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SEATO 

M A N Y great men have been found to have feet of clay. It 
becomes increasingly obvious that President Eisenhower and his 

Administration are determined to pursue a foreign policy which is based 
on the assumption that a th i rd wor ld war is inevitable. Even those 
who do not share Mr Truman's opinion of Mr Eisenhower have dis
covered by now that President Eisenhower suffers from an obsession. 
To h im, the success of the Geneva Conference docs not depend on an 
amicable settlement of the Korean and the Indo-China problems. 
President Eisenhower's exclusive concern is to prevent the Geneva Con
ference from being considered as a Five-Power Conference. President 
Eisenhower is not as much interested in peace in Korea and in lndo-
China as in non-recognition of Red China. 

Mr John Foster Dulles has returned to Washington from Geneva 
a sadder, but not a wiser, man. It is apparent that his mission to 
Geneva has been a failure. America's allies do not endorse her foreign 
policy in all its aspects. It is a basic assumption of any political or 
mil i tary alliance that the. participating countries must respect the. views 
and opinions of each other. Each has the right to convince the other 
about the necessity for a particular line of policy, but no one has the 
r ight to dictate the terms of the common policy. Tha t is how a 
democratic alliance functions, 

It has been a constant source of complaint by America's allies that, 
in return for monetary and mili tary aid, Washington expects them to 
follow blindly its aggressive foreign policy without question. 
Washington is sensitive to any such hostile interpretation to its post
war foreign policy. It has been emphasised more than once that any 
such uncharitable interpretation of America's foreign policy has no basis 
in fact. Despite repeated assurances by Washington, America's allies 
remain unconvinced. They w i l l feel disturbed at President Eisenhower's 
blunt declaration that America pursues a foreign policy based on 
"enlightened self-interest" (a typical nineteenth century " L i b e r a l " 
doctrine), irrespective of whether her allies approve of that policy or 
not. President Eisenhower could not have been more blunt in impress
ing on America's allies that they must toe the Washington line. 

There has been widespread comment on the diplomatic rebuff 
received by Mr Dulles at Geneva. If the Geneva Conference succeeds 
i n achieving its main objectives, i t w i l l be not because of, but despite 
America, Developments at Geneva so far lent weight to some sort 
of assumption. Washington had done all it could to sabotage the 
Geneva Conference. Many wi l l endorse the opinion of M Vallen, a 
Left-wing Gaulist Member of the French National Assembly, that, 
but for Britain's adamant refusal of mil i tary aid to France, America 
and France would have succeeded in internationalising the Indo-China 
war even while the representatives of the parties and powers concerned 
were assembled at Geneva to discuss the terms of a negotiated settle
ment of the Indo-China problem. Even after the Geneva Conference 
had decided to include Vie t M i n h representatives in talks on Indo-
China, President Eisenhowever indicated, his Administration's implied 



opposition to have discussions w i t h 
Viet M i n h in his enumeration of 
parties directly concerned in Indo-
China, which deliberately excluded 
any mention of Vie t M i n h . 

A n d yet it is evident that there 
can be no settlement of the Indo-
China problem which has not the 
approval of Viet M i n h . Neither 
Mr Dulles nor President Eisenhower 
is likely to deny this. But both 
President Eisenhower and h i s 
Secretary of State seem convinced-
that it is Mr Dulles's superior stra
tegy of psychological warfare that 
has compelled Vie t M i n h (and 
Communist China) to agree to 
negotiate, even though it had, and 
still has, the military initiative in 
Indo-China. By issuing the threat 
of " massive, retaliation ", Mr Dulles, 
it has been suggested, has repeated 
his success in Korea. Reports arc 
now current in Washington that, 
during his visit to India some years 
ago, Mr Dulles made a diplomatic 
move in informing Pandit Nehru 
that America would be forced to 
extend the Korean war if the Com
munists made an undue delay in 
expressing their willingness to nego
tiate. This, it is now being argued 
in Washington, forced the Com
munists to expedite truce negotia
tions in Korea. Similarly, the irn-
plination is, Mr Dulles's timely 
threat of " massive retaliation " 
against China is supposed to have 
induced Viet M i n h and Communist 
China to agree to negotiate on 
Indo-China. Whether or not Mr 
Dulles is entitled to claim success 
for his strategy of psychological war
fare, it is evident that some such 
explanation wi l l be trotted out in 
Washington in defence against alle
gations of Mr Dulles's diplomatic 
failure at Geneva. 

Without pre-judging the outcome 
of the Indo-China discussions at 
<jcneva, it is necessary to assess the 
moves under contemplation by the 
"Western Powers for a proper appre
ciation of the developing situation 
in , what President Eisenhower calls, 
the " Indo-China Area" . In his 
statement during this week's press 
conference, President Eisenhower 
takes comfort that the countries of 
the Indo-China area " are now 
thinking in constructive terms, 
which include the indispensable con
cept of collective security ". W i t h 
this " indispensable " concept, B r i 
tain and France arc not, contrary 
to popular impression, in disagree
ment, although both find it undiplo
matic to stress the need for S E A T O 
while the Geneva Conference is dis
cussing Korea and Indo-China. It 

was significant that, before leaving 
Geneva, Mr Dulles thought i t neces
sary to hold an emergency meeting 
of the three A N Z U S Powers to dis
cuss the mil i tary situation in South-
East Asia and the Pacific. 

Of greater significance is the re
ported decision of the Western 
Powers to hold military talks in 
Singapore soon. These talks w i l l 
have two ends. If the Geneva Con
ference fails to resolve the Indo-
China problem, the Singapore meet
ing w i l l discuss the question of 
S E A T O , which, according to Pre
sident Eisenhower, is " in process 
of format ion" . Although Britain 
and France seem inclined to the 
view that S E A T O may not be neces
sary in the event of a successful out
come of the Geneva Conference, 
America makes no secret of her 
determination to establish a com
bined Pacific and South-East Asian 
Defence Organization, on the lines 
of N A T O , with the avowed objec
tive of halting Communist expan
sion in south-east Asia. Mr Bevan 
is not alone in interpreting the move 
to establish a S E A T O as an attempt 
at a political and mili tary encircle
ment of Communist China. Even 
as N A T O is a stumbling bloc to 
reconciliation of world issues in dis
pute, SEATO is not likely to faci
litate a solution of Asian and Far-
Eastern problems. 

On many world issues, there are 
differences in emphasis between 

America and her allies. But it 
would be wrong to emphasise un
duly the implications of these dif
ferences. There is no basic dis
agreement on fundamentals. Br i 
ta in and France may find i t diplo
matic not to discuss the prospects 
of S E A T O u n t i l after the end of 
the Gejieva Conference. But they 
are not opposed to the concept of 
S E A T O . Thei r plans to hold m i l i 
tary talks at Singapore to discuss 
guarantees for any Indo-China 
settlement, reached at Geneva, can 
only imply the ushering of S E A T O 
into existence through the back
door. There w i l l be no quarrel 
wi th the need for guaranteeing the 
decisions reached at Geneva. Whe
ther an organization composed of 
Britain, France and the A N Z U S 
Powers is necessary to guarantee the 
implementation of Geneva decisions, 
or whether the tasks of implement
ing those decisions should be under
taken by an agency of the Uni ted 
Nations, is the main question. This 
involves a major principle. At 
Colombo, the Asian Prime Minis
ters came to the conclusion that the 
tasks of implementing the Geneva 
decisions should be the responsibi
l i ty of the Uni ted Nations. This 
underlines the difference in ap
proach by Colombo and Geneva, by 
the Asian and Western Powers, to 
wor ld issues in dispute. And , this 
difference in approach is the crux 
of the Indo-China, as of the Far 
Eastern, problem. 
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