the two deninant figureas
of the first two phases of the Cold Var.
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assume a permanent role of leadership in world politics,
but sleo, domestically, in the forging of a bi-partisan, or
non-partizan, féreign policy. Such eerly Americen moves,
between 1945 and 1947, as the abrupt termination of Lend
Lease, rapid demobilisation, ané the beginnings of a system
of staged withdrawal of hcr iroops from overseas, suggested
to mani Burcpeans ¢minous parallels vwith American policies

and growing

after 1919.' It was Soviet intransigence
American reaction to i1, quickly becoming s process of mutual
interacticn, which soon made these analogies irrelevant.

quiet influence, operating from a secure bage inside

Ruesia, and despite enormous wartime losses in resources and
maﬁpower, was from 1945 onwards pressing outward in all
directions. She had three main theatres of operation. These
were, in ascending order of importance: the Par East, the

Middle Easpt and Europe.

1. Of course, the Soviet view is different. Dadyants, op.cit
p. 6, who divides up the Cold War into four phares,,
eimilar to the divisions used in this chapter, writes:
"The causes of the Colé ¥ar should be scught not in the
alleged desire of the Soviet Union to impose & new order
cf things upon other countries, but in the real desire
of some Weamstexrn Powers to lmpose the old order upon
peoples who did not want them. fhe Cold War was caused
by the reckless plans of the most aggressive cirecles of
imperialism which, overestimating their own strength,
seriously sought to turn back the march of history.®" For
another Soviet view, see: M. Belousov — "Who is
responsible for the Cold War?" in International Affairs,
(Moecow)} Nov. 1958, pp.B89-94.
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In the Far Feest the Soviet Union secured, during the
latter half-.of }945[ the Euriles and Scouth Sakhalin, and her
| troope occupled Manchuria. 1In sacgcordance with the Potedam
agreemente, she also occupled Korea north.of the 3Bth
parallel; with U.S. forces to the gouth,| Towards China
ehe pursued right up-to 1949 an equivocal policy of giving
slight support to the, Chineee Communiets, while recognising

1. In the

and dealing more fully with the Kuomintang.
Middle Eest traditional Russian pressure on Turkey and on
Persia was renewed¢ and attempis to'embarrass Westeru
interests in this area led to the Soviet Un}on casting the
first veto in the U.l. Security Council. However, Europe .
was the prime area of Soviet concern, and where she made
her greatest post-war terriiorial advances. She régained

Nazi-Soviet alliance.?’ In edditlon, she jcquired the

—-_—

Jthe_territories initlally obtained during the pericd of

province-of Fetsamo:with its valuable nickel mines, from

]1 Pinland; part of Rauthenia from Czechoslovakia; and a plece
of East Prussia, inc}uding the port of Kaliningrad, from
Gernany-  Moreover, most of the.qpuntries of Eastern Europe
fell under Soviet sway -~ whether they were_thg 'liberated*
territories of Czechoslovakia, Yugeslavia, Albania and

{Polend, or the ex-enehy states of Bulgaria, Hungary,
t (. . Co

P ]

4.1, "see Hugh Seton-Watson - Tue Fattern of Communist Revo-
lution (London, 2nd ed. 1960) pp.271-290.

2, See above p.2Y
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Roumania and Pinland. With the two exceptiions of
Yugoslavia,l' who was 10 successfully asgert her freedom
from Cominform control in June 1948, andug;nland,a' who
enjoyed a severely circumporibed freedom under the terme of
the FMinno-Soviet treaty of épril 1943, all thease states
became Soviet satellites. M interlocking network of
treaties developed to bind them to each other and to the
Soviet Union in particular. Rusain'e direct sphere of
control also included the Soviet zones of occupation in
Germany and "Austria. In areas outside ithe sway of Soviet
armies, especielly in VWestern Furope and South East‘ﬂsia,
Communiet efforte concentrated on bailding up the Btfength of
local parties and on fomeniing internal unrest against
"bourgeolas-capitalist" governmente ~ policies which found

doctrinel expreseion in Zhadnov's apeech3' at the founding

gsonference of the Cominform in September 1947. - N

Zhadnov re-affirmed the doctrine of "two camps", siressed
that & world revolutionary situation now existed, and pro-
claimed@ that all Communiat parties had to go over to the
_offensive.. At the same 1time s world-wide peace campaign4'

was launched to provide cover for thls aggreesive policy.

g s i s

1. See ﬁelow p. 179182 - - 2. Bee-below p. (35-D
3. PFor text, see Documents (R.I.I.At) for 1947-8, pp.125 et
geq.

4, For -a short Soviet -history of the Peace Movement, see "Ten
Years of the World Peace MHovement®, New Times (Moscow),

April 15859, pp.27-29. .
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As the U.N. became part of the diplomatic eguipment of the
Cold ¥ar, Stalin's World Peace Hovement seemed intended to
create altemative international organisations to a U.N,
dominated by American power.l'

és the Americgn reaction to Soviet threats begen to
erystallice, after the uncertainties of 1945-6, a pattern
of bipolarity developed. Official American strategy came
to be basped-on teking up positions zll elong the perimeter of
the:Soviet world tc resist eny further Soviet a?vance.
Trenslated into operational policy terms, such a “gontalnment

thesiel"

eventually led the United States to assume conmit-
ments over a wide arc stretching from North Cape in Korway,
through Central and Southern Burope, North ﬂfrica, the Middle
East, South and South-Esst Aeie, then northwerde through the
Philippines, the Ryukyu and-Ronin islands, Japen-and Koren
to Aleska. Such long Cold War frontiers became fortified,
though gradunlly, in response -to each Soviet challenge.and
by sueh'mctions s seemed dictated by the eircumstances.

. Prior to 1949, Wi Soviet breakthroughs seemed to be

most likely in Western ?n@.ﬁgumh—Eastern Furope, and American

Cold tor policies began in these areas with emergency Pro-

—— s e e 4

1. See Martin Wight - ““he Power Struggle in the U.H." (Tos
*  Angeles, 1957).

2. The author of the conteinment thesis was George F. Kennan.
Hig thesis was first made vublie in Foreign Affairs, July
1947 under the $itle "The Sources of Soviet Conduect.™ Up
to 1953 Kennan was a steady asdvocate of the primacy of the
problem of limited war, es his analysis of Soviet poliey
led him to the view that Stalin would be exceedingly
ceutions about risking major war. .




gramnes of extensive economic and military sid to combat the
twin dangers of Communist subversion and Rusaian military
pressure. Pirstly, to Greece and Turkey, under the "Truman
Doctrine” of March 1947, then, more comprehensively, under
the Harshall Plan from June 1947 onwarde. Initially, the
Marshall Plan, which was limited to economic aid, had no
overt anti-Comomunist overtones and was ostensibly aimed at
in¢reasing inter-European co-operation, peace, order and
etability. But, subjected to the pressure of political

controversy, it took on a markedly anti-Communist aspectl'
and in so doing pioneered a way for a good deal of later

Americon forelgn economic policies. The Berlin Blockade,

from early 1948 until May 1949, was the Tirst open test-the

Soviet Union made of Americen determinetion and_etrength.z'

Not only did this test harden Anerican resolution to Ccaerry

containment throughyto completion, it aleo helped to bring

about the birth of N.A.T.0. in April 1949.°°

——

N.A.T.0. thus

became the fecond post-war multilatersl security pzet in

1. In July 1947 the Sovlets rejected the application of the
Marshall Plan within her sphere of control., 1ln Jan. 1949
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Roumania & the Soviet
Union formed a Council for Mutual Eccnomie Asesistance as
a counterwelght to the blarbhall Plan; and during 1949 the
armies of the saielliten were rebuilt ané re-equipped
under Soviet directiion.

2, Sece Survey (R.I.I.A.) for 1947-8, pp.241 et seq.

3., With 12 founder members - Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Prance,
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal, the U.K. & the U.S., For details & text, see
Jord Ismay -~ K.A.T.0. The First #ive Years, 1949=54,
(Utrecht, 2nd impression 1356).
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which the U.S. was to play e leading role. The Hio Pact
of 19471' was the first, but this was designed for an area
s8ti1l outside the main ereas of Cold war conflict, though it
was not withour relevance to Cold Jar acti;itiea, ae over a
third of the original members of tlhe U.N. were Latin-American
countries and at thieg time they tended to vote with the U.S.
on all Cold “War matters.

Tirect confrontation between the two main bold var

protegenists, épart from encounters at various U.N. meetings,

WEBS Trare. Even more rarely, when they found themecelves on
the same eide {as with the birth of Israel in 1943) their
nmtual embarrassment was obvious. At the insugural meetings
of the U.N. there had been a general feeling that thellegal

status of neutraliiy would be redundant with the institution

of the U.K. collective securiiy system.2*  Though two wartime

neutrals, Argentinasand Turkey,4’ were among the fifty-one

1. The Treaty of Rio de Janiero was sigmed In September 1947,
by all states of the Anericzan hemisphere except Nicaragua,
Feuddor and Cendda. For this treaty, see Survey (R.I.I.A.1
for 1947-3, pr.465-476.

2, See Documente of the Ynited YNaiions Conference on Inter—
national Organization {8an Jrancisco, 1945} vol.VI, p.459;
vol.VII, p.%27. Fer an anﬂlyhia of changing legal
attltudes, see Teubenfeld, H.J. {International Actions and
Neutrality", A.J.I.L. vol.47 (1953) pp.377-396.

%. See The Memoirs of Cordell Hull {Tondon, 1948), vol.I,
chapters 23-2% and vol,2, chapter 99.

4, Soviet pressure on Turkey well illustrates the coincidence
of Soviet post-war distamte for Second World, Jar neutrals
and her shrewd expectations of satisfying territorial
ambitions at ihe expense of the conmpromlised neutrals.

See Lenczowski, op.cit. pp.147-150.
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original members of the U.?.,l' there was genersl agreement
in ostrecising #Aranco'r Spain. As the Cold #ar strugele
developed and U:N. collective security measures were clearly
inoperative, not only wae the earller ascumed redundancy of
legal neutrality szeen to be premature butnéald Wor necesclties,

g3 geen by the iwo mein protagoniaets, made the quention of

I

behaviour during the Second VWorld War less important than
pregent intentions, mes each side =ought to enliet s&ppo;t and
gain strength egainst her chief adverséry. Neither the
Inited States nor the Soviet Union appeﬁred ready to accept
the idea of genﬁine‘non-attachment to eitheq cause; the only
eésential differecnce was that the United States could
distinguish in practice between activé and passive allies,
that is, between those with whom she concluded treaties and

thoge others which were, nevertheless, part of the non-

Commmist world,

[

1. Before Dec. 1955 only 9 states ganined admission to the
U.N. following the original 51. fThese were Afghanistan,
Iceland & Sweden (Nov. 1946); ' "hailand (Dec. 1946);
Pakistan & the Yemen (Sept. 1947); BPurma (April 1948);
Iorael (May 1949); & Indonesia (Sept. 1950). The first
3 were wartime neutrals, 2 of tihem became neutralist,
while Jceland jeoined K.A.7.0. Thailand, an ex-cnemy state
of World ¥War 2, became en ally of -the Westem powers.
Pakistan was neutralist until 1954 and then en American
ally. The Yemen, independent but isolationist since 1918,
became neutralist. The last 3 were new states and all-
became neutralist, though Isrsel's neutralieh tocok on a
marked Jestern orientation., All other applications were
refuged., Wor details, cee Y. H.U.l. pasgim. ifor the
characteristics of a neutralist policy, see below chapter
3- . L .
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In Burope neutralism, however vociferous, was the concemn

of impotent cligues noi of'governments: and probably had no

PR

effect at all on policles. Statesn eith‘r fell under

Communist sﬁay, became formal allies of ﬂmerica, or atayed
3!

isolated. In this latter class were Ireiand,z’Spain,

4.

sweden?*and Switzerland,’’ joined by Jugoslavia efter its

break with the Cominform in 1948. .

In Asis ten new states emefged ~ Iorael, Jordan, Syria,
Lebunon,G' Pakistan, India, Ceylon, Burma, Indonesia and the

T+ Z11 of them at this time were mainly absorbed

Philippines.
ih internal tasks,. The governments of Burma, Indoneslsa snd
the Philippines each feced intermal Communist insurrection.
India - in her efforis to Bpéed Indonesianindependenee, and
in official comments on ithe situations in Indo-thina aﬁd
¥Maleya — made clear that Indian concern was rather with the
colonial struggle than with Cold War rivelries. Great Brite)
was still :be dominant power in;isf Middle East and Appeared

as the chief 'protector', however unwelcone, in this area,
+ W

1. See Jom Marous - Neutraliem and Mationaliem in Freunce
{Kew York, 195B8); HMarina Salvin ~ Neutraliam in France

and Germanzuff;y York, 2951); & I. William Zartman -

"Heutralism and Nentrality in Scandinavia" in Westem
Political arterly, vol. 7 (2) dune 1954, pp.125-160.

2. TBee below p,idb-; 5. See below p. 43 4. See .belowpp®l8

5. See belowpp.22i-§ , o

6. Independence in Jordan, Syris & Lebanon had been declared
during World War 2 but only became effective after 1945,
See lenczowski, op.oit. passin.

7. The emergence of the Philippines as an independent state
was accompanied by a complex set of agreements binding hex
to the U.S. BSec PMifield, op.cit. pp.60-65. Thig ig th%

sk,

great exception to fhu rule .that new states becomdhetabs
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The Soviets'* openly.regarded gll the new gtates - with the
poselible exception at this time of Israel - as "puppets" of
their former colonial masters; while American policy makers
erred in agsuming too readily that if an Asien state wans
non-Communist it was naturally ready to take part in Amgrican

2. On the whole though, these

;led antl-Communist measures.
states were not involved in Cold War matters, and the fact_
of their neutralism was not yet é.matter of much international
significance,

In the main areas of Cold War concermn divisions hardened
both Moscow and Washir.lgton eniisted pﬂartisan-é and hglpeg %0
geal off frontlers or to resolve eclvil sirlie. In Germany,
eapt and west became completely cut off from each other (with
West Berlin a small island in a Com'nﬁ.nist sea); in China,
the ,Communistie won a conclusive-victory over the Xuomintang,
and -Chiang Kai-Shek's forces h?d to evacuate, mostly to
Formosa; in Rorea, the Russian dominasted north faced the
3.

ﬁmerican occupied south. In Greece, Turkey and Iran

Communiet pressures were successfully resisted. The only

1. See George Ginsburgs ~ "The Soviet Union, Reutrality and
Collective Security, 1945-1959* in Osteuropa Recht, Oct.
1959, pp.77-98. -This is an article based on 30v1et<
publications, R

2, See XK. S, Latourette -~ The Americen Record 1n the Far

- East, 1945-1951 (New York, 1952}, esp. pp.40-42.

3. See Lenczowski, op.cit. pp.181-190, esp. pp.1l88-9, for
an agcount of U.S.~Iranlan economic and military agree-
ments.
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overt loes of an ally suffered by either side during this
period was Yugoslavia's defection froam the Communist camp;
Kuomintang China was not formally an ally-of the West, though

the victory of the Communisis was widely represented as a

great American defeat.l®

.

This figst phase of the Cold War was o time of American
atomic monopoly &snd of the‘Sovieﬁ Union's overvhelming
,superiority in conveniionel armaments. It 1s diffieult to
see what particular diplomgtic advantages atomic monopoly
gave to the United States. Probably it was & restraining
influence on the §ov1ets, though Stalin conatantly denled
that there was any gpecial valge in the possession of atomic
boqbg.?' - America'q excluaive atomic monopoly ended in
September 1949 with the first explosion of a Soviet bomb,

though the world had to learn of it {through an Americen

3.

announcenent; and this event, coming shortly after the

signaturé of the N.A.T.0. treaty and the coneclueive viciory
of the Communists in China, gave drematic point to the idea
of bipolarity which by now had come to be the dominant

pattem of world affairs,.

1. See Latourette, 1bid. chapter 8 - "The Great American
Defeat”. In 1949 Meo ‘Tse-tung wrote: "Hot only in Ching
but alsc in the world without exceptlon, one either leans
to the elde of imperinlism or to the side of sociamliam.
Neutrality ie mere camouflage end a third road does not
exist.” in "On ihe People's Democratic Dictatorshipn,
reprinted in A Documentary History of Chinese Communism’
(Harvard U,.P. 1952), pp.453-4.

2., See Henry A. Kiesinger - Nuclear Weapons sné Foreign
Policy (New York 1957) pp.562-560.

3. Ibid. p.369.
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{2) Constent Cold, 1949-1953

'

If the first phase was dominated by events in Purope,
then the second was equally domineted by developmenta in

1. china

eastern Asia, and particularly by the Korean Har.
had been exempted from the developing bi-partisanchip of
Americen policy, and though ihe FKorean war began in June 1959
ag & U.Y., operation designed to repei a north Korean invasion
south of the 38th parallel (a little earlier Soviet troops

had withdrawn from north Koréh, and American troops from
south Korea to Japan), by January 1951 it had become con-
verted, essentially, into a Sino-American contlict, fought
solely on Korean soil, In .these &ears Anerican involvenent
in world affaire deepened, while at the same time domesntilc
criticisma, ithe obvious mlsgivinge of allles and the distrust
of neutralist négions added to the difficulties of American
policy makere. Anglo-American relatlons were openly satrained
at times, eapeelnlly over Far Pastem iscuee, and Preaident
Truman later revealed that in 1950 the British pPrime Minister,
Mr. ﬁttlee, thought ghere was a good chance of China becoming

2.

the Yugoslavia of Asia, thus bresking with the Soviet bloc.

In fact, throughoit this phase the Soviet Union pursued

a far less obviously active intemational role than did 1te’

1. See Guy Wint -~ What Happened in Korea (London, 1954).

2. See Truman's Memoirs, op.cit. vol;2; p.427.
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main Cold War opponent, perhaps hecause 0f Sidlin's pre-
occupation with purging 'Titolsm! within the Soviet empirel'-
and Sino-Soviet co-operationz' seemed to Increage rather than
to suggest sirains, Throughout the Korean ¥ar, the Soviet
nion not only claimed all the privileges and immunities Qf
an officially neutral state, but champloned similar claims
for Communist China, even though the latier was implicated
in the war through the presence of contingents of so-called

3.

"Chinese volunteers" on the side of the north Koreansy
Indeed, one consequence of Korea was the growing_identificatig
of Communist China and the Soviet Union, so ithat for a

number of years after most Western observers regarded Peking
as Moscow's most feithful ally. The gense of Communist
menace, which had been a prime factor iﬁ European gffairs,
right up to 1950, and lingered thereafter as a constant back-
ground threat! did not have the same intensity or effect in
non-Communist Asia. Europeans feared the U.S5.S.R. more than
Asiang feared China, Though in 1950 China begen 1o absorb

Tivet, this apparently ceused lesg concern to most of the

1. See Hugh Seton~Vatson - The Pattern of Comnunist
Revelution, op.cit. pp.265-6.

2. Formally based on the Sino-Soviet agreements of Feb. 1950,
see Documents {(R,I.I.A.) for 1949-50, p.96, and Survey
(R.I.T.A.) for 1949-50, Pp.330-343.

3. See Ginsburgs—~ "The Soviet Union, Naeutrality and Collect-
ive Security 1945-1959" op.cit. pp.B3-87. The legal
aspects of the Korean War & the significance of the war in
relation to neutrality in international law is deslt with
exhaustively in Julius Stone - legal Contrnls of Inter-
national Conflict (2nd ed. with supplemeni, London, 1959)
paegsim,
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Asian neutralists than did the continuance of the ‘coloniael’

struggle in Indo-China (and growing identifieation of Prench

and American interests in this question), while it was

increasingly felt that American policies were bringing and

spreading the Cold War into Asia A

Though ostensibly a U.N, collective security endeavour,

only fifteen U.N, membersl' joined with the U.S. in the

Korean fighting, and these formed e roughly accurate list of

the states that were by now America's cloeest sllies. A

number of neutralipt states tried, st first, to reconcile

their faith in the U.N. and thelr Cold War non-alignment by

aiding U.%. forces with measures short of becoming active

combatants.2' Wwhen, early in Qctober 1950, General .

MacArthur's troope pushed northwards across the 38th parallel,

neutralist miggivings about thg‘far increaeed. W¥hen, in

Pebruary 1951, the United States spongored e U.N. resolution

1.

2.

3.

These were: Auatralia, Belgiumn, Canada, Coloabia, Ethiopie
Prance, Greece, Great Britain, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Philippines,~ S.Afriea, Thailand & Turkey.

For ingtance, medical aid was sent by Denmark, India,
Ttaly, Norway & Sweden, Here the differences between the
neutralists & some aligned atates were not gharp. A full
liet of aid affered to U.X. foreces in Korea 1s given in
Y.B.U.M., 1950, pp.226-8. Goodwin ~ Britain and the
United Nations, op.cit. pp.126-154, well conveys the main
U.N. voting trends on Korea, see esp. pp.l138~9, showing
that in voting matters the differences between the aligned
& the non-aligned were more pronounced,

The U.S5. resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on
1 Feb. 1951 by 44 votes to 7 (Soviet bloc, India & Burma)
with'9 abetentions (Afghanistan, Egypt, Indonesisa,
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Yemen & Yugoslavia)
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condemning Communiet China ae an aggressor, most neutralist
states congidered that the war had taken an aggressively
anti~Chinese turn gnd nany expressed their loud disapproval.
By 1953 American dominance in U.N. General Assembly matters
wag past itp peak, and an ﬁrab—@sian bloc,l' neutralist in
Cold War matters, had begun to cohere.

Neutralist miegivinge about U.S. policiers helghtened
as growing American concentration on the Cold War as a quasi-
military operation found expression in increasing emphasis .
on forelgn military aid,z' in the .consoclidation of her
existing alliances and in the extenesion of her commitments
in the Middle Fest and the Far Eagt:

The Mutual Securlty Act of 1951 made it a prerequisite
of American assistance that the recipient country shauld

unequivocally place itself in support of the U.S. in the

Cold War. 1In fact, American aid to Yugoslavia?'and'the
Indian4' grain bill of 1952 chowed that these were not un-

qualified conditions even 1if American preferencess‘ for
formal allies, rather than ‘ambivalent' neutralists, were

now patently clear.

- ——

1. See Harry K. Howard -~ "The Arab-Asien States in the
United Rations® in Fhe Middle East Journasl, Summer, 1953,
2, See table of U.S. Foreign Aid 1946-1953 in Reltzel,
Replan & Coblenz - Unlted States Foreign Folley, 1945-55
{Washington, 1956) p.483.
3. See belowpp. /8/-2. 4. See belowpp.!72-3.
American attitudes gre brilliasntly porirayed in Erie Pl
Goldmon's - The Crucial Decade - and After. America, 1945
1960 {Vintage Booke, New York, 196l}. For Korea, =see
chapters 8 & 9.

v
-
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These yeare saw the heyday of the neutralism of
? -

European public opinion. Ironically, 1t was probably

American enthusiasm for consolidating H.4.7.0. a3 a neans of
raising Buropean morale end countering "creeping neutralien
the growth of neutreslist feeling, sentiment, and ldeas in e
state whose foreign pol{cy is not osteqsibly or avowedly
neutralist -~ that gave European neutraliem most'auccourﬂ

In retrospect, peutfaliam 8t1l]l seems to have been an in-
gignificant force in Europe and fears of "creeping neutfalism"
exaggerated. In early 1952 Greece and Turkey jolned N.A.T.O.
this extending the treaiy area of the ‘North Atlantic'
allisnce further; and in Sepiember 1953 Opain was linked to

the U,S. in three bilateral agreements known collectively as

the Madrid Pact.3'

1. See the studiers cited in footnote 1 p. 36’ above.

2. 'Thus, General Eisenhower in hig Pirst Annusl Report to the
Standing Group N.A.7.0. (Paris, 2 April, 1952} ~ “There
was eerlous guestion as to the siate of public morale
among the Furopean members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization.... It was extremely d4ifficult for the
average BEuropean to sec any future in an attempt to build
defensive foreces which might offset this real and
formideble threat. There seemed to be too much of a 1ead
to be overtaken. 7The doubts of the European peoples gave
birth to the fslse but glittering doctrine of neutralism,
through which they hoped to preserve the.things they had
always held dear........the cumulative effecte of repeated
failure to make any hesdway in conferences with the
Soviets produced an intellectual defeatism, in some
guarters bordering upcn despalr."

3. See Documents (R.I.I.A.) .for 1953, pp.126-132.
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Indeed, it seemed to be more and more the sim of U.S.
poliey to spread the N.A.T.0, pattern of alliances and bases
around the whole periphery of the Compunist blee. If this
were go, only at the extremitien of eastern Asia did American
poliecles meet with any reallauccasa, and even here she con-
¢luded only bilateral pacis. ‘The United States pushed throug
a treaty of peace and reconcilietion with Japan, despite
strong opposition from behind the Iron Curtain, and from some

Asign neutralieta.l‘

The Japanese Peace Treaty, slgned at
San Francisco in September 1951 - btut, more particularly, the
simultaneous signing of the U.S.-Japanese Security Treaty -
aroused the fears of several states who were most likely to
be threatened in the event of renewed! Japanese expansion end
aggression, and thé opposltion of Asian, including Japanese,

2 1% was in order io quieten such fears that

b] . ]
the U.S. entered 1nto.the Philippine-Americen Defence Pact in

neutralists.

Auguet 1951,°° and the A.N.Z.U. S. treaty with Australia end

New Zealand in September 1951.% As the French position in

Indo-China worsened , American anxiety increaeed, and American

relations.wlth Indonesia, as ‘well as with India and Burma,

[} . [

became increasingly distent. The idea pursued in 1951-2 of

a comprehensive regionel paet for the Middle East {(M.E.D.O.}

1. See Survey {R.I.I.A. ) ror 22 pp 378-433,

20' Ibidc -

3., See Pifileld, op eit. pp.77-80.

4. See Burvey (R JI.A.) for 1951, oD. 384-5, 478-80.




45

wasg stillborn.l‘ ﬁlthough proposals for this pact were

Jointly sponsored by the United States and Great Britzin,
Britain here played the leading role. Fd; a number of
reasons ~ historicel, economic and atrategicz‘f British
sensitivity to naticnalist and neutralist fears and hopes in
pouth and south-east Asia were not paralleled by & similar

apprecistion of Middle Easterr nationalism and neutralism.

3. 4

Britain's conflicts with Iran and Egypt ' were sufficient

at this time to prevent the realigsation of ¥.E.D.0, However,
arrangemnents were made for U,S8. alr. bases in Moroccos; in
Iibya® end in Saudi Aredia.’"  Ihe May 1950 Tripartite
Declaration - France, Britain and the United, Stetes - aimed
at guaranteeing existing Arab-Israeli frontiers and maintain-

ing a balance of forces in the area, had not endeared the

———— e -

1. BSee Campbell, op. cit. chapters 3 & 4

2. Ibia. . . .

3. Lenczoyski, op.cit, pp.192-202.

4. See below ppl9i-b

5. In July 1951 the French government announced that the
U.S.A. wae to have use of 7 Moroccan airfields. See Survey
(R.I.I.A,) for 1951, p.25. Morocco became an independent
state on 2 March 1956 and was edmittied to-the U.N, in Nov.
1956, See Survey (R.I.I.A.) for 1955:6,pp.85-7 & 290-5.

6. libyas, an Italisn colony from 1912 to 1942, was in effect
8 British protectorate from 1945 until its independence in

_ Dec, 1951. &he joined the U.N. in Dec. 1955, Both G.B,
& the U,S. give extengive economic aid to Libya & in
return are permitted to meintain military bases. In July
19%% G.B, signed a treaty of mslliance with Libya promis-
ing financial aid for 20 years. See Survey (R.I.I.A.) for

. 1993, pp.119, & Daily Telegraph,'l4.duly 1960,

7. The U.S. egreement for an airfield at Dhehran in Saudi
Arabia dates from the Second World War. It was re-
written in 1951, renewed in 1956, and-is now due to expire
in 1962. See The Times, 18 March 1961.
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Westerm powers to the Arab states. As it was, this poliey
depended on the conflition that these powers could monopoliee
the supply of aras to the Middle East - a condltion chattered
by Egypt's armes deal with the Soviet bloc in 1955,
The first six or elght months of 1953 saw the closing

of this Cold '¥ar phase ond began a series of shifts and
changes which eventually affected the whole pattern of inter—
nationsl relationships. Thepe changes were symboliged in
a change of personalit%es. Plrotly, with General
Eisenhover's accession to the Amerlicen Pregidency in January
1953, ﬁlédged to end the fighting in Korea, to promote
"liberation® in easterﬂ Burope, and to reduce expenditure
oferseaa. Secondly, and more significant, was the death of
Stalin on 5 March 1953. Kngust 1953 saw the explosion of
the first Soviet H-bomb. -~ The firet U.S. experimental H-bomb
had only been exploded in Noveaber 195é, and it seemed that
the gap in-dhclear weaponry between the tiwo superpowers was
rapidly narrowing, Iin gualitative terme,.at least.

. In the‘aummer of 19§3Iaq‘armistice was gigned to end the
- war in Korea, more than ?wo years afier truce talks had
opened.’ The representatives of Sweden and Switzerland,l‘ag

two of the five meaber comnission of neutral nations, found

T | v

l.. See Jacgues Freymond - "Supervieing ﬁgreements. The
Koreen Expeyiencgﬂ in Poreign Affalrs, April 1959, pp.
496~503 also " Speediing Koreals Guests "1, Th Economist 4 Juat 1951 .

!
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thenpelves in- the dipagrecable position of being caest in
the role of "neutralp® ¢n the side of the West, while Poland
end Czechoglavia wore openly "geutral” on the Communiet side.
Only Indis, as Cheirman of the commlewion, teemed able to
avoid charges of blatant pertiemnehip., As it was, the end
of ihe Koreen Yar brought no setilenment, only military stale-
mate, and did not lead to any political resolation of the

- espential iscues at Btpka.l' .

i

(3) Partiel Thaw, 1953-1957

Por the greaier part of this third phase of the Cold
far there wae & marked contrast in apparent Soviet and
ﬁmericnn.prioritiea, and in most neutrallst eyes the post~
Stalin policies of the Soviet lesders probably were prefer-

able to the Eisenhower-Dulles policlers, at Lirst declaredly

2a

‘based on “"maprive retaliation"“* anad 'brinkmanehip."j'

fmerica, sided at times by hexr chief allies, Britain and .

1. See Survey (R.I.I.A.) for 1953, pp. 183-230.

2. Mr. Dulles first propounﬂed the principle of rmasnive & _
ineptant retaliation” on 12 Jan. 1954, See Survey (R.I.LA
1954, p.93. The esuthor of the 19%4 (R.I.I.A.) Survey

v points out (p.95) that American strategy seemed to .
presage "a reversion to the pre-Korean relisnce on air-
atomic power, but with differences - the addition of
tactical atomic weapone, & the substltution of the
hydrogen for the atomic bomb%., See ibid. pp.96~123,

3, See ibid. p.25. Hr. Dulleg first mentioned 'brinkmanship
in relation 1o Indo-China.
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Prance, scened deternined 1o extend the range and nembership
of her nmilitary elliances and to give foreign ald only to
allieg, and then mostly for milltary purpoees. At the sane.
time the Soviets, purening a ‘new look' policy, begen to try
openly to cncourage the spread of neutralism outside the
toviet bloc and to woo saverai leading neutrallet nations
with.offers of aidé, and, in certain respeots, with diplomnatic
support. It peemed that.just ap the Atericans were offering
"gwords", end then oniy on condition that a state was, or
beocane, a formal ally, the Boviets were offering "plough-
pharen® to neuirelist nations and were asking for no formal
undertakings in return. Thepe contraete, dramatised by
ovliet propagends, had some foundation in fact - though

/zoviet bloc arme to Egyﬁt in {1955 were hardly "ploughshares"”,
even if Egypt wae noi requircd to join in a militery alliance
with the Soviet bloec. 7Theee Soviet-American contrasis

were sof{ened or obscured with the Suoz end Hungary crices

in the 1ast quarter of 1956. Ae 1t was, the neutralist
nations were growing in numbers snd self-confidence and were
beconing inoréasingly independent factors in internotional
polities, with conpequent effacte on the nature of Cold War

rivalries.

The fluctuationg snd contrasts of this phase cen be

conveniently coriveyed irnl terme of the major developments in:
v ¥

Europe, the Niddle -£ast, the rest'of‘kaia, in questions of
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foreign aid, and in U.N, monttiers, An overall chronological
treatment would give g better impresslon of the conjunction
of certain events but yould nake 1t more ¢iffiouwlt to show
their eignificence in relation.to neutraliem. -

T?e first'sign;ficant eim of changing Soviet policies
occur?eg when, at the Berlin Conference Rf Forelign fHinisters .
in Jenuary - February 1954, Ur,.lolotov: ruggnoted, inter alis,
bringing 1§to being a réfﬁpified Goernany by prohibiting its
pprticipgjion_in eny alliances end coalitlons, by striectly
limiting its armanente, bi barring all forelgn military bases
fr?mdita territory and by withdrawing all foreign troops.}'
These megpures would, qccprﬂing 1o Hr. Holotov, provide a
ratiafactory baele for a re-unified, neutraliged Germany.

A eimilar otatus for Auctria wag advanced by Hr. Molotov at
the same tine. However, the Soviel proposals wero unaccept-
able to West Germany end her allles, end after more than a
year of q1plomatic preparations,|Wostern Gernany bacane the
£ifteenth member of H.A.T.0, in May 1955.%"  The soviets
reply to this further consolidation of K.A.T.0. wag 10
angounce the knitting together of pre-exieting bilateral.
arrancements in Lastern Europe in a nawly oomprehenaive

SNV

Warsaw Pact.
A

. Te 3 2

claims that -the German and-Aﬁatrién problems must be con-

————

. Even BO, Soviet abandonment of previous

1. uee Survey {R.I.T. A ) for'ﬁ9)4, pp.131—137.

2. Ibid. pp.137-144Y, & Burvey (R.I1.I.A.)} for 1955~6, pp.37—
44, 103-9, 138~147,

3. Bee Survey (R.I.I.A.) for 1955-6, pp.48-50, 54.
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sidered together waa able to facllitate Austria's independencd
by neutralisation during 1955.1' Soviet endeavours to
gtimulate support among west Buropesn politiesl opinion in
favour of military disengagement were aho;; not only in the
paraqing of 'the Austrian example’, btut-alro in the dramatie
reconciliation with Yugosla%iu,g' and in ihe reversion of the
military baee at Porkksela to pinlenq.3' This was the only
Soviet military base outside the Soviet bloc, and ite
relinquishment was probably intended to strengthen demands
for the withdrawal of American bases from Purope. Certainly,

Soviel leaders end publiciats4'

began to give unprecedented-
and seemingly unoconditional approval to'neutraliem at thie
ptage of world affairs. The 1954 edition of the Great

Soviet Eneyclopaedia slightly revised the 1939 pection on

neutralitys' to read that the Soviet Union "used the

institution of neutrulity as & means of atrengthening its

‘own: as wéll as the world's security."ﬁ'* The most important

B e ]

1. See below pp 229238

2. See below pplB2-5

3. See‘below p. /36 and ibid)] above pp.126-123.

4, See, e.g. Gingturgs, op.cit. pp.87-97; also D, Jelnikuv-

* "Weutrality and the Current Sltuation®, International
Mfoirs (Moscow).1956, pp.74-81; and.L. ModJoryan -
‘"Neutrality", New Times (Moscow), Feb. 1956, pp.12-15

5. ©See above pp 23 C T Y

6. I om indebted to oy colleague, HMr. Maurlce Hookham, for
this itransletion, and for much help in Soviet materiala.
By 1956 the term, 'néutralism’' had emerged in Soviet
vocabulary, & was used synonymously with 'neutrality'.
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Soviet pronouricement was Nr.kKHruchchev's firat speech at the
20th Party Congrera when he adroltly adopted the uncommitted
countries of Asia am his friendes, de¢scribing them ae part

of *a peece canp® allied to the "socialist™ ona, with

"fratermnal Jugoelevia" hovering ocmbiguously between the two,
undd ) _
andhvinland, Auetria snd other neutral countriep distingulcshed]

from Americe's alliea.l°

In fact, the vitael, though naturally unpublioclsed,

reQ;;}ation t0 Soviet approval of neutrallism wes that it wes
only to be encouraged outride the Soviet bloo, This had,
perhape, been inmplicit in the ebortive rieing in East Berlin
in June 1953 .and in the cerefully qualified "liberalication®
in Poland in the middle months of 1956,2° but it wae brutally
demonetrated in Cctober 1956 when Soviet troocps crushed the
attenpts of the Fungarians to defect from the year-old
Warecaw Pact end 1o work out thelr own variant.of neutraliem:*
Parallel with svents in Hungary, and guite apart from the -
palpable inability of the Western powers to intervene on

1. See Survey {R.I.I.A.) for 1955-6, pp. 222-229, & Soviet
Newno Dooklet, No. 4 (Feb. 1956).
2. See Hugh Seton~Waieon - The Pattern of Comnunist Revo-
\\lution, op.cit. pp.357-376, & his Helther #ar Nor Peace
(London, 1960} pp.33B-346.
3, See George Mikes - The Hungarian Revolution (Londen, 1957),
nleo Imre. Magy on Commnuniem. In Defence of the New Courm
" (London, 1957). Nagy was the Hungarien Comruniet Prime
Minister who tried to edopt a neutralist couree in early
° Qet. 1956. fThip tract wae written during his forced
retirement in 1955=-6 & reveals come of hie neutralist
idens, see eep. chapier 3; e&leo Seton-WVatson's intro-
duction to this English translation.

"
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behalf of the Hungarians, ceme the swift cooling of Soviet-
Yugoslgv relations and the imponderable but undoubted
intrusion of China into east European affairs during 1956,
After the Hungarian revolution had been quietened, Soviet
efforts were ooﬁcentrated;pn repairing rifts -in thq Comaunist
canmp. Thig repair work seemed ‘to be complete by thg.jime
of thg.MoquW‘meeting qr.ﬁpe ruling QOmmunigﬁ parties in
October 1957, which time secmed also to mark the undoubted
emergence of Mr.Kkgushchqv.as_mhe pre-eminent leader in the
Soviet Union.t:

In the Midd%e‘East during these years thq;e were four
dominent trends. FMrstly, there was a rapld detqg{oratiqn
in Briiish-Egyptian relations, culminating in the’Br4?ish-
French-Israeli atfack on Egypt in October 1956.2°  Secondly,
there was .the ro€mation of the Baghdad PacE in 1955, bringing
together Eritain, Turkey,,Pagistant Igaq and Iran, though
leaving the United States in the amblguous position of silent

jo

partner and not a formel member. In fact, this develop-

ment re-emphasised pre-existing divisions in the Widdle East

and provoked strenuous respongses, espeeially from Egypt, but
N y 03 A g -
also from Syria and "Saudi Arabia, as well as from Iarael.

v “ - A
-

4, e - - ]
J ! oe 3

1. See Seton-Wateon - Ihe Pettern of Communist Revolution,
cp.cit. p.359.

2. See Campbell, op.cit. chapters 4-9, & Full Circle, The
Memolrs of Sir Anthony Fden (London, 1960) book 3, chapter
i-9.

5. See Campbell, op.cit. chapter 5.




Thirdly, there was the dramatic renewal of active Soviet
interest in the region and aigne of a growing assoclation
between the Soviets and Egypt and Syiia.l’ Fourthly,
throughout the years 1954-6, inolusive, Amg?ican policy tried
to reconcile the irreconciliable, by seeking to dbuild up
Western defences in the area while at the same tlme trying
to cultivate good relations with Arab neutralist states,
Such a vecillating policy found itis nemesis when in January
1957 the Eisenhower Doctrine - offering military and economic
asgistance to ény ¥Middle Eastern state that asked for help
against "armed. aggreseion from any country controlled by
international Conmunisn® -'met with strong opposition from
most states, and only iepid enthuelasm from a few, throughout
the whole region.2' o

By contrast, such Soviet acts as the retroceseion of
Pgrt Arthur to thé Chinese in May 1955,3‘ and the official
nvisite of friendship"t* 1;:; Bulgarin andKhrushehev, in lat'e

1955, to Indis, Burma and ﬂfghaﬁistan (the latter marked by

1, See ¥alter 2. Laguexr ~ The Soviet Union end the Mlddle
East (London, 1959), esp. Pp.2Lli-223 & 287-265.

2. ‘See Campbell, op.eit. chaptera 4-9 and 17,

3. See Survey (R I.1.A.) for 1955-6, pp.53 & 126.

4, For full texts of the Bulgenin & Krushchev speeches in

r India, Barma & Afghanistan, see supplement in New Times
(Moacow) 22 Decembexr 1955,
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the ceremonious prolongation of the Soviet-Af ghan treaty of
neutrality and non-aggressign, which‘origiqated in 1926) were
all part and parcel of Moscow's new line of encouraging and
co~operating with most of the neutralist nations of the

worid.  Support for ﬂggpanistan's‘irredenﬁist claims against

?akistan,l'_and ihe Indian position with regard to Kashmir

3.

and Goa,z' and offers of ald and trade”’ were further

instances of this new trend. '

s In the recst of Asia, fmerican attempts to“puild up
defence.arrangements againet possible COmmﬁnist attack
further alienated neutralist opinion, and gfficial American

spokesnen openly regarded neptralism with puspiolon and dis-

like.4‘ The conglusion of the South Fast Asian Defence

Treaty in September 195@5‘ linked the seeqrity interests of

1. see below P33

2. See below 1;?”’“74_

32, It is to be remembered that Soviet trade and/or ald offers
were also made about this time to lurkey, Pakistan,
Iceland, Great Britain, among others.

4, Thus, President Disenhower in bis 1954 Christmas mescsage:
"The times are so critical end the differences between
theee world systeme eo vital that grave doubt is cast
on the validity of neutralistic argument.* See also
the  speech of American Deputy Under Secretary, Murphy,

‘on 16 November 1954, printed in D.5.B., 29 November 1954,
PP.799-803; aleo Survey (R.I.I1.4.) for 1954 ~ “The |
- Politics of Weutrallsm", pp.283-289Y.

%, For e full account, see Colleotive Defence in South.Eagt
Acia, A Report by & Chatham House (R I.I.A.) Study Group
+ (London, 1956).




is g

the Philippines, Thailand, Australia and New Zealand (all
already linked with the United States) with Britain, France
and Pakistan in a comprehengive agreeuent - S.E.A.T.O. Three
1 of the four successor states of former Irench Indo-China,
South Vietnam, Leos and Cambodia (the fouffh was Comaunist

Horthgjietnam) were declared to be under the 'protection' of

v

the S:E.A;T.O. ireaty members, though tﬁey did not become
full members themselves. The United Stetes' adheslon to
the treaty was gqualified in a proteocol which made clear the
émeripan preoegupation wi?h COmmunist.aggressiop, while
appearing to regard other forms of aggression as less re-
prehensible. Formosa was excluded from S.E.A,T.0., but,
under pressure from Chieng Kai-Shek, the United States felt
it neces=sary to conclude a b;}ateral defence agreement. Thip
was signed on ) December 1954,1' and completed the 1list of
formal U.S. defence commitments in the Far East.
In tﬁe aeftermath of the Korean and Indo-China wars,
American céncentration on military arrangeméhts seemed ito he
trather backward-looking as the Soviets' rapid development of
. trade and aid programmes to neutralist states added a new
dimension to Cold War rivalries. Previously, the Westemn

powers had been the sole, and rather parsimonious, suppliers

to neutralist nations. The firast Soviet loan to & non-

1. sSee Sarvey (R.I.I.A.) for 1955-6, pp. 7 & 10-14,

i



Communiat country waes made to Afghanistan in January 1954

for the sum of 53 5 million. In that firat year, the total
v
aid from the 50viet Union and other Comnunist countriea 1o

non—Communist countries waes £10.6 million. For 1955 1t was

£30% million, for 1956 nesrly £1,100 million, end for 1957

1-

over 51,900 million. In total volume U.S. aid greatly

exceeded Soviet aid, but U.S. aid priorities seemed to be
with Israel, Libya, South Koreea, South Vietnem, Laos and

Formosa, whereas the main Soviet efforts were concentrated

on Syria, Yugoslavia, ﬂfghanistan, India, Egypt, Cambodia,
Ceylon, Indonesia and Nepal.z‘ Itiie notoriously difficult
. .t il

to compare o ald programmes even in economic teras, let

. 5.

alone assess their political effects,

-

.foreign aid first became a gerious matter of Cold War rivalry

but, certalnly,

in these yearsj] The SOVieta began with a number of advan-

tages4' over their Western rivals -~ the novelty of their aid

programmes, the prevailing A{;o-éaian.anti-imperialist image

* ® ) ] .
of the U.S.8.R., the apparent absence of politieal or militarf

['stringa', the procedural advantages of totalitarian govemn-

- .

1. See U.S.'Dept."of.state, The Sino-Soviet Economic: .
Qffensive in the less Developed Countrieg {Washington,
¥.5.G.P.0. 1958).

2. 8See'ibid; & V.E.H.V. Rao ~ International Aid for Economic

Development {Leeds, 1960), esp. pp.11-13; & Joseph S, .

Berliner - Soviet Economic aid (Kew York, 1958)

See ‘Berliner, op.cit. esp. chapters 2 & 4.

Ibid. , , '

o+ A\
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ments in operasting forelgn =zid programmes,l' and the fact

that Soviet bloc ald was growing at a more rapid annual rate
than Western aid. perimitisn Aecedon ohd fdinat begeneus
gariaan oottt Bt d s ritgier in-thdae frodre The

experience of being actively courted by Communist states
proffering 'unconditional'’ aid was not only attractive in
it=elf, to neutralist nations, but it afforded opportunities
for provoking the United States to increase, or iniiiate, its
oxn aid programmes, whatever the misglvings of many Americans

about such moves. During June and July 1956 U.S. spokegmen

mude & spate of contradictory pronouncements, approving

or disapproving of neutralism in general teras -~ {hcluding
Hr, Dulles' notorious phrase that "except under very
exceptional circumstances" neutrality ies an "immoral and -

ehortsiéhteﬁ coneeption."3i1 Al these'pronouncements ghould
the
be seen in/context of the Eieenhower administrationt's

1. E.g. a report in The Times, 4 Jan. 1958, showing the main
direction of Communist trade & sid, pointed out that
"the scale of foreign =id is being withheld from the
Rusgian people,"

2. There is a collectlion of the major spesches, with comment-
aries, in Foreign Poliey Bulletin (New York) for 15 Aag.
1956, & 15 Feb. 1957. For full texts, see D.3.B, 18 June
1956, pp.9y9~1004; D.S.B, 25 June 1956, pp.1043-47; & pp.
1063-6%; D.S.B. 16 July, 1956, pp.Y91~5, See also D.S,B.
17 Dec, 1956, pp.945-48 & ibid., 9 July 1957, p.49; also
Survey (H.l.L.A.) for 1955-6, pp.200-2. For a Soviet
comment on these Americsan pronouncements, see "Washington
and the Neutrality Problem", New fimes (Hoscow) July 1956,
pP-j"?.

3., See D.S5.B.-18 June, 1956, DpP.999-1004.




5§
difficulties in attempting simaltaneously to: 1increase

American foreign aid programnes in the face of strong

opposition from neo—isolatibnists at hone,
]

to placate the

anxieties of those allies who feared a reduction of their
. 3 . .

aid from the United States, nnd to take increasing account
2. '

of the needs of newtralist nations. By the middle of
[ -

1957 there was evidence of & far more balanced estimate than

hitherto in influential American thought about neutraiign.’*

The Afro-Asian Conference held at Bandung, Indonesia,
- ’ . r
in April 19554' wan a dramatic illustration of trende which
were, indreaaingly ceutting scrocs striet Cold War rivalries.

It was primarily & gathering of Atro-Asien leaders who were
, .

1 .
1, See Norman A. Graebner - The New Isolationism. A Study
* in Politics & Woreign Policy since 1950, (New York, 1956);
also his "Foreign Aid and Ameriean Poliey" in Current

History 1356, pp.212-217.

2., See The Economist, 16 June 1956, p.1076 for a balanced
aspgesement of the Ameriecan leaders' ‘predicament. The
Prime- Minigter of Burma, U Nu, made a astate visgit to the
U.S. in 1955 and Mr. Nehru & President Sukarno algo did
s0 during 1956 ~ these vieits may have had an educative
effect on American opinion.

3. See the analyeis of neutralism in the Report on Foreign
Policy and Mautusl Security, House of Representatives 85th
) dongress, Ll dune 1957 (Washingten, 1957) esp.pp.56H-61R,

4. see Survey (R.I.I.A.) 1955~6, chaptér 5; Mary ¥natchbull
}gynea - "fhe pandung Conterence" in International Re-
lationsg, October 1957, pp.362~376; G. WM. Kabin - The
Asipn-African Conference (Wew York, 1956); & Triske &
Koch ~ "The Asien Africen Netions & International Organ-
ization", Review of Politics, April 1959,.pp.417-456.
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anxious, above all, ito keep out of Cold War quarrels and

yet aware, as President Sukemo said, that "the affairs of

the world are our affeirs, and our future éepends on the
solution found to all international problems, however far or
distent they may seem.l'" It would be wrong 1o convey the
jmpression that the Bondung Conference was wholly a neutralist
meeting, for the views of aligned states were fully ventilated
(with Chou En-iai skilfully plying China's current policy'of '
ostenesible peace and friendship with Afro-Asisn neut?alints},
and anti-éolonialism in its various menifestetions was
gnother importsnt theme, However, neutralicm was becoming

a vital strend in the AT ro-Asian movement, though by no means
fully synenymous with it, as neuirallists began to shed some
of their former defensiveness and to move more esurely inter-
neticnally, encouraged by accorde with fellow neutralists.z'
It wes probably in such matters as inereasing contacts and
geeing thé advantages of an intermationsl platform that

Bandung was most beneficiml to neutralists. The conference

1. Kahin, op.cit. pp.46-7. B

2. Mre, Keynes, op.clit. p.375, eays _that there were 9 con-
firmed neutralists at Bandung ~ Afghanistan, Burma,
Cambodia, India, Indonesia, lLaos, Kepal, Syria & Yenen.
The posltions of Egypt, Ethiopia & Saudi Arabia were not
fully glear but were at times neuitralist. There were 2
Comrunist states - China.& North Vietnam, and 15 anti-
Conmmniste - Ceylon, Gold Coast, Iran, Irag, Japsn, Jordan
Lebanon, Iiberia, Libya, Pekistan, Philippines, Sudsn,
Thallaend, Turkey &: South' Vieinam.
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.

net at a time when Cold War deadlocks had prevented for nmore
then five years any expansion in the membership of the United
Nations - a fact much regretted by all neutraliste and

especially by the still ‘unenfranchised' states, However,

1-

with the no-called U.S.-U.S5.8.R. "horsewtrading deal" of

December 1955, by which the United Nations ihnediately gained

gixteen new members,z'

3.

end becade open to further increases

in membership,”  that organisation ceemed to galn a new

relevance snd vitality in world affairs, whilst greatly
augmenting the number of neutrellst votes end voices.

Though the rivelries between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.
quickened, bec;meumore varied in scope and, on the whole,
slightly less venomous-in- ileir verbal intexrchanges, direct
contacts between the two superpowers were virtuelly as rare
end unproductive as in the Stalin-lrumen era. Mr. Dulles
quickly withdrew the Americen delegatidon from participation
in the 1954 Geneva Conference ont Indo-China, leaving Mr., Eden

end Mr, Molotov to attempt a compromise settlement§4' Both
n 4 hd i

1. See Goodwin, op.cit. pp.224-226. , '

2. Thege were Albasnim, Austrie, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Ceylon,
Finland, Bungary, Ireland, Itaely, Jordan, Laos, Libys,
Repal, Portugel,+Roumania & Spain., Canbodla, Ceylon, Laos
& Libya were all new states created spince 1985. .

3. Sudan, Horocco & Tunisie - all new gtates - became members
in Nov. 1956; dJdapan in Dec. 1956; Ghana, a new state, in

« Harch 1957; & Malaya, 'another.now etate,-in Sept. 1357.

4, sSee sarvey (R.I.I.A.) for 1954, pp.42=75; & The Momoirs of
Sir Anthony Eden, Mull Circle (London, 1960) chapter 6.
Eden writes (p.1l23) "This was the first international
neeting at which I was sharply conscious of the deterrent
pover of the hydrogen bomb. I was grateful for it,n




&l

the Geneva fumnit Conference of July 19551' and the followe
up Conference of [orelgn Secretafies in October - November
19?52ﬁere unproductive, though there was much superficial
telk then and for some tlme afterwards sbout a vague but
new, welcome and all,pertasive "Geneva spiritv. As both
superpoagrs developed their nuclear capacities (and the
facts or runours of other emergent nuclear powers becam%
publicised), the need to avoid thermo-nuclear war and agree
on gome form of "peaceful co-exiotence® was recognised on sall
pides. The outgtanding problem was to establish a basis
on which the two Cold Weor camps could agree to co=-exist.
Thie problem was no nearer colutlon than it had ever been
when the successful launching of the Soviet Sputnik in
Cetober 1957 encouraged Xr. Krushchev to c%aim that this
event had altered the power bﬁlance in the world,, In a
sense, this was.no doubt true; bqt other ﬁore gradual
changes were increasingly affecting the nayure of Cold War
,rivalries.‘ The Soviet Union and the United States were
gti)]l predominant, but both thenceforward hed to give greater
attention to independent forces, both wilthin and outside
their ovm alliances.

1. See Survey (R.I.I.A.) for 1946-6, pp.155-160.
2, .Ibid. pp.167-174.
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(4) Variable Weather, 1957-early 1961

The chief characteristics of this fourth phase of the
- .

Cold War, which takes us up 10 and includes the present, seem

to be: the develobing global charactei of Cold War struggles
i . ‘ ‘
(aes Africa and Tatin-Amerlca now become areas of agtive Cold

War rivalry, too); the gréater number of direct contacte
1. . .
between the U.5. end the U.5.8.R.; the apparently growing
T
attractions of neutralism, and the increasing attention pald

¢ »

by each of the superpowers towards neutralist states.
Following the soviet succesns in launching the first earth

satellite (Sputnik), it seemed that Soviet leadership had
p .

gained fregh confidence and that the Soviet state, now

-~

militarily stronger and industrially more powerful than ever
1 ° ’ - -

before, began to extend the scale of its international oper-

atione. However much'of this was due to the undoubted

-

" - 5
emergence of Mr,Kkrushchev as the first man 1n‘Ruésia,l a
H o ' 1 .
more important reason probably was that a new state of

1
'‘mutual deterrence' between the two superpowers had been

ushered in, now that Bussian capacity to launch inter-

f ) '
continental missiles had marked the end of the territorial
invuinerability of the American homeland, In such a

situation, the advaniages accruing from Communist ingpired

1. In July 1957 it was reported that Messrs. Holotov,
Kagenovichi& Malenkov were.expelled from the Praesidium
of the central comnittee .0of the Comnunist Party of the
Soviet Union.,-Mr. Shepilov was demoted,.too, & these
changes were widely interpreted as marking the farther

emergence of Mr.Klrushchev., see The Times. 4 Julv 1957.
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local aggression were likely to increase, not only because
the threat of U.S., nuclear retaliatlon was less credlble as
a deterrent to local attack on her minor allies, but also
beoqyse further dqyalopmentS';p Americal's own weaponry were
likely to reduce her dependence on large numbers of fixed
overseas bases, and might even reduce the mllitary value of
small, exposed allies in her eyes. This d4id not, of course,
reduce the,ohances’of 1003; ware, and between October 1957
and ganuary 1961 ther? was & succescsion. of skirmishes and
war scareg over Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, Laos, Formosa,
Congo,Cubf anq‘Berlin. *

. Another feature of this post-Sputnik phase is the
growing number of direct contacts between the citigens and

}eagers‘gf the two sterpowerq. ?hie procesa began
formally’with the two year agreement on cultural, technical
9“6 eéucational exchangee, signed in January 12§§1 though it
is doubtful,if:the sugerficial cordlality which was becoming
customary ig ?hese new encounters appreclably lessened the
distrust and mutusel irritation.which marked the fundamental
relations beiween the two governments. In terms of U.S.-

U.8.8.R. relations, the failure of the Paris sumnit con-

ference of May 1860 was a ?evea};ng examplg of deep-rodted

s . e

1. For details, see The United.States in World Affairs,

. annual volumes for 1957, 1958, 1959 & 1960 (New York,
1958, 1959, 1960 & 1961) passin, )

2. Ibid. Mr, Khrushchev's visit to thée U.S. in Sept. 1959
was the mest dramatic of these new contacts.
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. ri
incompatibilities.

The rivalry between the two superpowers now secemed to
bhe increaaingl; complicated by incipignt stresses and strains
within thelr respective alliahce systens, as well as by the‘
growing number of new states which were emerging and pursuing

neutralist courses. The days when American leaders acted
Ty . : 4
as energetic recruiting officers gathering more members for

military alliances, end when Soviet leaders openly denigrated

i

neutralists, had gone. Many neutralists were proselytisers
4 ) 1

themselves, now, and the very new neutralist state dld not

£ind itself in & world where one was expected to apologise

for one's neutralist stance, but where one could point to

many notable exemplars and precedents, A new and looser
internationnl system, more flexible and multilateral, was

. . 3
in belng, and formsl ties now seemed far less significant
than hitherto,

. Stresses.and stirains.were certainly evident throughout
e "% . . .o { - .
America’s alliances. = The defection of .Iraq from the Baghdad

Pact, follgwing regicide 9nd‘revolution in July 1958,hcalled

A

forth a reconstruction of that alliance with the U.S. agssuming
a much more motive role in what now became called the-Central

Treaty Organization (C.E.N.T.O.},l‘ withfits new headquarters

r
l. PFora brief account of the Iraq revolt, see U.S.W. A. 1958,
pp.201-3, & for C.E.N.T.0. see The Daily Telegraph, 24
May 1960 & 26 April 1961 & The Econoziset 6 May 1961 P
55¢.




‘VU.S. eigned a new ten year defence treaty with Japan,

49
in Turkey. #ive months earlier the union of the two s}ates
q; Egypt and Syria in a single "Unlted Arab Republic™ was
Qroclaimed in Cairo s & first step towards the unification

of \the Arsab peoplea.l‘ It seemed as if the tide of Nasserite

’

nationalism and,ﬁeutralism was rising. Within S.E.A.T.O.
deteriorating situations in the two ‘'protected' states 6f

Lacs andisogth ¥ietnam revealed a lack of any concerted

alliance policy; there were a number of reports that the

Philippines and Siam were actively geeking other, unepecified

3-

means of ensuring their security, and in November 1960 it

was announced that Thailand had for the first time accepted

4. In January 1960 the

5.

Soviet offers of economic assiatance.

-

thoggh
by the .following Octiober a prominent member of  the U;S. Senafe

Foreign Relations Committiee was warmning his fellow membera
of the popular trend towards neutralism 1n.Japan6' and the

1. See U.S.W.A.'1958, pp.189-192.

2. See snnual volumes of U,.S.¥.A. 1957-60, paseim.

3. See Daily Telegraph, 8 June 1961; Eeconomist, 1 April 1961
5 Pp.10-12 & 20 May 1961, pp.791~-2; C.S.M. 5 April 1960, &

‘Mew York Times, 4 Sept. 1960.

4, See C,85.M, 5 Nov., 19b0. A report from Bangkok mentioned

America's current balancerof-payments difficulties & the

shock to Thais of hearing about an American mission to

Bonn "begging for money...the image of a shock-proof

American economy was until this year about as firmly

lodged in the Asisn mind as perhaps the myth of Asian

military inferiority.to Europe before 1905." See The

Guardian, 21 Dec. 1960.

See The Guardian. 20 dJan. 1960. - -

See Jetter of Trangmittal by Senator Mike Mansfield to

Senate Cttee. on.rforeign Relations, 21 Oct. 1960, p.7; &

I.I.Morris - "Japanese Foreign Policy and Neutralism® in

International Affairs (R.I.I1.A.) Jan.1960, pp.7-20.

on\n
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likelihood that -thig would increase. In Latin America the
cumilative effect of the overthrow of, pro-American military
dictatorships in & number of countriesl'- Peru (1956),
Columbia {(1957), Veneéuela (1958}, Cuba (1959) - and growing
Russien end Chinese interest in this region prompted the
United States to pay greater attention to Latin Anerican
affaire, and to increase economic assistance to Latin Anerioa
countries. Only Cube, following the sccession of Fidel
Castro to power in January 1959y2'_had by early 1961 clearly
embarked on a neutralist policy; sut it was a gign of the
growing attractiveness of neutraliem in Iatin America that
Belivia, Brazil and -Ecuedor each decidéd to send official

3.

obgervers t0 the neutralist summit meeting in Belgrade in

September 1961. In early 1961 N.A.T.O., of all America's
alliencesn, seemed least threatened by the corrosive effects
of fecreeping neutrelism' from within the slliance, or the
enticements of already neﬁtralist leaders from without,

Bat trade rivalries between member states, the growing self-

confidence of France under President de Gaulle (who came to

power in June 1958) and Soviet premsure (from ﬁ?vember 1958

onwards) on the Weestern rowers to reach a 'perganent

solution' of the Berlin questionﬂ\?ll added to America's

v
e g . e st

1. For detalls, see annual veolumes of U,5.W.A. 19597-60;
+  passim. . |

2. See U.S,W.A., 1958, p.353¢+ 335-7, mlso below p.

3, The Times, 6 May 1961, 22 & 24 Aug, 1961.
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task of reconciliation end leadership.
~ In pome respecte the Soviet Union as ithe leader of the
Communiét bloc seemed to be experiencing simiiar difficulties
to thoze of ite Qain Cola.War protagoﬁist. The meeting of
the mxling Communist parties in Moscow in November 1957
marked the definite failure of Kfrushchev's gttempts to woo g

Yugoslavia back into the Communist camp. >* Subsequent t0>

that Moscow meeting and right'up to the ending of a similar

meeting, also in Moecow, in November 1960, there was con-

3.

siderable evidence of Sino-Soviet disagreements, Whatever

the full reacsons for Sino-Soviet tengionsz in these years,-
Chinese Qissat}sgactigp"wiiﬁ ‘the way that Mr.Fhruahchev was
promoting good Feletions with India snd Indonesis, even to.
the extent'of negieétingkto eu}port China's 1ntprgstsdin her
quarrels with these two countries, was undoubtedly one of

the i@pedégt@ cguees;if Certainly}jin these years China
showed,a;grgatgr militgggy;and aggrésgivencss ?nternationhlly

xpan ﬂid'th? Soviet Union, and ?he official Chinese attitude

5.

to neutralisn’" was, in generel, less friendly than that of

N , e o e i '
1, See U.S.W.A.,"1957~60, passinm.

2. See H. Seton=Watson ~.Neither War Nor Peace {London, 1960]
‘e pp 357-8.

3. See ‘The Sino-Soviet Dispute. Documenta and Analysis by
G. F..Hudson, Richard Lowenthal & Roderick MacFarquhar,
(published by The. China Quarterly, 1961)

4. Ibid, ,esp. pp. 5 &" 7. 1

5. See A M. Halpem - "The Chinese Communist Line on
Neutralism™ in The China Quarterly, Jan-Mareh 1961,pp.90-
115. 7This article surveys Chinese statementis on neutral-
ism between Nov. 1957 & Dec. 1960.
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her senior -pariner,l® though both powers preferred to dis-
{inguish between neutralists they approved of and those who,
for various reasons, mei with their—disapproval.z'

One of the most striking d'evelop'mfents gince 1957 has heen
the considerable increase in ‘the nifiber of new newtralist
stateé! and with their emergencée - they are almost all African
states - eub~-tropical Africa has at last become drawn into
the mainstreans of intematicnal poli%ics. Indeed, eighteen
newly'indepehdent1statéa were born, seventeen in Africa,

between January 1958 and October 1960 - all of them professed

neutralists and all of them becoming members 9f the U.N.s‘

e e e e e e

1. In March 1958 a leading Soviet publiciat again made c¢lear
that neutralism wap only to be welcomed outside the Soviet
bloc -~ "a syatem of collective security (i.e. any-Soviet
glliance) serves as a barrier to aggression and is, hence,
a higher form of estruggle for peace than the policy of
neutrality. .That ie why a retreat from collective-
security in favour of neutrality would be a step backward,
not forward, in international relatione®, quoted from E.
Korovin -~ “The Problem of Neutrselity Todsy" in Inter-
national Affeire {Moscow) March 1958, p.6.- The bracketed
interpretation 1s mine, but this meaning is clear in the
context -of the whole article.

2. In the Nov. 1960 Moscow Manifesto the neutralist states
approved of by the Communist- powers were generally, & thue
conveniently, styled "independent national democracies.”
See Hudeon, Lowenthal & MacFarquhar, op.cit, pp.192-6,
esp. pP.194-5. fThe statement made clear that to secure
Comamunist approval a neutralist must 'fight' against all
forms of 'imperialism.’

3. Guinea joined the U.N. in Dec. 1958; Cameroun, Central

African Republic, Chad, Congo (capital Bragzzaville), Congo

{capital Leopoldville), Cyprus, Dahomey, Gabon, Ivory

Ccast, Madagascar, Mall, Niger, Senegal, Somalia, Togo &

Upper Volta all joined the U.N., in Sept., 1960; & Nigeria

‘joined.in ‘Oct. 1960. ' All these were new states & all but

Cyprus were African states. Cameroun, Togo & Somalia

were formerly U.N trust territories.
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This large addition to the ranks of the neutralist nations
not only gave new impetus and-strength 10 neutralist currents,
but increasingly there a;e'signs of a willingness on the part
of a large number of neutralist leaders to try to oconcert

L
together on inrues of common concemn. This latter trend was

particularly evident in the autumn 1960 session of the U,N,
1 - .

General issembly, and in the swmnoning of a neutralist
‘sumniti’ in Belgrade in September 1961.2'. This is not to
say that a neutralist 'bloc' hae emerged, or even is emerging.
But thensheer.number of neutralipt stgtes and the importance

Ao
of some of the larger ones - India, Yugoslavia, Indonesia,

Ghena and the United Arab Republic, for example, - has forced

bsth superpcwers to pay increaping attention to them. Mr.
Kkrushchev’s attendance and behaviour (a mixture of bluster
and blandishments) at the U.N. General Assembly in September
19601made clear his intares§ in 'the neutralist world'. His
proposal tﬁ;t rnost of the important intermational organisatio:
should be re-organised on a 'Troika'j‘ basls - 1.,e. with
equally welighted Westiern, Communist and Neutralist represent-
ation - served the dual purpose of forwarding Soviet aims to

secure & ﬁermanent veto in a wider range of intermatlicnal

organisations than the Security Councll, whilst elsc appearing

——— e e o e

1. See Tom Little - "iir. khrushchav & the Neutrals at the U.N"
World Today, Dec. 1960.

2. See The Timesn, 21 & 24 Aug. 1961.

3. Bee Alan James - "The Sovkt Trolka Proposale" in World
Today, Sept. 1961, pp.B68-376..
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to advocate a new importance for neutrallst nations. The

new Kennedy sdministration, in office since January 1961,

the needs end prejudices of 'friendly' neutrelist nationa.l'

The difficulties.of trying to please both allies and

2.
'*friendly' neutralists, whilet also pursuing their own
interests, are now familiar predicaments, comnon to both

superpowvers. The results of their endeavours will vary

with the issues at s{ake; the attitudes and policies of

individual neutralists, and thelr own expectations and aims.

-

1.  In April 1961 the text of a lecture entitled United
States Policey in Africa, printed for and circulated by
the United States Information Service, said (on p.9) a
propos of African neutralism "... from the onset of the
Africen independence revolution the U.S. has not sought
membership in or adhesion.to Westem military alliances
of independent African states."

2. BSee M.S.P, 1961, p. 101, which refers to 'friendly’
neutral nations.
Y
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HEUTRALISM AS TNTERNATIONAL DOCTRINE

"The spreaﬁ of neutralist doeirine in an ever-

widening circle from Bandung outwards l1s perhaps the

clearest evidence of & new constellatioﬁ in intemational

affairs.” .
Professor Geoffrey Barraclough in 'Confluence'.

Fall, 1957.

1
4

*PFolitical thought is very pragmatist. Yet we must

not leave the other side out of our rgckoning. If
ideas in Qolitics more than elsewhere are the children
of practical needs; none thé‘lesa ig it true, that the
esctual world is'the result éf men's thoughts.*

J. W. Figgis.
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Anyone who begins to think sbout neutralist dootrine
must regard the words of Professor Barraclough, quoted

overleaf, as being somewhat ironic. For it certainly

regulres some temerity to write of a doctrine which seems
to have no canonical works, no suthoritative exegeslis,

and not yet even a collection of representative neutralist

pronouncements.;l It may help to understund some of the

characteristles of such an apparéntly Insubstantial

¥

doctrine when we remember who the leading neutralist
"ideologuea' usually are, what roleq they perform, what
aims and uspirationa they have in common.

Most people would almost certainly Qant to  deseribe
Hr. Nehru as an exponent of neutralist doctrine, and
would probably agree to dub him as the world's foremost
ngutralist. It has evenn been suggestedlthat‘neutraliﬂm
is a paculiarly Indian invention, and that the spread of

neutralist doctrine is a process whereby Mr. Nehru's old

1. There is a small collection in the appendices to this
thesis, with some references to other sources,

- Inevitably thie collection is in ‘many respects un-
satisfactory, ae 1t 1e limited both by the beevity of
thie study and by the shortcomings of the compiler's
knowledge -~ especlally of lanpguages. HNevertheless,
there is'a real scholarly need for & good collection.
The one offered here is included mainly in order to
reduce the need for extensive quotation in the text
and footnotes to this chapter, and also to provide some
convenient points of reference for the chapter on

neutralism as policy.
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argumenjs becone the world's commonplaees,l'but this 1s
surely to exaggerate Mr. Nehru's influence and the novelty
of his pronouncements.z' Eor it has beaomg‘QPTmon to
congider Nehru, Tito and Nasser together as "the ﬁigp

priests” of the doctrine of neutralism,B'

end to regard thg
writings and gpeeches of all three men as s}gnificant

expressions of neutralist holy writ. Though the importance

+

of some other figures who come to mind -~ President Sukarno,
U Nu, Prince Sihenouk, the late Solomon Bandaranaike,
Kwage Nkrumap - might arouse more controversy, there is
1ittle doubt that the list of prominent and repregentative
neutralist 'ldeologues' could be added'to'without great
difficulty. , C '
While it would be wrong to discount the uniquely
personal 4'e_lements éhaping individual expresaions of
ngutral}st.doctrine, it is more significant for present

———— . .

1. "Neutreliem.... imparts an aura of high moral purpose:;
it is theoretical and Brahiminical." Economist, 29
October 1955, p., 377; see also Economist, 21 September

. 1957, PP, 948_9'
2. See introduction to Appendix 3 belowfpl?4 -5

3. See, e.g. The Times, lst leader of 26 October 1959 -
"Neutralism."
4, Brief biographical notes, with further detailed -

references, are prefixed to the.selectione of neutralist
doctrine given in the appendicem below.
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purposes that most of the leading neutralist 'ideologues'
chare a wide range of strikingly similer national and
perconal .problems, thﬁt.they‘nre facing these problens at
spproximately the same time, and that these similarities
tend to give something of & comuon character, even an
international aspect:to neutralist docirine, For most of
these 'ldeologues’' are not ‘only prominent figures in inter-
national politics, they nearly all sepring from the western-
educated 1ntelligentsial' of thelr countries;' They 'are all,
in a sense, both producers and consumers of anti-colonial
gnd nationallist revolution, and have to act as the chief -
spokersmnen —.at home and ebrosd -~ for thelr generally new,
poor,'ex—oélonial states. At home they may, or may not,
be demagogues; they will almost certainly. have to act as
pedagogues, the prime political educators of their largely
illiterate populaces. '*Abroad, they need to' justify’'their
policies and to enlist support. And in this self- .
consciously ldeological age, with the Cold War touching so °

many metters to which it does not seem germane, there is

— ——
. -
- = - -

1. There are valuable discussions of this theme in:

" Edward Shile —~ "The Intellectuals in the Political
Development of the -Hew States®", World Polities, April 196C

“  Pp. 329-368; . Harry J. Benda - "Won-Western Intelligent-
sias as Political Elites", Augtrslian Journsl of Politics
and History, November 1960, pp. 205-21d; and Hugh
Seton-iWatson - Neither War Nor Peace, (London, 1960},

~ chapter 6, especlally pp. 182-183.

-~
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much need to fasten on to some generally accepiable
criteria in terms of which a neutralist case can usually
be made. -

All neutralists begin by relectinz emphatically the
notion that they should view the world from within the
‘confines' of a Cold War amlliance, UThereafter, having
avoided, in their own view, the prevailing East-West
stereotypes, they are liable to accept some other
deceptivelf simple view(s) of the inter-state system - the
blg versus the esmall, the old versus the new, the colonialirst
versus the enti-colonialisgt, the rich versus the poor, are
four favourites. Such dichotomies, which cut across and
divide Cold War sollderities, can suggest t0 many neutralists
a spectrum of common sympathies and antipathies, and these
becoma powerful influences shaping trleir world outlook.

Even_ so, ambiguitiee inevitably arise wiihin various
versgiong of the doctrine - mainly from the conjunction of
influences which are not always similarly and simultaneously
present -~ and it is by remembering these deep emotiornal
ﬁéll-springa that one can begin to see why neutralist
doctrine reflects such a variety of of ten contradictory
views, Why it is mometimes doctrinalre, and yet more often

extremely pragmatist. Why its exponents sometimes make

exaggerated clajms for the novelty of their proposals.
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’ﬂ&y it unmistakably bears the mark of 1ts time and
containg matter which ie wholly ephemeral; Also, why ,
there is mach evidence of ex-parie.statement -~ for all
neutraliet doctrine ig, in some respects at least, an epsay
in advocecy adapted to the urgencies of -Cold ¥ar situations.
Yet, what is perhaps moet surprlsing about contemporary
neutrulist doctrine is not the nationelist colouringe and
the .partisen pleedéing in which 11 is undcubtedly Invegted,
but its wmarkedly international tinge, and the degree to
which 1t presents, in part et least, an explicitly general

view of -international relations. v
: 5% over
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: t4rely=on
o ' w eiéssen&idii;:;;rtdieal,
igy 3 'té”//’,- e—general-dis~
IGEaTd Tt sufLorad {he-Plrat World Far. —Contemporary
nentralis$=dec1$4ﬁ§:;;:;Qnoe;nedéwithfnoﬁZEIIgnmentnin—g}obal
. ; d—44r—toog

6i;;;;:eeme—degree_nf_inigina:ionaldrelevaﬂee:

" It ip in Africe end Asia that the leading neatraliztl®

2.

'philosopher-kings' regide. For it was in the Afro-Asian

world, during the third phase of the Cold War,3‘ that
neutralism began to-cryetallise as an international doetrine;
and‘it ig st111 in -Asia and Africa that the most comprehensive
expressions of the docirine can be found.4‘ Up to the time
of writing there hds been since 1945 no Latin Americaﬁ
neutralist ‘*ideologue' of international signifiéance, though

since 1958 Fidel Castro seems 10 'be agpiring to this role.

1. See appendices below, ney. I-1o.

2, Por the way in which this Flatonic neotion is relevant to
modern nationalism, see Elle Kedourie - Nationalism
{(London, 1960), pp. 49-50. B

5. See above pp. 41- bl

4. This is not to subscribe to the bellef sgometimes pro-
pounded by. Aslan and Africam neutralists that neutralism
is 'intrinsically' and/or distinctively Afro-Asian.

For reaspons already outlined it is suggested thaet, in
any case, emotional affinities are more importsnt than
geographical propinguities.
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In Europe neutraliet docirine is generally either not
‘strongly couched in internatlonal .terms, or its proponents
lack significant political influence. Even exceptionally

where official neutralist pronouncements chine with those

from Africa end Aegia, this seems t0 be mostly coincldental,

as in the case of some Swedlsh;statements, or,carefully
contrived, as in-the case with Yugoslav neutrelism. French
neutralist pronouncements mre.also excluded.-: For French
neutralism, though often-expressed by men of "great lntellect-
ual distinetion and displaying a bewildering variety of
articulate opinion, has, to _ date, lacked effective politicel
influence in Prance, and has never enjoyed an intemational
platform. -Like many Prench intelleetual movements, it is

charscterised by -a defiant ethnocentrism, is an affair of

coteriee, and is best studlied solely as a French phenomenon.l‘

2.

And, for similar reaeons, Pritish neutralism®’ can be

ignored -here.

1., To date, Prench neuntralism has attracted a surprising
amount of scholarly attention, considering ite in-
gignificance internationally. domn T. Mareus's book
Neutralism and Nationalism in France (New York, 1958)
is a thorough study or the available sources and has a
good bibliography. Marcus repeatedly stresses (though
he is too lmmersed in detail to demonstirate this clearly)
the close connection between neutralism and nationalism
in Prance.

2. There is as yet no satiafactory study of British neutral-
isms Two partially helpful referencee are Leon Epstein -
Britain, Uneasy Ally {(Chigcago, 1954); & Joln Strachey -
The Pursuli of FPeace {Fabian Tract %29, London, Dec.1960)
Constentine fitzgibbon's novel - When the Kissing had to
Stop ‘(Tondon, 1960} ie & fable designed to show the
dengers of British neutralism.
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It ie assumed, then, that for present purposes we must
look not to philosophers but to -rulers for suthoritative,
influential, expositions of reutralist doctrine; that o
be ‘intermnationelly sipnificant the protagonlsts of neutralism
need ‘the nourishuent of political power; and that neutralist
doctrine 1s more’likely to be learned at the press conferegce
or from the public¢ platform then in the study or seminar.

And if public forums are the academies of neutraliem, it

must be expeciecd thet neutrelist doctrine will at best
preseni not & corpus of lnowledge, an integrated bedy of
theory, but rather a constellation of concepie - and these
will be shrouded in a conrusi:ns medliy of supporting argument,

Yet, desplite these difficuliiecs of interpretation,-it
does seem posoible to deteo% five aain threadé in the.
tangled skein of neutralist argument. Thege are:- *

(1) that Cold War conditfons can be mitigated and perhaps
removed altogether{

(2) that neutraliem ie morally justifiable;

{3) that neutralists must pursue an 'independent' foreign
poliecy: '

(4) that &ll forms of colonialism must be eradicated;

(5)' that forelgn eid must be given without strings.

. It is not pretended that all neuiralists would willingly

subscribe to the sbove list, nor that any of these proposit-

ions are necessarily exclusive to thea. A1l that 18
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claimed 1s that thege five affirmations suggest what are

the central concemms of virtually all neutralists. In
actual discourse 'all five points habitually rmin together

end become enmeshed - certainly,; point number (3) should be
considered as primary, and points (4) and (5) as comuon .
‘corollaries of it. They are separated out here in order
tosprovide some fixed points round which ldeas that often
recur can be examined in‘order to show their main supporting
argumeﬁts, the degree of.novelty precsent, end révesl their

underlying -assumptions, affinities, and incongruities.

I.

FPear of 'hot' war and irritation at ithe continuation

of the Cold War are constant themes in neutralist rhetoric.

Yet it 1ie not thie that distinguishes neutralists, but

rather the diagnoses, and, eapecially, the prognoaea they

s

offer of this. common predicament. Neutralists tend to

place great atress on the role of rearl' as a tension-

breeding faotor, and ‘with this .often goes the ‘implication

. s

that many fears'are unwarranted and, hence, removable.
¢
They maintain that the mutual fears of the Cold War antagon-

iste create a war-like atmosphere which diecourages any

1. F.g. see appendices below, P17JA2€’3



possibility of lessening‘tensioﬂ and unfreezing the Cold

War. It seems almost as if the neutralist believes that _
there is a Zeitgeist end that .he understands it .better, and
80 can,think.more purposefullg,v?han can any non—neutraliat.1
Such a view necessarily lsys.great trust in the therapeutic
porer of neutrallst advice and leys stress on the nmorasl

suagive -power of 'independent' example end 'the healing

touch'z’hpf the man of peace.B' . L . +

The view that general war is entered into as a deliberate
act .of policy is seldom heard today, and the claesic isolat-
lonist case for non-involvement - that, for the isolationiet,

participation in war can, in fact, be avoided - now represents

1. ‘See appendices belowpp 283 4 321

2. See below, section II too. Thege optimistic asswnptions,
& the parallel one that ignorance of each other's ways
greatly aggravates feers and increases tensions, are
purt of the common currency of Anglo-American liberaliem,
& are enshrined in thé Préamble to the Conatitution of
U.N.E.S5.C.0, In this respect many present day neutral-
igts seem to re-echd Gladstone -and Woodrow Wilson. E.g.
Woodrow Wilson - "The example of America must be a special

- example...'not merely of peace because it will not fight,
but of peace because peace is the healing and elevating
influence of :the world and strife is mot." 'See The Public
Papers of Woodrow Wilson ed. by Baker & Dodd, v.l,, p. 521
c.f. particularly, appendices 3 48,

3. It is & w1d$1y held view that men from ithe Hindu-Buddhist
world of SOﬁth & South East Asis are peculiarly well
fitied to be neutralists and men of peace. This is
ueally maintained by people favourably disposed towards
neutralists, & %8 a contemporary version of the well
known maxim "ex’orienie lux." But ik is notorioualy
difficult to trace definite connectlons between cultural
patterns & political behaviour. This theory is more
Plauesible at the level of dectrine than of poliey.
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a relatively minor part of neutralist argument. . Though

the emotional attitudes of present day neutraliets and pre-
war isolationists may be similar, the eltuatlions faced by
each are differeﬁt enough- to elicit quite different responses.

No neutraliet today can confldently assert, as d4id a leading.

Canadian 1solationiat1' in the 19208, that he lives in a

'fireproof house'; he does not even olaim that his Colad ﬁar
neutralies necessarily means that his own country would not
become involved in a general ‘hot' war. . The present defence
of neutralism is, substantially, that it can help to prevent
war.

There are three popular variants of this argument in
neutralist ecireles.

The £irst ie fhat neutralists should pley & *third! role

’ +

in world affairs. In 1ts strongest form this view sees

N r

neutralista acting together es a 'Third Force?, holding a
position that can save the world from self destruciion.
Very few heutfalists, however, now see any practical possib-

1lity in the idea of & Third Force, though there are hints

-

————

T

1. Senator Dandurand in 1924 to the League of Natione -
see P. N. 5. Maneergh - Survey of British Commonwealth
Affairs, Problems of External Policy 1931-19%9, (London,

1952}, p. 95.
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of such thinking in thelr most optimiatic expressions.
‘The wesker,” and more comsiaon, form of this argament ie to

sce -neutralists as creators and 'epreaders of areas of dis-
engagementjz"fromuCOIG ¥ar struggles, "areas of peace” ig
Mr. Nehru's favourite description of these disengaged
regions.af . By themselves refusing to take asides in the
Cold ¥War struggle, neutralists claim to slow down the drift
.towarde a bipolar world, ‘in which intemational tensions
would be raised t¢ an intolerable ‘pitch and war would become
an immnediate and ever. pregent danger. Though neutralieis
diglike. talking about 'balancing power', their implicit

assunption is that a mulillateral balance.can be substituted

l, Strong neutraliet advocacy of Third Forece views is
usually connected with ardent support for.some particuler
scheme - the Comnonwealth, Furopean Unlon, the Afro-Asian
bloe, Pan-Aifrica, the Asien Soclalist Conference, are
some examples. The past achievements and future
prospects of. such schemes are viewed by thelr proponents
with greater reepect than thelr actual impact on world
affairs would geem to warrant, snd their common neutral-
imt character is always exaggerated..

2. bisengagement is & term which has already heen stretched
to cover wmany differenti plana. Captain Hinterhoff's
encyclopaedic book Disengagement {(London, 1559), though
devoted mainly to Europe, lists 174 different projects.
‘Clearly,. one does.not have to be a neutralist to
advocate -dipengagement, but if one is a neutralist, then,
logically, -one must be prepared to ineclude one's owm
gountry in’ some kind of disengagement scheme.

3., See below p, 278. '
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for the pregent bi-~lateral, or near bi-la{eral, balance and
that this would make for peace. At the very least, the
existencé of, and the need to woo, unaligned states is con-
ceived of as ‘exercising a form of restraint on the Cold War
combatantai

The second variant concerns "bridgemanshipn, for
neutralists often asseri thet they offer the best remaining
hope for ultimately bridging the gap between the Coﬁmuniat
powéfs and the Western world.l' They claim that thelr
middle position enebles them to provide ‘sccepiable channels
of communication across Cold War barriers. Here again, the
neutralist’ sees his role as oné‘which tacllitates under-
standing and breaks down the mutual ignorance ColdIWar

2.

contestants have of each othe%'s viewé. ﬁeutralists

stress, too, that they can undértake wilth some hope of succese
to amct as friendly mediators. “Their proposuls for the
settlement of outstending dlsputes are (in their view) more

" 1ikely to get a respectful hearing from both Cold War camups

than those advanced by the partisens of a particular side; -

1. See, e.g. appendix below p.3!6

2. B.g. Mr. Nehmm- "The role of India is a sort of catalyst.
We are the uncommltted people. That is why we try to
ateer a middle course between two campe, so that both will
trust us... we are in a posltion to break down mutual
prejudice." Lok Sabha Debs. 17 Mareh 1953, vol. 2, No.7:
2147. ©See aleo appendix 2., This view necessarily pre-
supposes that the Cold ¥er contestantis are willing to
accept neutrelist intermediaries, & this is not always
the cage. Conadian policy sinee 1945 provides at least
eome refutations of the claim that only neutralist states
can act as mediators, moderators, purveyors of compromise
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and in present circumstances.they regsard their availlability
for service on.armistice, obeervation,. and other comparable
commissions as invelueble.. ‘Even though it is admitted that
guch activities are seldom spectacular, it ls.claimed that
by slow and patient conciliagtion a firmer base for inter-
national co-operation may eventually be secured. Neutraliste
and non-nentralists alike agree that negotiation and pesceful
settlement are not panaceas for all the problems of inter-
nationnl’politics, but neutralists claim that they encourage
a -greater use than might otherwise be possible of these
sometimes valuable solvents. The neutrallst thus sees
himself acting as a prophylactic; =eeking to prevent tenslion
by removing ite cau°es, calming the atmosuhere by keeping
calm himself, evoking goodwill by showing 1t

" The third, and most ambitious, vardant of the view

Y L

that nentralism aide 1ntern;tioﬁal peace conceives of the

neutralist™ role in even lerger terms, and believes that

neutralism can-make a more effective contribution to the
¥

containment of Communiet expansion and ‘the amelioration of
i - '
Cold War difficulties, than-can any Wesntern sponsored
. . ! '

regiomel defence arrangement. Thie argument'maintains that

~

the neutralists by deliberately adopting a noh—aligned

a

posture in the face of ¥estem warnings, by deeclining to
. - ! . LY
Join in any measures of a hostlle character gimed at

Communist states and by placing gublic faith in Comnunist
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_intentions, have thereby produced earnesis of Comrunist
good behaviour., If a Jommunist power were to attack one
of the neutralist countries, i;lwould, geccording to thig
theory, irretrievabl& destrqy-i;s political credit through-
out the uncomnitted world. This seems to be the rationale
underlying most neutralist feith in Panch Sheell' type qf—

egreemenis., Of course, the vwhole argument hinges on the

assumption that Communiet states meking such public pledgesz'

will go to great lengthe to avoid offending neutralist '

opinion, and it seems 1o exaggerate the exitent to which

-

1. Panch sheel, or "the 5 principles of peaceful co=-exist
ence™ were formally enunciated in the preamble to the
Sino-Indian treaty on trade & communications with Tibet
of. 20 April 1954. The principles are (1) mutual reapect
for each other's territorisl integrity & sovereignty,
(2) non-aggression, (%) non-interference in each.other's
internal affairs, (4) equality & mutual benefit, & (5)
peasceful co-existence. Though neutralists in general, &

‘Hr. Nehru in particular, seem to regard these principles
ag being a epecial gontribution to world politics, they
are not at all original, are repetitious, & really boil
dovnt 1o the edict that a state's independence should not
be infringed. There seema ito be no need to seek deep
rhilosophical sources for cuch en unremarkable point, but
such gearches persist. See, e.g. Panch Sheel: Its
Mesning and History (Lok Sabha Secretariat, New'Delhi,
1955) & the dliscussion reported in The Indian Journal of
Politieal Science, dan. - March 14956.

2., E.g. Nehru -~ "It is not a question of believing the othex
party's word; it is a question of ereating conditlons
where the other party cannot break ita word, or if I may
say &0, where 1t finds 1t difficult to breek iis word.n
If it did, it was "likely to find itself in a much worse
gquandary.® Lok Sabha Debs. 29 Sept. 1954, vol. VII,
part 2, col, 3687. See glso cols, 3692-3.
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neutralist states might regard a hostile act against one
neutralist etate as being a hostile act against the whole
neutrallet worldy

It is ironic that -the praqﬁical efficacy of Panch Sheel
agreements should first be-called into question sericusly
as a result of rapid deterioration in the relations between
the two originel promotiers, Indila ;nd China. Actuelly,
most Pench Sheel agreements between neutrallist and Comaunist ~
states are unlikely to he mubject to simllar strains, if-
only because the direct clash of interests is less likely
where there is geographicel -eeparation of the signetory
stetes. PFor ii is importent to remember that all the
foregring arguments have been concerned with international
peace, and pecurity rather then national security. . While‘it
does not neceesarily fellow that without international
security there can be no mtional security, neutralists
seldom make this diatinction openly. Appeals to history ~
quite apart from the arguqent about the\gfgree of novelty
inherent ,in Cold Jar situations 1n the presence of thermo-
nuclear weapons ~ are inevitably lnconclusive. For, in

hoh-alignmadt

the past, neither alliance nor &eutra%&%y poliecles have

proved +0 be infallible recipes for preventing, or even

avelding, war.



3

1I.
» + One of the most vital elements in neutralist doetrine
ig the reslistance that is put up to claims that elther Cold
Har canp commands an excluaive¢gonopoly of rectitude.
Neutralist resistance to American policies was probably-
heightened by some of HMir. Dulles' more riotoricus phrases - -
"magsive retaliationt, ™the brink of war", meutrality is
an immoral and shortsighted conception™, vagonising re-
appraisal”, are some which immediately come to mind. Yrhat
:meny neutralists say is that. they themselves have no
meegienic mission, they do not think in terms of moral
abpsolutes and they guite genuingly’do not ‘seg everything in
the Cold War as incidents in a drama where the 'good' .forces

of,thé Yestern world will confound the ‘evil' forces of the

Comnunist bloe. They refuese to see the Esat«West struggle

in terms of a confliet between 'right' and 'wrong', and,

hence, to be dravm into a crusade to extirpaie evil on

either side. This is an effective counter io ‘msome of the

1

more- extravagant or hypeoceritical moral claims advanced by

"

the c0mm1tted in the Cold War and 1s a pertinent reminder
or the values of mmility and sincerity in politlcs..-
. ¥‘ . . , L
1. E.g. see K. i, Panikkar - Comuon Sense About India, *
.(Tondon, 1960),-p. 148, and appendices
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Bat humility is not the only moral attitude of
neutralists., For scme of them assert a moral neuwtralism,
an indifference, with regard to the two Cold War camps
begause they consider that both sldes in the Cold War are
basically at the same moral 1evel. The extreme ne gative

end popitive poles of this view are summed up in' the phrases

g plague on beth your houses"l' and "]l am holier than thou."

No matter whether the negative.or the positive varlent is
dominant in a perticular ergument, s8ll expressions of morsal
neutraliem rest on a loose identification of the Soviet =nd

flestern systems with values from which the neutralist feels

2,

equidistant, and on loose enaslogies between Soviet and

Western policies with scant regerd,for their vital differ-
ences.s' )
The negative attitude of. "a plegue on both your houses"

expresses a desire to "think nsutralism” and thus to assert

1., Thus Mr. Nehru - *If there is a (old WWar today, certainly
we are neutral., It does not matter who is right and who
is wrong. We will not join in this exhibition of mutual
abuse." Lok Sabhkzs Debs. 12 - June.1552, vol. 2(1), p. 1662.

2. Thus President Sukarnc in an unsolicited letter to the
tew Stateemsn (London) 28 June 1958, p. B28 - "It is past
time for the West, Communist and anti-Communist alike

.{eic) to-drew bmck from the edge of complete.moral
bankruptey... There can be no guestion of the West giving
+ moral leadership to Asia. Your moral leedership has, for
"us, meant first colonieliem and now the philesophical,
moral, political and sociel bahkruptey of a nuclear arms
race.” The whole letter 1s' a fascinating statement by
8 leading neutralist. ‘ v

3, I owe this point to Denis Healey - Neutralism {London,

1955)’ P- 20- [
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an impartiality of mind towarda:the moral issues involved in
the Cold ¥ar, In ‘ite most defensive position this negative
mood finds refuge in tu quogue argument - for which, of
course,'in politics there mre-endlees opportunities.
Righteous indignation at-Indié;m'appeasement' of Communist
aggression in Tibet, for example, tempts those who are scolded
to clte the record of Teheran, Yalie and Potsdam - the
attempted 'appeasement' of Soviet dictatorship by the
'surrender' of the libérties »f Poland and Czechoslovekia,
Invariably, the Suez and Hungary episodes of 1956 get dragged
into these inevitaebly inconclusive argumenté. A more
aggressive defence of thie negative moral neutralism is to
essert that there are no moral issues invelved in the Cold
¥ar struggle. In faet, those who take wmuch a stdnd are
driven to addpt, implicitly, a double standerd of judgement ~
én exacting one for the'parliamentary denocracies and a
complaisant.bne for the totalitarisn édiectatorships.

In e sense, of course, double standards are always

being applied in international polities; this is mainly
because the moral agents in international relationg are not
. LS -

individuale only but governments, and governments are far

more intimately concerned with issues that seem to involve

1 » . v “

the national interest, and are often indifferent to others

that do not. But any responsible moral compaerison between

the two rival pold ¥ar groupings must surely take into

>
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account regpeciive responeibilitiec for ithe development of
the Cold Wer, and the behaviour of the parties in this
ptruggle towards allies, opponents and neutralists.. If,
after such analysia,-the neut;;iist 8till Eubliclll' insists
that the behaviour of both Cold-¥ar camps is morally
identicel, protagonists of either slde in the Cold War would,
no doubt, ;imnedistely reply that such 2 judgement amownts to
refusing to distinguiesh between light grey and dark black -

en ironie reply to indefatigable morsliets who constantly

¢laim to "“decide.,each ipsue on ita.merits."z'

.

Furthermore, there is a persistent tendency for =some
neutralists to act as if verbal prnnoﬁneements, without any
subsequent substantive poliecy on their_own part, are .
sufficient to 'decide’ complex issues in international
politics, without essuming gnyirgsponaihility for seeing

that a.verbal 'decision’® is cairied out. In fact, for moet

neutralists astaying non—aligned must often seen more important

.

1. Privately, it may be thet the neutrelisct makes use of the
facile back-hended complimznt that he expects higher
standards of probity from the Western than the Communist
canp, or admits that peoplé under Communist rule are too
well cealed off to be open'to much neutralist persuasion,

2, Hence, presumably, the working distinction obgerved by
most neutralists who' refuse to be anti~Comminist in for-
eign policy, though actively antl-Communist in their
domestic policy. ,Perhaps m useful touchstone of siate
morality is to see to what extent a digtinction is pre-
served between public policy & private attitude; for it ie
argusble that the degree to which a state permite its ovm
citizens to'eriticise government policies is one rough
indicator of the probity to be expected from it in its.
international-dealings, There is no common neutralist
standard here, though.
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than the issuee involved in & .particular dispute - unless
they are themeelves a contentﬁrug party -~ becsuse both their
concept of their own proper role in world affeirs and their
bargeining position depend on remeining non-aligned.

Though the c¢laim that "I am holier than thou" is rarely
voiced explicitly,l’ such cleims to moral superlority as are
implicit in scome neutralist rhetoric are immediately open
to, the objection _mentioned earlier about moral chauvinien.
For there mseems to bte no logical reason to deny oneself the
very humility which ie urged on the Cold #ar rivals.?"

Yet }t seems almost customary now for neutralists to
regard themselves as in some way cusitodians of-a notional
‘world opinion' (which by means of an unexplained equation
sometimes seems 10 become a kind of ‘'world conscience'), .
and to talk as if voting majoriiies in the United Nations

3. were proximate expressione of !waorld

General Assembly

1. fThough occasionally one comes across such remarks as -
*Independence is not synonymous with stylielmess or pomp.
There is no merit in hiding our poverty. Indla's status
in the world depends upon her moral supremacy.® Mahgima
Gandhi's Delhi Diar 22 Jan. 1947, p. 370.

2. There may be powerrul historical-emotlonal reasons, though

" many of the most prominent contemporary neutralists, while'
leading 'independence' movemente in the days of colonial
rule, cleimed as against their rulere & superior morslity.
They. also. ¢laimed thet they had the cupport of *the
people’' of their country & that the colonial rulers did
not. Such attitudes, once adopted, die hard, & probably
influence thinking in post-independence days.

3., See Alistair Cocke's instructive article ~ "A letter from
The United Nations", The Listener, 6 Oct. 1960, pp.549-50;
& Robert Stephens "Neutrallsts Take the Offensiven, The
Observer, 2 Oct. 1960. fthe attractions of the U.N. Tor
neutralists are briefly discussed belowpp, 97~
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opinion.' This view may stem from a vague and implicit
populism - some parellels lle iﬁ: appgals io the pébple,
coﬁspiracy theoriese of history, militant reformism, na%ional-
ism and anti~imperialism1'— crudely applied to international
politics.  Juet me nationalisﬁ;leaderehip by lts nature
involver zn appeasl to, orf, at‘least, a reference to, 'the
people'; g0 heroie leaders; such ae President Hukarno or
Ur, Hehru, can claim not only to be the spokesmeA for one-
state in an internationel organization mede up of states,
but élso for the wholé of their‘large populations --and such
e role may encourage ithe speaker to remind his listeners of
the many 'uncomnittéd“ peépfe in the world end perhaps to
quote, with high approvai, the opening words of the Preamble
10 the United N;tions Charter - “#e the leoples of the
United Ratione.:.; Even the heutr&liat Irom a coﬁntry with
a enall populatioﬁ can derive satfafaction from dramatically
reninding his liptenere that his couhtr& istart of this
large neutrslist world,

,T_—h' e fin i'hj hig dn:n Posfh’ch the usto iy fca;:juﬁgﬁ ‘;F-‘
{ the Cold War “newbalist is  signi F?chnt'fj Aefleveni- u en.Pl'-ar:'s
ll'ﬁrom that wsually & be C\'Pcc!—M from a neubrad o
|

ime of wac-. The neutral will Fend ‘b | skess piar theic is a
b . - - T

1, For the intemational outloock of pbpulisn, see- Shils, ibid
above, & Hugh Seton~-fatson, ibid above, c.f. &lso Richard
Hofstadter - The Age of Reform (New York, 1955}, chapter
2, "The Polklore of ropulsm", esp. section 3.
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legal right of stetes to be neutral and that if inter-
national law is respected ncutrality will be respected.

The neutralist tendes rather to stress that 1i is morslly
right for any state to be neutralist, and that“world opinioﬁ'
endorzecs the rightness of neutralist policies or wighes.

The neutral tende to talk of law more than of morality.

7he neutralist tends to talk of morality more than of law.
Admittedly, thie is.only = difference of emphasls, for it is
not pretended that it is an especially neutralist character-
istic to be neglectful of internetionsl law, However, many
neuniralistes do feel that whilet the established legal rules
of 1nterna}iona1 soclety certainly need sirengthening, these
rules have hithgrto been too *¥Western' in character nn? now

need io have a larger 'Afro-Aslan' content.l‘ Furthermore,

it 1s often felt that inteinational law favoure the status

queo powers, and wheress pre~19%9 neutrals were, generally

speaking, catiefied sintes territorially, the preasent day

2.

neutralist often has o plece of 'unfinished bueinenps?, the

completion of which it is thought 'world opiniont' may approve

1, See, tor example, Mr. Nehru's speech at the Aeian Legal
Consultative Comanibtee lecting quoted in Appendix 3
below, p. 281=3.

F.8. Mr. Nehru covels Goa & President Sukarno West
Irian. Presidents Noecer & Nkrumsh seen to have larger.
but less precise 'businees' to eettle. (But they have
glgnificantly different views of the permisaible metihods
to he employed in the completion of 'Unfinished
businean.t)
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of, or at least condone, while exlisting intermational law
may more likely serve as an obstruction. tWorld opinion,?
like 'non-interventilon', as enshrined in the Panch Sheel
principle?, is thus ;egarded as, a permiseive or protective,
never ae a prohibitive, force. N
Fven if it can bq granted that a rough and ready measure
of 'world opinion' on particular issues is to be found by
the size of t%e ma@or%ty in favourlof the motion in the
U.N.jGener%1 Appexnbly ~ and this is often dubioug - it may

=gem diffieul? 1o know what moral significance to attach

to §uch political aritimetle. |, But this is not a prime
concern for the student of politics. For there is no
necessary and ;nqyitable relationsnip between morality and
the number of veotes cast for a resolution, any more than
there ig between morality and the strength, or size, or age,
of a state. Arguments which bring such categories together
more often Eerve to confuse than to clarify political
appraisala. . Por with states, aa‘with individuels, one
should not judge behaviour primarily by reference to physieal

attributes but by reference to behaviour.

1. fThis is not to deny that such votes can have consliderable
politicel significance, For two penetrating discussions
of this problem, see P, 8. Northedge - "The authority of

. the U.N., General Assembly", Intematlonal Relations, Oct.
* 1957, pp. 349-361 & 376; & Yernon Aspaturian ~ %lhe
Metamorphosis of the UN." in Yale Review, Summer, 1957.
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A domingnt strand in aell neutralist ascertion is the
‘claim to pursue an 'independent' foreign p?licy. In faot,
of course, all ctates seek to conduct an independent foréign
policy, but the type of independence sought will be strongly
influenced by past experiences as well as by present pre-
d¢ilections snd power conelderations. 'Independence' is
naturally attractive to the newly independent, and ae most
neutralists come from hewly independent countriés and are
the heirs of nationalist{ and anti-coibnial revolution, they
tend to be sensitively aware of theilr newness 'in intemational
sociqty,-sugyicious of the;r former coloq}gl rulers, and
fearful of the direction great pbwer_policiqs may'}aké in
the future.

Neutraliate fear that formal alignment with either Cold
War bloe wéuld impair their geq}y acquirediindepgpdence. *
For most qf‘them Ehe‘ColdNWaﬁlstruggle pre-dates their own

independence,z' and they feel that the ismies involved are
r - F

]

1. .These currents are all especially strong in Arab
neutralisa.  See below eppendix$ ppRi0-306. ',
‘This nay in part be due - as Henry A. Kissinger sugaests
in hieg Nuclear Veupone and Poreign Policy (New York,
1957) p. 257 - to signifieantly difterent experiences
ot colonizl rule.

2, 0f the 99 members of the United Katlons in June 1961
more than a third of these have become independent since
1945, &nd virtually all of these pursue neutralist
+foreign phlicies.  See further below chupirS 344
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not- central to their own concerna.l' They suspect that if

they were to become ’éligned' they would quickly eink to the

levell of neglected Junid& purtners in a large alliance.

Ko longer would they be 'lohesi brokers', € bridges of peace,

betweer competiug coalitions. - Ko longer would they be .

wooed by the gremt powers. They  feer they would be taken

for grented, and instead of ‘tmking vital forelgn policy

decisions theamselves, they teel that these would be decided

for +them by their older, ‘sironger and richer partners.

. oy
Turthermore, though nationalistz' claimsbhave helped to

bring independent atatehcod} the netion' ‘legitimatising the

1.

It ie here that the popular analogy between early American
isolationists and present day neutralists is most suggest-
ive, For instance, with very little alteration many of
-1Ye themes & language ol George #ashingion's Fareswell
Addrees of 1796 ocould be usefully borrowed by today's
neutralistg., -Washingion eaid: "Furope has a set of
primary interestis which to us have none, or a very remote
relation...Why... 'entangle our peace and prosperity in

the toile of Europemn ambitions, rivalship, interest or
caprice?" Substitute the Great Yowers for Europe, & the
newly freed eolonies for the U.S., and these words might
well be spoken by Nehru, Nasser or Nkrumeh., Some other
themes ~ the need to clarify the national interest, the
need ror national unity, the dangers of party strife, for
examnle ~ are easily & equally susceptible to similar
treatment. .

Thue, President Sukarrio - "for us naticfialism is every-
thing.- Though natlonalism In the West may be an out-of-
date doctrine for many, for us in Asig and Afrieas it is
the mainspring of Our efforts", quoted from Appendix
below p.308

And Pregident Naeser - "Positive neutrality is 1n itself
'a protection for independeree, and independence is, in
Ats turn, a protection for Aradb naticnalism." guoted in
The: Fimes, 26 Oct. 1959.
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state, national unity is_often precarious and ite roots
shallow, Fatlonal unity thus has to be sirengthened and
consolidated, and it is thought that a truly ‘independent!
forelgn poliey will facilitate thig,* The scquisition of
statehood brings with 11 the reelisation that stste boundaries
are lmportant pointe of discontinulty with the rest of the
world, ané that ithere is a real need to discover, articulate
and pursue one's own national interest in the world, Two
crucial touchstones here are: Lreedom from exiemal coniroel,
end the desire for statusz'- Yor acceptance, az of right, in
the eyegs of the cutside world. Such preoccupations ocften

give rise to two gomnon dileuwnas. FPirstly, whether insistence
on ‘'complete’ national sovereignty can be reconciled with the
simulianeous pursuit of = wide range of internéticnal friend-
ehips, full-+internatlionel co-operation and world peace,.
Secondly, there is an uncertainty whether donestic nmatters
should itake precedence over forelgn poliey, or whether
neutralists,:too, shﬁulq acéept Hanke's princible of "the

primacy of foreign policy." .

1. See below appendices $419. ]
2. Thuae, ¥. Senghor of Senegel' - "We intend to show our in-

+ dependence by claiming all the attributes of sovereignty,
even 1f that sovereignty ie bound to be partly theoreticaly
quoted in C,S8.M. 15 Sept. 19%9.* Cne remembers, too, the
ringing motto of Dr. Nkrumsh's party in the deys before
Ghanalan jndependence - "Seek ye firat the political king-
dom and all else will be added unto you."™ Sse Ghana. The
Autobliography of Kwame Nkrumah (Neleon ed. Edinburgh, 1957)
P.135. The search for status eften becomes confusingly
mingled with freedom'- Iindividual & national - as Isaiah
Berlin warns in his Two Concepts of Liberty (Oxford, 1958},
pPr. 39-47- .
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The first dilemma is often résolved by proressions of
faith in the mitcd Kailons, und by asserting the need for-
iis univérsulity of membership. Hor is it surprising that
men who have probably grown up Qiplomé;icaily with the
Uni%éd ﬁatioﬁé, who régard thelir oiate's memhersﬁip in thie
organizeiion as the mopt tangible expression ol their: :
enfruﬁchisement 