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INDO-CHINA CRISIS OF 1954.
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BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY DURING THE

(Under the Direction of

The purpose of this thesis is to demonstrate how the

British took a firm stand in their foreign policy to play

a dominant part in settling the Indo-Chinese war of 1954.

Of all the nations vitally concerned with this war in

Southeast Asia, Great Britain was the only one who was able

to take a detached view of the extremely complicated

situation. The British believed that the senseless seven

year old Franco-Viet Minh conflict should be ended by a

negotiated settlement. Britain's close ally, the United

States, did not share this view and urged the British to

join them in a different course of action.

The United States did not like the idea of any type

of compromise which would leave the Communists in

possession of any part of Indo-China, This is why the

United States wanted the British to join them in armed

intervention in Southeast Asia so that the French could

win militarily and completely expel the Communists from

political control. The British would like to have seen a

French victory in Indo-China; however, armed intervention

with the United States had many drawbacks. First of all,

the British thought a negotiated settlement would be more



preferable than a military victory. Secondly, there was

the Chinese to think about. Heretofore, they had not

taken an active part in this conflict in Indo-China; how-

ever, there was a very good probability that if the

British and Americans began to actively help the French,

the Chinese would intervene on the side of the Viet Minh;

and the Third World War would be underway. The British

were also over-extended militarily, unable to finance an

intervention scheme, interested in keeping on friendly

relations with the nations of Southeast Asia so as to

increase trade, and fearful that intervention might entail

nuclear weapons. Finally, the British did not want to

antagonize the Asian members of the Commonwealth who saw

the proposed Anglo-American intervention as an effort to

bolster French colonialism. The British evaluated the

proposal, decided that the cons far outweighed the pros,

and advised the United States that they had to reject such

a scheme.

A conference was convened at Geneva to find a

negotiated settlement to the Indo-China war. The British

played an instrumental, part in helping to find an agreement

to all concerned countries attending the conference. The

negotiations were very difficult, and the United States



certainly did not help in making these negotiations easier.

To the dismay of the British, the Americans wanted to

disrupt the Geneva Conference so that military intervention

in Indo-China would be necessary. The British compromised

with the Americans and did everything possible, without

sacrificing the main tenets of Britain's policy, to obtain

America's agreement to accept the agreement reached at

Besides dealing with the cantankerous Americans,Geneva.

the British representative to the conference, Anthony Eden,

also had to deal with the Communists. Thanks to Eden the

Geneva Conference did not become bogged down. Through his

efforts, the Communists relented from their prior hard-line

objectives and agreed to a settlement which the French

and Americans could support.

Throughout the Indo-China crisis during the spring of

1954, the British constantly urged for compromise and a

negotiated settlement. They faced pressures from many

sides; however, they remained steadfast in their policy—

compromising whenever the situation merited such action

but never to a degree where they sacrificed their principles.
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PREFACE

During the spring of 1954, Communist forces seriously

challenged France's position in Indo-China. This pitched

battle between the Communist Viet Minh and the French

became an international focal point. Great Britain, France,

and the United States did not want to see Laos, Cambodia,

or Viet Nam fall to Communist control unlike Russia and

China which did. As the French began losing the fight in

Indo-China, a crisis developed for the allies. For Great

Britain this crisis began at the Berlin Conference and

lasted until the conclusion of the Geneva Conference. This

crisis for the British was embodied in the desire by the

United States for the latter to join them in armed

intervention in Indo-China in order to "bail out" the

French. The British were opposed to this policy and did

everything in its power to prevent it. This crisis soon

evolved to a broader problem whereby the British were

confronted with the Americans whom the British believed

wanted to disrupt all negotiations for a peaceful settlement

and push the British into a military adventure in Indo-China

which could have grave complications. This was Britain's

Indo-China crisis of 1954.
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In order to understand better Britain's position and

attitudes during this crisis, the first chapter of this

thesis deals with British foreign policy in the Far East

after World War II. The Labour government in Great Britain

had to deal with the French and Dutch colonies after the

war, as well as her own colonies. This experience greatly

affected British policy during the Indo-China crisis.

British policy in the Far East also saw the beginning of a

major element in the crisis of 1954, namely disagreement

between the United States and herself over what should be

the correct policy for the Western allies in the Far East.

Chapter two illustrates the growing concern of the

British, and her allies, over the war in Indo-China.

These allies met many times to discuss the Indo-China

conflict. As the allies slowly progressed toward holding

a conference to specifically settle this conflict, a major

Communist offensive at Dien Bien Phu caused the United

States to propose to Britain a plan of allied armed

This was the beginning of Britain's Indo-intervention.

China crisis.

An explanation of Britain's policy in the intervention

crisis is given in chapter three. Besides Britain's

objection that allied intervention prior to the Geneva
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Conference as unwise, there were many factors which she had

to consider before making a final decision.

Chapter four deals with British policy at the Geneva

This was a difficult time for Great BritainConference.

because there was much happening inside and outside the

conference which had a direct bearing on the results of the

meeting. Besides having to confront problems arising from

the conference, the British had to deal with the United

States who urged the British to join them in many schemes

which the British deemed unwise.

This was a trying time for the English. The. situation

in the spring of 1954 required that the British use great

caution in their policy so that a desired settlement for

Indo-China could be obtained and at the same time she did

not want to antagonize her close ally, the United States,

who was less than enthusiastic about such a settlement.



CHAPTER I

BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY IN THE FAR EAST AFTER WORLD WAR II

A national election was held in Great Britain in July,

1945, just before the ending of World War II in the Pacific.

The Labour party won. Clement Attlee became the new Prime

Minister and Ernest Bevin became Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs. This new government had many problems to

face—one of which was the chaotic situation in the Far

East.

British Policy in the Commonwealth

After the war Britain had a sprawling, dissatisfied

empire to deal with. India, who for many years had been

the heart of the British Empire, was demanding self-

The British situation in Southeast Asia wasgovernment.

The Japanese had expelled the British fromeven worse.

Burma, Hong Kong, Borneo, and Malaya during the war. Even

though these countries had been reoccupied by British troops,

had been shattered.1the "imperial facade" As with India,

Burma and Malaya also clamored for self-government. Britain

1. Matthew A. Fitzsimons, The Foreign Policy of the
British Labour Government, 1945-1951 (Notre Dame, Indiana:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1952), p. 56. (Hereafter
cited as Fitzsimons, Foreign Policy of British Labour
Government).
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faced a dilemma. She needed these countries for development

and improvement of her postwar economic situation; however,

she was unahle to enforce her former control over these

areas, militarily or otherwise. Also, whatever came of

these British colonies, Britain needed their continued

friendship, and she needed them to remain loyal to her and

not to come under the sway of either of the two super-powers.

Consequently, support of Asian nationalism was the only

course open to Britain in order for her to protect her

2
economic interests in Southeast Asia. In the House of

Commons Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin stated:

There is Indonesia, Malaya, Ceylon, and a new China
emerging. There is all that new development, and I think
the policy we have to follow so far as the dependent
territories are concerned which are emerging into
independence, is to nurse them, guide them, help them to
change over as a going concern, to keep their administra-
tion intact, to provide them with experts. I am not too
sure that from the point of view of our own interests in
this country, we should not do far better by helping these
countries and assisting them from a purely trade point of
view in trade and commerce than we did under the old
fashioned Colonial system of the past,
for the Far East.3

That is our policy

Thus after the Second World War, Great Britain began

to deal with her Asian colonies, in particular, in a manner

2 . Fitzsimons, Foreign Policy of British Labour
57.Government, P-

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser

1946), cols. 1363-1364.

3.
Vol. 419 (11 Feb.-l March,• f
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that would promote future good will and economic relations.

After long negotiations, the British offered India complete

self-government and the right to leave the Commonwealth. By

August 15, 1947, India assumed complete freedom to handle

her own affairs hut opted to remain within the Common-

4
wealth. Likewise, Prime Minister Attlee offered Burma

She accepted this hut opted to leave theself-government.

Commonwealth in early January of 1948; however, this was

done after Great Britain and Burma had concluded an

5
important friendship and trade treaty. In Ceylon the

British offered to give that colony full dominion status

within the British Commonwealth, and this offer was

6
officially accepted on February 4, 1948.

Great Britain, Foreign Office, British and
Foreign State Papers, 1947, Vol. 147, "Act of Parliament
to Make Provision for the Setting Up in India of Two
Independent Dominions, to Substitute Other Provision for
Certain Provisions of the Government of India Act, 1935,
Which Apply Outside Those Dominions, and to Provide for
Other Matters Consequential On, or Connected With, the
Setting Up of Those Dominions, July 18, 1947," pp. 158-177.

4.

5. D. F. Fleming, The Cold War and Its Origins, 1917-
1960, Vol. 2 (New York: Doubleday & Company, 1961), p.
661. (Hereafter cited as Fleming, The Cold War, Vol. 2).

Great Britain, Foreign Office, State Papers,
1947. Vol. 147, "Act of Parliament to Make Provision for,
and in Connection With, the Attainment by Ceylon of Fully
Responsible Status Within the British Commonwealth of
Nations, December 10, 1947," pp. 474-477.

6.
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The situation in Malaya was more difficult for the

British than had been the situation in her other Asian

possessions. Malaya was composed of three national groups:

the Malays, the Chinese, and the Indians. During Japanese

occupation, the Malays became intensely nationalistic and

After Great Britain resumed controlstrongly anti-Chinese.

7
over Malaya, these feelings did not wane but intensified.

Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, in charge of the Southeast

Asia Command, supported the Malays and Malayan Communist

resistance group (an anti-Japanese Communist group,

different from the pro-Chinese Communists) because the

pro-Chinese Communists advocated an independent Malaya tied

to China. At first Mountbatten's troops were able to

contain and control the Communist guerrillas; however, this

situation soon worsened. In February of 1948 the British

set up the Federation of Malaya--one of the steps planned

by the British for Malayan self-government. Soon after

this the Communists supported by the Chinese staged a

7. Daniel George Edward Hall, A History of South-
Macmillan & CoEast Asia, 2nd. ed. (London:

(Hereafter cited as Hall, History of 5. E. Asia).
1964), p.o /

699.
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8 Although it took severalrevolt against this government.

years to quell the revolt, the British met this situation

and hastily dealt with the Communists. The bitter race

relations between the Chinese and Malays continued for a

long time. The British were at first influenced by the

Malays and others not to give the Chinese, and especially

Chinese aliens, full citizenship; however, with Communist

guerrilla actions supported by the Chinese, it was decided

that the best way to bring harmony and proceed toward the

process of self-government was to grant the Chinese more

political rights. Finally, the Malays agreed to give the

Chinese a greater part in the government, and the

popularity of the Communist movement in Malaya declined.

Finally on August 31, 1957, Malaya became a self-governing

9
nation within the British Commonwealth of Nations.

Thus one can see that after World War II, Great

Britain dealt realistically with her Southeast Asian

possessions. Certainly, Britain wanted India, Ceylon,

8. Saul Rose, Britain and South-East Asia
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1962), p. 131.
(Hereafter cited as Rose, Britain and S. E. Asia).

9. Ibid 133.P-J» /
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Burma, Malaya, and other British possessions to remain

dependent upon the mother country; however, Britain

recognized that the war had left her seriously weakened and

unable to resist the nationalist movements within her

dependencies. Consequently, the British decided that in

order to keep their friendship and possibly keep them

within the Commonwealth, England should champion the cause

of nationalism and self-government. Their policies here

all of her colonies in the Far Eastwere successful:

remained within the Commonwealth and/or remained on very

friendly relations with Britain.

British Policy in Indonesia

Besides having to deal with the problem within her

own empire after World War II, Great Britain was charged

at the Potsdam Conference of the Allied Powers held in

July-August, 1945, with the task of disarming the Japanese

in Indonesia and Indo-China. The execution of this assign-

ment fell to Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, wartime

Supreme Commander for the South-East Asian Command.

Mountbattqn1s instructions for Indonesia were for him to

take control of that country from the surrendering Japanese

10and to prepare for the resumption of Dutch administration.

10. Rose, Britain and S. E. Asia, 160.P-
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Everything went according to plan except on the island of

There the British met a strong nationalist movement.Java.

Since the British lacked sufficient men and thus needed

Indonesian co-operation for supplies and administration,

iinthe British did not. confront these "rebels. What

fighting that was done was initiated by the Indonesians.

Although the British recognized emphatically Holland's

claim to Indonesia, Great Britain also supported negoti-

ations between the two parties. The Dutch resented this.

As the Dutch began to arrive in Indonesia, they were

Allassisted by the British in retaking the islands.

British troops withdrew by November of 1946; however, the

situation was anything but stable. The Indonesians were

bitter with the British for they felt they should not have

left until the situation was settled. Also, with the

British gone, the Indonesians had to face the unrestrained

Dutch. The dispute between the Dutch and the Indonesians

continued until 1949 when the Hague Conference established

.12
Although alwaysthe United States of Indonesia.

believing the Dutch had a legitimate claim to Indonesia,

11. Rose, Britain and S. E. Asia, 160.p.

12. Hall, History of S. E. Asia, 723 .P-
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the British continually advanced proposals for negotiations

and compromiseo For their troubles the British received

only contempt from both sides.

British Policy in Indo-China

The difficulties in Indonesia were mild as compared

with the immediate and ensuing problems confronting the

British in Indo-China. The Potsdam Conference had divided

the responsibility of disarming the Japanese and main¬

taining order in Indo-China between the British and the

Chinese. The area north of the 16th parallel was to be

occupied by the Chinese while the British would garrison

13
It had been previously decidedthe area below this line.

in February at the Yalta Conference that Indo-China would

be returned to France after the war to its former colonial

status. President Franklin D. Roosevelt was opposed to

this plan because he felt that the French had not improved

the lot of the Indo-Chinese before the war, and he doubted

that they would help these Asian peoples after the war.

Instead, Roosevelt wanted a trusteeship for Indo-China.

Churchill opposed Roosevelt's plan because the British

13. Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser., Vol. 414 (9 Oct.-26 Oct.,
1945), cols. 2149-2150. (Hereafter cited as Great
Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol. 414).



9

intended to reoccupy Burma after the war, and he was afraid

a trusteeship for a former French colony would cause the

14
Burmese people to want a similar arrangement. This was

an unfortunate decision as far as France was concerned

for strong national sentiment had developed among the Indo-

Chinese people and this would make any attempt to return

the area to her a very difficult feat. The leading

Vietnamese nationalist leader was Ho Chi Minh. With the

Japanese surrender in August, he declared on September 2,

1945, the formation of a provisional government named the

Democratic Republic of Viet Nam which was composed of

15
Tonkin, Annam, and Cochinchina. In doing this, Ho Chi

Minh and his supporters, called Viet Minh, repudiated the

14. United States, Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, the
Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 770.
remember that Churchill and the Conservatives lost the

One will

election of 1945 to Clement Attlee and the Labourites;
and that it was a Labour government which recognized the
growing force of nationalism in the British Empire and
granted self-government to many members of this empire.

William Henderson, New Nations of Southeast
Asia, Headline Series, No. 110, March 20, 1955 (New York:
Foreign Policy Association, 1955), p. 48.

15 .
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Japanese supported government of Bao Dai, captured Hanoi,
•i r-

and forced Bao Dai to abdicate in his favor.iD

On September 13, the first of the British forces began

to arrive in Viet Nam., the area the Japanese had used

during the war as the springboard to attack British Malaya.

Led by General Douglas D. Gracey the troops, which were

mostly Indian Gurkhas, arrived in Saigon to take control

from the Japanese and to maintain order so that Viet Nam

17
could be returned to France. General Gracey could not

conceive that an eastern country could be capable of self-

government; and since the Potsdam Conference had not

prohibited Indo-China from being returned to France, he

was very willing to see that the Allies' Potsdam

I Q

instructions were carried out. While the British were

16. Hoang Van Chi, From Colonialism to Communism:
A Case History of North Vietnam (London: Thomas Yoseloff,
1961), p. 60. (Hereafter cited as Hoang, History of
North Vietnam).

17. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents
Relating to British Involvement in the Indo-China
Conflict. 1945-1.965, Misc. No. 25 (1965) , Cmnd. 2834
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1965),
(Hereafter cited as Cmnd. 2834).

7.P-

18. Joseph Buttinger, Vietnam; A Dragon Embattled,
Vol. 1 (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publisher, 1967),

325. (Hereafter cited as Buttinger, Vietnam, Vol. 1).P-
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arriving to disarm the Japanese, Chiang Kai-shek's Chinese

Nationalists began crossing over into Tongking for the same

Once in northern Indo-China, the Chinese foundpurpose o

He claimed to beHo Chi Minh claiming right of control.

the leader of all the political elements within that

The Chinese disarmed the Japanese with relativecountry.

ease and turned the administration of northern Viet Nam over

In doing this, the Chinese were spared theto Ho Chi Minh,

difficulties faced by the British in the south. The Chinese

remained in the north and refused to permit French troops to

enter their segment of Indo-China. This sitxiation continued

until February, 1946, when the French made concessions to

the Chinese (including giving up all French possessions and

prerogatives in China) in return for the withdrawal of

Chinese troops and the admittance of French forces north of

19
the 1,6th parallel.

Meanwhile in the south, General Gracey was under orders

simply to disarm the Japanese and not to get involved with

the internal affairs of Indo-China, The British were aware

of the strong feelings of nationalism in Indo-China, and

they assumed that France would have a difficult time in

19o Cmnd, 2834, 9,p.
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20
reasserting her sovereignty over this area. In spite of

the good intentions of the British government, General

Gracey became involved with Indo-China's internal affairs:

partly because of his own prejudices against. Asian peoples,

and partly because of the unstable situation. Gracey's

actions were brought to the attention of Admiral Lord

Louis Mountbatten, Gracey's commanding officer, who

immediately sent General Gracey a communique ordering him

to halt his meddling in Indo-Chinese affairs and to restrict

himself to his duties which were to disarm the Japanese.

General Gracey disregarded Mountbatten's telegram and

proceeded to handle affairs in Indo-China in a manner which

21
he believed best.

General Gracey pursued a policy which enabled the

French to purge Vietnamese nationalists from the administra-

tion in Saigon where Bao Dai and his government had gone

after being forced out of North Viet Nam. He should not be

totally discredited for this policy because the situation

in Viet Nam was chaotic. The French had just arrived and

were not strong enough to begin regaining control. The

20. Buttinger, Vietnam, Vol. 1, 325.p.

21. Ibid., 325 .p.
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nationalists resented the efforts of the French and tensions

mounted on hoth sides. Feeling it necessary to use British

power to maintain order and to avoid a bloody civil war,

Gracey was forced to take sides. Because of his beliefs

and sympathy with European colonialism, he sided with the

French.

The Japanese no more cared for the nationalist movement

in Indo-China than did the French. Despite the fact that

they had aided the Vietnamese to set up a provisional

government under Bao Dai during the war, they did not

cherish the idea of a nationalist government for Indo-China

for they also would be unable to assert a great amount of

influence upon it. Consequently, in most instances, the

Japanese remained neutral in the ensuing conflict between

the French and the Vietnamese nationalists.22 With tensions

mounting, General Gracey sent the Executive Committee for

the South (the Vietnamese provisional government) the order

for all Vietnamese to disarm. Because of a shortage of men,

Gracey asked the Japanese to police Saigon and the

Harold R, Isaacs, No Peace for Asia (New Yorks
(Hereafter cited as

22 .

Macmillan & Co., 1947), p. 154.
Isaacs, No Peace for Asia) .
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surrounding areas to help maintain the peace, and if

necessary to shoot Vietnamese causing disturbances.23

The civil situation worsened. The Vietnamese

nationalists saw the British as mere agents of the French

which would help France to re-establish colonial rule in

Gracey decided to suspend the publication of

all newspapers and to declare a state of martial law.^4
s

Gracey also ordered Jean Cedile, the French Commissioner

Indo-China.

of the Republic of the South, to take over the civil

2 S
administration in Saigon on September 23, 1945. J In order

to quiet the situation so that negotiations could begin

between the Vietnamese and the French, Gracey armed 1,400

former French prisoners who had been held by the Japanese,

believing that these soldiers would police the area.

Instead of doing this, these French soldiers roamed the

streets of Saigon and murdered all Vietnamese who were

"brazen" enough to be on the street. Massive killings by

23. Buttinger, Vietnam, Vol. 1, 327.P-

24. Cmnd. 2834, 52-53.pp.

25. Major-General S. Woodburn Kirby, The Surrender
of Japan, Vol. V in the series The War Against Japan which
is part of the larger series History of the Second World
War, United Kingdom Military Series, edited by Sir James
Butler (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1969),

(Hereafter cited as Kirby, Surrender of Japan,300.
Vol. 5).
P.
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the French soon resulted in Vietnamese ret aliation in kind „

During this civil war, slaughter was widespread on both

sides. Strikes, burnings, crippling of vital industries,

shootings, and many other acts of vandalism were committed

26
by the Vietnamese.

The Foreign Minister of the Democratic Republic of

Viet Nam sent a telegram to Prime Minister Clement Attlee

protesting this violation of Vietnamese independence. He

said that this was a

great violation of our national rights and is an offense
to our national dignity, a non-fulfilment of the mission
placed on Commander British Forces in South Indo-China
by the United Nations, a failure in the carrying out of
the Atlantic Charter and non-observation of neutrality by
the British Disarmanent Forces.27

Since this request was a very delicate matter, Attlee

simply acknowledged this complaint.

The situation in Saigon was getting out of hand.

Gracey had not wanted to use British soldiers to fight the

Vietnamese ; however, the situation merited drastic action

to restore order. Likewise, Gracey had not wanted to use

Japanese troops to maintain order; however, again the

26. Ellen Joy Hammer, The Struggle for Indochina
1940-1955 (Stanford, California: Stanford University
Press, 1966), p. 117.

27. Cmnd. 2834, 53.p.
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situation had warranted drastic action. Now something more

was needed. General Gracey sent for the Japanese commander,

Marshal Terauchi. Gracey told Terauchi that he wanted him

to order his troops to do more than help the French main-

tain order in Viet Nam: Gracey wanted him to instruct his

troops to help the French regain control of Viet Nam.

Marshal Terauchi at first declined; however, after Gracey

threatened him with trial as a war criminal, Terauchi

capitulated and agreed to more drastic action on the part

28 Withof his soldiers to help Gracey and the French.

Japanese help in subduing the Vietnamese nationalists, the

French were now able to strike effectively at the Vietnamese

rebels.

Admiral Mountbatten was informed of events in Viet Nam.

He again wired Gracey not to use British troops to fight

Vietnamese. The Oortnander-in-Chief of the French Forces in

the South-East Asian Command, General Jean Leclerc,

believing that Mountbatten might take action against Gracey,

dissuaded Mountbatten from disavowing Gracey's policies and

2 Q
from replacing him. Despite his reservations about

28. Isaacs, No Peace for Asia, pp. 134-140.

Andrien Dansette, Leclerc (Paris:
Press, 1952), p. 187.

29. Flammarion
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Gracey1s previous tactics, Mountbatten insisted that order

be restored.

/
Mountbatten summoned Gracey and Cedile to Singapore.

He told the two men that while he disliked the methods of

keeping order in Viet Nam, he understood the necessity for

such actions. He urged them to arrange an armistice so that

negotiations with the Viet Minh could begin. Mountbatten

also ordered more British troops to saigon. The next day,

September 29, Gracey arranged an armistice and negotiations

/ 30
began between Cedile and the Viet Minh representatives.

/
Negotiations were difficult for Cedile because he felt that

the French were the rightful rulers of Indo-China and the

latter refused to recognize the Ho Chi Minh provisional

government or Indo-Chinese claims of independence. As more

and more French troops began pouring into Saigon, the

chances of Vietnamese resistance should have lessened. How-

ever, negotiations broke down, and civil war resumed on

31October 11. Gradually the French, with the aid of British

and Japanese troops, obtained the upper hand and ejected the

302.30. Kirby, Surrender of Japan, Vol. V, See

also Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol. 414,
col. 2149.

P-

31. Buttinger, Vietnam, Vol. 1, 335.P-
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Vietnamese nationalists from Saigon, After clearing Saigon

and surrounding areas of rebellious Vietnamese, the French

under the command of General. Leclerc began to reconquer for

French control the remaining area south of the 16th parallel.

On October 31, the French High Commissioner and

Governor-General for Indo-China, Vice-Admiral Thierry

d'Argeniieu, arrived in Saigon. He had been sent by the

French government with the expressed purpose of promising

the Vietnamese more independence; however, he soon abandoned

this policy and adhered to a policy of reconquering the

3 2
Vietnamese and bringing them under French colonial rule.

With the arrival of more and more French troops, the

British began to evacuate Viet Nam. In January, 1946,

General Gracey turned over his command to d'Argeniieu as

3 3
British operations in that area began to wind down. By

March of 1946, the last of the British soldiers left Indo-

China, and the area ceased to be under the South East Asia

34
Command of Admiral Mountbatten.

32. Joseph Buttinger, The Smaller Dragon-A Political
History of Vietnam (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1958),

449.P-

Ha11, History of S. E. Asia,33 . 713.p.

34. Cmnd. 2834, 52-53.pp.
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The French were not the only ones plagued with troubles

from Vietnamese nationalists. In the north, Ho Chi Minh

also was faced with opposition from nationalistic elements.

He was forced to compromise with many divergent nationalist

groups, resulting in a coalition government; however, Ho and

his Communist supporters retained control of the government.

When the Chinese withdrew from northern Viet Nam in order to

allow French troops to re-occupy that area, Ho and his

Communists in the Viet Minh immediately crushed all

nationalist resistance. He felt that he could come to terms

3 3
easier with the French if this obstacle was out of the way.

Ho Chi Minh signed an accord on March 6, 1946, with

France whereby the latter agreed to recognize the

Democratic Republic of Viet Nam (above the 16th parallel),

to hold a referendum to see if Cochinchina would join this

republic, and to recognize the kingdoms of Laos and Cambodia

as free and separate states. Ho stipulated that all of

these countries would be encompassed in the Indo-Chinese

Federation and come under the French Union. The French

also agreed not to occupy the area north of the 16th

36
parallel, thus giving Ho a great deal, of autonomy.

Hoang, History of North Vietnam, pp. 61-62.35 .

36. Hall, History of S. E. Asia, p. 714.
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On the 18th of March, 1946, Ho Chi Minh sent a telegram to

Attlee telling him that Prance had agreed to recognize the

He asked that the BritishDemocratic Republic of Viet Nam,

Government “recognize the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam

as a free State'1 because

that acknowledgement by your Government of our Republic will
be an important step towards the materialization of Atlantic
and San Francisco charters and will be highly contributive
to the maintenance of world security while it will open a
new era of co-operation between the British Commonwealth and
our nation.3^

Britain rejected Ho's request as being premature. More than

likely, the real reason for this rejection was that the

British well understood the problems faced by the French

in Indo-China because the British were fighting the

Communists in Malaya. Great Britain would have been put in

an embarrassing situation if she recognized a Communist

government in Indo-China while at the same time she. was

fighting the Communists in Malaya.

The French disregarded their promises of self-government

and began occupying different fortresses throughout northern

Viet Nam. On November 23, the French bombarded Haiphong

which caused a great deal of destruction. Finally, Ho

retaliated. On December 19, 1946, he began to attack French

37. Crnnd. 2834, 55.p.
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38 It was on this day that the French war with thetroops.

a war that would burden the French forIndo-Chinese began:

the next eight years and would cause a crisis in 1954 which

would shake the unity of the Western Alliance.

British Recognition of the Governments of Viet Nam, Laos,

and Cambodia

As the civil war between the French Union forces and

the Viet Minh in Indo-China progressed, the French govern¬

ment decided that what was needed in Viet Nam was a

"rallying--point for non-Communist nationalism"--someone to

moderate the force of nationalism.99 Therefore, the

French began negotiations with the ex-Emperor Bao Dai.

Upon Bao Dai's insistence, the French on May 22, 1.949,

finally agreed to a larger degree of self-government for

Viet Nam and to the unification of Viet Nam to include

Cochinchina, which would be incorporated into the French

Union. The defense and foreign relations of Viet Nam

would be handled in Paris, but generally the rest of the

administration of that country would be left to Bao Dai.

Similar agreements were made with the kings of Laos and

38.

Hall, History of S. E. Asia,
Hoang, History of North Vietnam, p. 62;

714.P-

39. Cmnd. 2834, 10.P-
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Cambodia in 1949, whereby they also agreed to become self-

governing nations within the French Union with the same

restrictions on foreign policy and defense.^

The French felt that Bao Dai's position in Viet Nam

would be more secure if his government received recognition

from the international community. The French government

wrote the British government, among others, asking it to

acknowledge Bao Dai's government. Attlee and Bevin had

mixed feelings about the situation in Indo-China. They

greatly sympathized with the nationalist movement of the

Vietnamese people and their desire for self-government;

however, Britain also feared that this movement was

dominated by the Communists. The Communists had just come

to power in China. If Indo-China also fell to the

Communists, British Malaya and the rest of Southeast Asia

would be threatened with becoming satellites of Communist

China. Consequently, the British government on February 7,

1950, sent a note to the French stating that His Majesty's

Government was pleased with the progress that the French

had made in granting a large amount of self-government to

the states of Indo-China and looked forward to future

40. Cmnd. 2834, 10.p.
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measures by the French in helping these areas attain

independence. Therefore,

His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom have
accordingly decided to recognize the status of Viet-Nam,
Laos and Cambodia as Associate States within the French
Union and to recognize the Governments of His Majesty Bao
Dai, His Majesty Sisavang Vong and His Majesty
Sihanouk as the Governments of these states.^

Norodom

The United States also granted recognition to these

three countries as "independent States within the French

Union." Soon many other countries of the Western bloc

extended similar recognition to Viet Nam, Laos, and Cambodia.

In the meanwhile, the Communist Chinese government had

recognized the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam (Ho Chi Minh's

government) on January 18, 1950; the Soviet Union recognized

Ho's government on January 31; and the other members of the

42
Communist bloc followed suit.

British Reaction to this Recognition

British recognition of Bao Dai's government did not go

undebated within the House of Commons. Some of Bevin's

harshest critics came from his own Labour party. Thomas

Driberg (Labour MP) not only regretted Britain's recognition

of Bao Dai, but also regretted French policy in Indo-China.

41. Cmnd. 2834, 56.P-

42. Ibid. 11.p.
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He said:

...from the moment of our arrival there tlndo-Chinal this
problem...of emergent nationalism was handled...with less
than wisdom by the French, especially in Saigon. It is the
French who have obstinately refused to realize that, of all
the imperialist regimes in Asia, theirs in Indo-China is
the most, hated and the most deservedly hated--corrupt and
backward as it was, and administered by men 90 per cent of
whom sided with Vichy during the war and the occupation.
It is the French who not long ago restored the Emperor Bao
Dai, apparently at the instigation of the Americans, a man
of whom one may say, in pity rather than with opprobrium,
that he is "a reed shaken by the wind," a man who as late as
7th March, 1945, was speaking in terms of moving affection
of the French and saying of France that her destiny was
"intimately tied to that of our country"; but who, just four
days later, when the Japanese forces had brushed aside the
Vichy administration, proclaimed that the Empire of Annam
had denounced the French-Annamite protectorate and would
"collaborate with all its strength with Japan." This is,
then, the puppet Emperor whom we have just recognized. ^

Driberg continued, telling the Commons of the un-

popularity of Bao Dai in Viet Nam, his difficulties in

persuading people to join his government, and his difficulties

in keeping them there once they have joined. He also could

not understand the congruence between British policy of

recognition of Bao Dai's government with the recent, and

wise, British recognition of Communist China. With all of

these facts, he could not understand Bevin's policy.

43. Cmnd. 2834, pp. 57-58.

44. Ibid, pp. 58-60.
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Another Labour MP, Woodrow L. Wyatt, objected to

British recognition of Bao Dai's regime for a different

reason. Wyatt explained:

I think it was also a very bad mistake from our point of
view, because our record in that part of the world has been
so very excellent since the end of the war.
we have clearly stood by nationalists movements in South-
East Asia that Britain's prestige in South-East Asia today
is higher than ever before, and it is because of that
reason that we, more than any other Western Power, are able
to exercise a democratic influence in South-East Asia...

It is because

Now we have made this mistake, the only thing we can do is
to make the best of a bad job.
now, having done this, would be to press the French to
make it a genuine independence because we have undertaken
the recognition of a country which is not independent...
If in the process of increasing independence the Bao Dai
Government were to fall, that would be just too bad...We
will not stop Communism in that part of the world by
propping up this backward-looking regime, when everyone
else in that area is going in a different direction.

I think our best course

A Conservative MP, and future Foreign Secretary,

Anthony Eden shared the disgust of these Labourites and

expressed similar views. Eden felt that Bao Dai was not a

popular figure in Viet Nam who cared little for the running

of a government. Eden also recognized that Bao Dai had a

difficult time in obtaining men to work within his

government--and most of those who he obtained did not

appeal to the moderate nationalists in Viet Nam. To Eden,

45. Cmnd. 2834, 61.p.
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the choice had been between the corrupt Bao Dai and the

Communist Ho Chi Minh; and of these two, Bao Dai was

preferable because he had no desire to see a Communist

regime established in Viet Nam.^6 Thus, one can see that

there were strong and sensible objections to the British

recognition of a French puppet government in Viet Nam.

As the Far East emerged as a focal point of international

concern, Great Britain found herself more and more involved

She recognized that most of thesewith events in this area.

events were interrelated, thus demanding that British

foreign policy in the Far East be one of caution and

uniformity. As Britain continued to deal with Asian

problems, a new factor appeared: this was a disagreement

with the United States as to what policy was best in the

The beginnings of this Anglo-American conflictFar East.

can be seen in British policies in China and Korea. These

differences here culminated in the Indo-China crisis of 1954.

Disagreement over Recognition of Red China

A major disagreement between Britain and America was

over Red China and the policy that the two allies should

46. Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden: Full
Circle (Cambridge, Mass.: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960),
pp. 89-90. (Hereafter cited as Eden, Full Circle) .
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When the British gave Red China defollow in the Far East,

facto recognition in 1949, and de iure recognition in 1950,

almost everyone in Britain thought this was the most

logical policy for them to pursue. Despite the fact that

many former British colonies were now self-governing,

England was still vitally associated with Asia through the

Commonwealth and through the few remaining British colonies

in Asia, According to Attlee, the British were still very

much in Asia, As head of the British Commonwealth, Britain

was able to understand conditions in Asia much better than

the United States whose only Asiatic connection was with the

Philippines, After the war, Britain was quick to recognize

the rise of nationalism in Asia, This recognition by the

British was the reason that the British still held a

respected place in Asia as contrasted with the French,

Therefore, with the Communist revolution in China, Britain

saw this as yet another nationalist movement; and instead

of backing the old regime of Chiang Kai-shek as did the

United States, the British supported Mao Tse-tung and the

Communists, There was never any doubt that the Communists

had effective control of the Chinese government. Attlee

made the statement that the British did not condone

Communism; however, they felt the best way to deal with
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Communism in China was to tolerate it and not cut it off

completely from the West, because if it were shut off from

Western influences, it would draw closer to the Soviet

47
The British were pursuing a policy which theyUnion.

believed to be more realistic than the policy of the United

The Americans sharply criticized Britain's positionStates.

and alluded that she was "soft on Communism,-" however, the

British believed that their policy was correct, and they

refused to be coerced into adopting her ally's policy.

Shortly after the Anglo-American conflict over policies in

China, a new problem arose in the Far East--this time in

Korea.

Disagreement over the Handling of the Korean War

In June of 1950, the Korean War began. This proved

to be a conflict which marked the further spread of

Communism in Asia and which ultimately helped to bring

about the fall of Attlee's government. With the beginning

of that war, Bevin strongly defended the United States

actions in that area, saying that they were there to

48
re-unify Korea,- and he knew that willingness to co-operate

Clement Attlee, "Britain and America:
Aims, Different Opinions," Foreign Affairs, XXXII, No. 2
(January, 1954), 197-199.

47. Common

48. New York Times, October 6, 1950, 11.p.
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with the United States carried with it a certain amount of

power to influence the policy of that country.^ The House

of Commons agreed that the United Kingdom should give what¬

ever support was necessary to the United Nations army, which

However, when Chinawould be led by the United States.

entered the war in Korea, the British were caught in a bind.

They had recently granted de, facto recognition to Red China

in order to keep trade open between England and China.

Bevin decided that England should give the United States

its "reserved" support, and his government agreed to sign

the Security Council resolution naming China as an

aggressor; but only when economic sanctions against China

50
were not included. Under foreign and domestic pressure,

Great Britain ended all trade of strategic goods to China

but retained its trade in foodstuffs and other non-

S 1
strategic materials.

49. T. O. Lloyd, Empire to Welfare State-English
History, 1906-1967 (New York: Oxford University Press,
1970), p. 310. (Hereafter cited as Lloyd, Empire to
Welfare State).

The Times (London), January 26, 1951, p. 6;50.

February 2, 1951, 6.p.

The Times (London), April 19, 1951, p. 4.51.
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As the Korean War progressed, the British became

increasingly dissatisfied with American policies toward and

leadership of the war. President Truman's statement saying

that the United States promised to protect Formosa from

Chinese Communist aggression if the need arose was coldly

received in Britain. The British saw no need for such

They could not comprehend that the United Statesaction.

would risk a war with mainland China over the island of

S 2
Formosa. Another sore point in Anglo-American relations

over Korea was General Douglas MacArthur, commander of

United Nations forces in Korea. He was especially

disliked by the British, for he represented the policy of

defending Formosa. When the Chinese intervened in the war,

the British press labeled MacArthur as the one responsible

for this Chinese intervention because he had crossed the

38th parallel and had headed for the Yalu River bordering China

without consulting the British or any other of the allies.

Labourites were very vocal in condemning the Americans

5 3
while Conservative condemnations were much more subdued.

Leon D. Epstein, Britain--Uneasy Ally (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1954), pp. 214-215.

52 .

The Times (London), November 30, 1950, pp. 4, 7;
December 4, 1950, p. 6; December 5, 1950, p. 7; December
12, 1950, p. 7; December 13, 1950,

53.

6 „p.
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Criticism of American policies in Korea continued to

With the urgings of the House of Commons and amount„

decision of his Cabinet, Attlee announced that he would fly

to Washington to consult with President Truman.5^ Attlee

had many things he wanted to talk over with Truman. F irst

of all. he wanted assurances that the war would not be

extended into China. Secondly, he wanted to warn the

Americans not to get too bogged down in Korea so that they

would be unable to halt possible Russian aggression in other

parts of the world. Thirdly, Attlee felt that General

Douglas MacArthur was acting very recklessly. Attlee

wanted to urge Truman to exert more control over MacArthur

and restrain him from expanding the war. Fourthly, he

wanted to remind the Americans that many Asian countries

regarded this action in Korea as an act of imperialism.

Finally, Attlee was disturbed at recent newspaper reports

that Truman was considering the use of the atomic bomb in

55
Korea.

54. Francis Williams, Twilight of Empire: Memoirs
of Prime Minister Clement Attlee, as set down by Francis
Williams (New York: Barnes Publishers, 1962), pp. 232-

(Hereafter cited as Williams, Twilight of Empire).233 .

55. Ibid., pp. 230-236.
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Prime Minister Clement Attlee arrived in Washington on

Truman quickly reassured the Prime MinisterDecember 4.

that the United States did not want to become involved in a

war with China, did not want to become bogged down in Korea

so that they would not be able to confront possible Communist

aggression in other parts of the world, and had no intentions

56
Truman acknowledged thatof using atomic weapons in Korea.

some Asian countries might see the American-led United

Nations actions in Korea as imperalistic; however, the

strategic situation of Korea was more important. Attlee

urged that the Americans offer to negotiate immediately so as

Dean Acheson, Truman'snot to alienate the Asian countries.

Secretary of State, refused to accept this. He pointed out

that if the Americans left Korea, Formosa probably would be

taken over by the Chinese Communists; and Japan and the

57
Philippines would be in grave danger. Attlee and Acheson

soon strayed to the subject of seating Communist China in

the United Nations; Attlee was for it; Acheson, opposed.

Nothing concrete was coming from this discussion so Attlee

56. Harry S. Truman, Memoirs by Harry S. Truman, Vol.
2; Years of Trial and Hope (New York; Doubleday & Co.,

(Hereafter cited as Truman,1956), pp. 402, 398, 410.
Memoirs) .

57.

Memoirs,
Williams, Twilight of Empire, p. 239; Truman,
404.P-
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,,58and Acheson "agreed to differ. Lastly, Attlee complained

to Truman about MacArthur's desire to bomb Chinese

industrial installations and to wage "an aggressive, all-

,,59 Accordingly, Trumanout war between China and America.

promised that there would be no such bombings and in the

future there would be closer co-operation between the

British and Americans over future Korean policies.^
Attlee left Washington believing that "he had done something

„61to stop the drift to disaster.

What was important from this meeting of the heads of

Great Britain and the United States is that the British had

made their views known to their ally: they did not want war

58.

Memoirs, pp. 407-498.
Williams, Twilight of Empire, pp. 239-240; Truman,

Williams, Twilight of Empire, p. 237.59.

60. Truman, Memoirs, pp. 402; 418-419. An interesting
fact appears in examining the discussion of MacArthur's
actions in Korea. Attlee relates in his memoirs, Twilight
of Empire, how he complained to Truman about MacArthur's
policies in Korea (p. 237). Truman acknowledges in his
memoirs, Memoirs by Harry S. Truman, their discussion of
bombing Chinese installations, the threat of antagonizing
the Chinese, the need for closer Anglo-American co-operation,
and other errors made by MacArthur; however, MacArthur's
name never appears in Truman's account of his meeting with
Attlee (pp. 400-420). Thus, Truman implies that his decision
to restrain MacArthur was of his own volition and not

influenced by Attlee's and the British's dislike for
MacArthur.

61. Williams, ‘Twilight of Empire, 240.P-
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with China, they wanted the United States militarily able to

ward off possible Communist offensives, they wanted

MacArthur restrained, they wanted the Americans to consider

the attitude of Asian countries, and they were opposed to

Whether Attlee changedthe use of the atomic bomb in Korea.

American policy or not, Truman certainly had to be

influenced by Britain's views; and if Truman was to keep

Britain's co-operation which he indicated was necessary, he

could not deviate too far from these policies. Both

countries feared the Communist menace in Korea as well as in

the rest of Southeast Asia; and the British felt that with

their extensive connections in the Far East, the Americans

could profit from British advice. Kenneth Younger, the

British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, summarized

British attitude when he stated:

Asians must determine the fate of Asia, and the objective
of Anglo-American diplomacy must be to rally to our side
the maximum amount, of Asian support by helping them realize
both their nationalist and social objectives, free from the
domination of Soviet imperialism... rand by urging the
United States to follow British policy because]
country had been quick to grasp the mood of the new era.

my
62

Agree to Differ

When Attlee and Acheson "agreed to differ" on seating

Communist China in the United Nations, this earmarked a

62. 34.New York Times, December 3, 1950 p.
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fundamental policy in Anglo-American relations in the Far

There was a strong belief in both British partiesEast.

that above all the Anglo-American copartnership had to be

maintained. Before Prime Minister Attlee left for

Washington to talk with President Truman, he said that above

all "cordial" relations must be maintained between the

United States and Great Britain.63 The Daily Herald, the

newspaper speaking for the Labour party, stated that there

must, never be a split between the British and the Americans.64

The Conservatives voiced similar opinions. The Daily

Telegraph, a Conservative newspaper, accused the Labour

government of doing a great deal of harm to the Anglo-

American friendship through Labour's left-wing criticism

ft R
of American policy in Korea. Traditionally, the

Conservatives were closer aligned to American policy than

the Labourites; however, both political parties agreed that

war with China over Korea should be avoided at all costs.

63. Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser., Vol. 481 (20 Nov.-l Dec
1950), cols. 1434-1440. (Hereafter cited as Great Britain,
Debates (House of Commons) , Vol. 481) .

© ff

64. Daily Herald, December 18, 1950, 4.p.

65. Daily Telegraph, December 5, 1950, 4.p.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
481, cols. 1424-1434.

66.
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Both parties disagreed with many American policies in Korea,

but this was not sufficient reason for ties between these

two close allies to be severed.

In dealing with problems arising from the Far East,

the British realized that they viewed these events in

different perspectives from the United States. Despite

efforts to the contrary, this put a strain on the Anglo-

American friendship. The next problem in the Far East--

Indo~China—would put this friendship under its greatest

strain since World War II. However, British attention was

temporarily diverted from the Far East because of national

elections at home.



CHAPTER 2

EVENTS LEADING TO THE INTERVENTION CRISIS

Since the end of World War II, British foreign policy

It has been thehad been formulated by the Labour party.

Labourites who granted self-government to many of Britain's

Asian colonies, recognized Communist China, sent troops to

Korea, and sided with the French in the Franco-Vietnamese

conflict. They were very proud of their record in the Far

East—a record with which the Conservatives were in general

The elections of 1950 and 1951 showed theagreement.

uniformity in Far Eastern foreign policy among the

Labourites and the Conservatives.

Election of 1950 and Labourite Troubles

1950 was an election year in Great Britain. Foreign

policy played an insignificant role in the election because

Bevin's foreign policies, for the most part, had the

support of the Conservatives. In fact, during the

campaign of 1950, Churchill charged that Bevin had

"followed with steadfastness" the external affairs policy

that Churchill had outlined in various speeches. Despite

Bevin's protests to the contrary, this hurt the Labourites
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1
The election resulted in a marginalin the 1950 election.

2
victory for the Labourites. With a majority of only six

in the House of Commons, the Labour government had a most

difficult time. To compound this difficult situation, the

party suffered from internal disunity. A group led by

Aneurin Bevan advocated a closer adherence to Labour's

socialists doctrines. Dissident members of the Labour

party embarrassed the Labour government twice over the

Korean affair. On July 14, 1950, twenty-three Labourites

voted against a Labour sponsored motion asking for

negotiations on the Korean situation, the withdrawal of

American troops from Formosa, and support for Communist

3
China's entrance into the United Nations. Again in

November of that year, these "rebels” proposed a motion

which would establish a line of demarcation across Korea,

north of which United Nations forces would be prohibited.^
Criticism within his own party was only one problem Attlee

confronted in 1950.

The Times (London), February 21, 1950, p. 2;
Fitzsimons, Foreign Policy of British Labour Government,
pp. 121-124.
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The Times (London), July 15, 1950, p. 3.3.

The Times (London) , November 18, 1950, p. 6.4.
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The composition of the Labour ministry soon changed.

The government became a little more middle class, less

Ernest Bevinimaginative, and a little more right-wing.

was soon forced to retire because of ill health and was

replaced by Herbert Morrison. Later Sir Stafford Cripps,

Chancellor of the Exchequer, also retired due to ill health

5
and was replaced by Hugh Gaitskell. In the meanwhile,

the North Korean army, reinforced by Chinese troops, began

As a result, the question of ato press south in Korea.

military effort came up for discussion; and the European

countries were asked by the Americans to show their desire

The United Statesto save themselves from Communism.

requested England to play the leading role, and the Attlee

government agreed. Therefore, she had to expand her

military commitments, and Hugh Gaitskell was given the job

of making the necessary arrangements. In February of 1951,

the government undertook a three-year plan involving a

military expenditure of £4,700 million, which came to 14

This £4,700 million waspercent of the national income.

0
part of the budget for 1951. Also included in the budget

were changes to be made for certain social services by the

Lloyd, Empire to Welfare State, p. 311.5.

6. Ibid., p. 310.
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National Health Service which included the levying of fees

hy the government for certain health services. Aneurin

Bevan, Minister of Health, and Harold Wilson, head of the

Board of Trade, resigned from the government because of

7
differences of opinion over the budget. Prime Minister

Attlee was ill and, therefore, he was unable to assume his

usual role of mediator. Once out of the government, Bevan

spoke against rearmament, charges for health services, and

British policy in Korea. What was needed, he said, was a

8
return to Labour's pure socialist doctrine. With this

dissension among the Labourites, the government had a

difficult time carrying on internal affairs, let alone

external affairs.

The Election of 1951 and the Tories Back in Power

Attlee recognized that something had to be done to

remedy the chaotic situation within the Labour ranks, so

he called for an election in 1951. Although the Labourites

polled a greater amount of popular votes, the Conservatives

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), 5th
Vol. 487 (23 Apr.-11 May, 1951), cols. 34-43.
7.

ser • /

The Times (London), April 24, 1951, p. 7; April
30, 1951, p. 4; May 3, 1951, p. 7; June 18, 1951,

8.

4.P-
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9
won 21 more seats in the Commons.' Winston Churchill

became the new Prime Minister and Anthony Eden, the new

Foreign Secretary.

With the Tory victory in 1951, there was to be no

drastic change in British foreign, policy concerning the Far

Anthony Eden was given almost exclusive control ofEast.

foreign policy--especially in areas which Churchill felt

were not of major importance. Eden's feelings on the

situation in Southeast Asia called for a cease-fire in Viet

Nam to be followed by a negotiated settlement. Eden knew

that, this would be distasteful to the French; however, this

11
was the only logical policy for Britain.

Eden disliked the war and wanted a negotiated settle-

ment; moreover, like Bevin, Eden felt that the Communists

posed a serious threat to Southeast Asia—especially to

Malaya. Greatly fearing Chinese intervention, he issued a

public warning to China in January, 1952, stating that

Britain and France's position in Malaya and Indc-China must

be maintained. He also said that "intervention by force by

9. The Times (London), October 26, 1951, pp. 2-4.

Lloyd, Empire to Welfare State., pp. 313-314.10.

11. Eden, Full Circle, 91.p.
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Chinese Communists in South-East Asia, even if they were

called volunteers, would create a situation no less menacing

„ 12than that which the United Nations met and faced in Korea.

Allied Meetings in 1952

Great Britain, France, and the United States met

several times during 1952 in order to discuss the problem of

Southeast Asia. The first of these meetings attended by

representatives of these three countries was held at

Washington in January. A mutual defense effort for South-

east Asia was considered at this conference. In May

another conference was called with Eden, Dean Acheson, and

representatives of the French Government to meet in Paris.

The French Prime Minister, Antoine Pinay, said that it was

not fair for France to have to defend militarily the

interests of the free world in Indo-China by themselves

while at the same time it had the added obligation of

European defense. Acheson assured Pinay and his Minister

Rene/ Pleven, that the United States was willingof Defense,

to do everything possible to strengthen France's position

in Indo-China. The question arose of the rumor of Chinese

intervention in Viet Nam. Eden and Acheson agreed that the

loss of Indo-China to the Communists without a struggle

12. New York Times, January 14, 1952, p. 45.
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would be disastrous; however, it was agreed that great

caution should be taken in order not to provoke intervention

by Communist China. In response to a proposal by Acheson

concerning a proposed blockade of China's coast and

disruption of Chinese communications if China ignored a

warning against intervention, Eden stated that his Government

would never take any action in Indo-China which was likely

to result in a war with China. Acheson concurred that no

provocative action should be taken, and that ways of

deterring China would be jointly examined.13

Other conferences among representatives of Britain,

France, and the United States were held at London,

Washington, and Singapore. At each of these meetings,

collective defense was discussed as well as the problems

faced by the French in Indo-China; however, no concrete

proposals or promises resulted. Rumors flourished of

British promises of airplanes, ships, and other types of

military aid to France in Indo-China. It was generally

felt at that time that these were just rumors because the

13. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 91-92.
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British were not financially able to supply them even if

14
they wanted.

The Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization

met in Paris between the 1.5th and 18th of December, 195 2.

Many topics of common interest were discussed at this

meeting, including Indo-China. Maurice Schumann, French

Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, addressed the

He told them of the great burdenCouncil on December 16.

the war in Indo-China was placing upon the French and warned

that this war was hindering France in her NATO obligations.

He also urged the members of the Council to consider the

15
conflict in Viet Nam just as important as the Korean War.

On the following day, the North Atlantic Council adopted

•the following resolution:

THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

RECOGNIZES that resistance to direct or indirect

aggression in any part of the world is an essential
contribution to the common security of the free world;

HAVING BEEN informed at its meeting in Paris on the
16th December of the latest developments in the military
and political situation in Indo-China;

EXPRESSES its wholehearted admiration for the valiant
and long continued struggle by the French forces and the
armies of the Associated States against Communist aggression;

Survey of International
Affairs, 1952, Royal Institute of International Affairs,
1952 (London: Oxford University Press, 1955), p. 441.

14. Peter Calvocoressi, ed • /

15. The Times (London), December 17, 1952, 6.p.
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and

ACKNOWLEDGES that the resistance of the free nations
in South-East Asia as in Korea is in fullest harmony with
the aims and ideals of the Atlantic Community;

AND THEREFORE AGREES that the campaign waged by the
French Union forces in Indo-China deserves continuing
support from the NATO governments.^-6

After the resolution had been passed, Schumann suggested

that no precise action should be taken by the Council

members in implementing the provision of "continued support"

contained in the resolution: the individual governments

should take whatever action they thought fit to help the

17
French against the Communists in Indo-China.' Since the

French were supplying the manpower and the Americans were

supplying a great deal of financial aid, the British, as

partners with France in the Entente Cordiale and as wartime

ally and close friends with the United States, were morally

obligated to do their part in helping the French subdue the

Communists in Viet Nam. Consequently, the British govern¬

ment decided that it would give an undisclosed amount of

Great Britain, Foreign Office, ■ Report of the16.

North Atlantic Council Meeting, Paris, 15th/18th December,
1952, Misc. No. 1 (1953), Cmd. 8732 (London:
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1953),

Her

8.p.

The Times (London), December 18, 1952, p. 6.17.
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arms and ammunition to the French and Vietnamese soldiers

18
fighting in Indo-China.

As test as can be determined from available existing

public documents, these arms and ammunition given in May and

June of 1953 were the last aid that Britain gave the French,

The French made other requests for British aid, but these

documents indicate that all these requests were turned down.

On April 5, 1954, Selwyn Lloyd, Minister of State for

Foreign Affairs, stated that while the British always give

"most sympathetic consideration to any requests for the

provision of material assistance to the French in Indo-

China,... [ but ] nearly all such requests have been addressed

i.19 Moreover, Sir Winstonto the United States Government.

Churchill told the House of Commons on April 27, 1954:

Her Majesty's Government are not prepared to give any under-
takings about United Kingdom military action in Indo-China
in advance of the results of Geneva. We have not entered
into any new political or military commitments... if settle-
ments are reached there [Geneva ] . Her Majesty's Govern-
ment will be ready to play their full part in supporting

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser., Vol. 515 (4 May-22 May, 1953),
col. 1709.

(House of Commons), Vol. 515],

18.

[Hereafter cited as Great Britain, Debates

19. Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
Vol. 526 (5 Apr.-30 Apr(House of Commons), 5th ser

[Hereafter cited as Great Britain, Debates
1954),* / • /

col. 32.

(House of Commons), Vol. 526].



47

them in order to promote a stable peace in the Far
East.20

After 1953 many other factors began to influence British

foreign policy which lessened Britain's desire to give aid.

Parliamentary Concern over Viet Nam

The British government became increasingly disturbed

Bao Dai's government had demonstratedat events in Viet Nam.

itself to be one of the most corrupt and weakest governments

in Asia. France insisted that if she withdrew and let Viet

Nam fal.1 to the Communists, her position in North Africa and

21
Europe would be greatly undermined: her colonies in North

Africa would see the French as a weak country, and they too

would clamor for independence; while her Western allies would

feel France unable to fulfill her military obligations in

Europe and, therefore, make her seen as an insignificant

country. France had also repeatedly refused to bring this

issue before the United Nations, claiming that this was a

"family matter." However, the true reasons why France

refused to bring the Indo-China war before the Security

Council were because France feared any United Nations'

action would bring Chinese intervention, as it had in Korea,

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
1456.

20.

526, col.

21. Eden, Full Circle, p. 94.
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and most important of all, France had no desire to see these

states gain independence. She wanted them to remain within

22
the French Union.

During the House of Commons debate on Foreign Affairs

in May of 1953, Prime Minister Winston Churchill had little

to say about the situation in Indo-China, but he reported

that the situation was better. Concerning the Communist

attacks towards the Siamese border, Churchill said in his

opinion that they were not inspired by the Soviet Government,

but were the results of long-range planning by the Viet-

23
Churchill said that he would like to see this issueMinh.

brought before the United Nations; however, he also under¬

stood why the French would not capitulate to, primarily

American, demands like this. He explained that France did

not want future United Nations supervision because that body

was composed of countries which did not have colonies or

which were former colonies. He suggested that France could

maintain her military position in Indo-China much better if

22. Melvin Gurtov, The First Vietnam Crisis;
Chinese Communist Strategy and United States Involvement,
1953-1954 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), p.
39. (Hereafter cited as Gurtov, First Vietnam Crisis).

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
885 .

23.

515, col.
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she would adopt a conscription system similar to that of the

United Kingdom, whereby, a two-year system would be

established with the power of sending National Service men

or conscripts to points outside Europe. Supposedly, this

would help to halt the drain of top officers and non-

24
Churchill s remarks seemed tocommissioned officers.

suggest his concern for the situation in Indo-China; however,

despite the fact that he wanted a quick settlement, he

considered it to be mainly a French problem to be dealt with

primarily by the French.

Toward the end of Churchill's statements on foreign

policy, he called for a conference to deal with the many

problems throughout the world. He said:

...in spite of all the uncertainties and confusion in
which world affairs are plunged, I believe that a conference
on the higher level should take place between the lending
Powers without long delay. This conference should not be
overhung by a ponderous or rigid agenda, or led into mazes
and jungles of technical details, zealously contested by
hoards of experts and officials drawn up in vast, cumbrous
array. The conference should be confined to the smallest
number of Powers and persons possible. It should meet with
a measure of informality and a still greater measure of
privacy and seclusion. It might well be that no hard-faced

24.

515, col.
Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons) , Vo.l.
891.



50

agreements would be reached, but there might, be a general
feeling among those gathered together that they might do
something better than tear the human race, including
themselves, into bits*2^

In the ensuing debate, both Conservatives and Labourites

26
highly praised this proposed conference of world leaders;

however, many Labourites criticized Churchill's remarks on

the Indo-China situation.

Many Conservatives lent their support to Churchill's

pro-American policy. They were just as concerned as the

Labourites over the harsh treatment of the Vietnamese by the

French; nevertheless, Viet Nam was still a French matter.

Some of the Labourites in the House of Commons thought that

the Prime Minister had been too brief in his comments on

Indo-China, and they wanted to expound on the subject.

Philip Noel-Baker (Labour MP) said:

France has declared that Viet Nam, Laos, and Cambodia are

self-governing States; she has given them an unlimited
right of legation, so that they can send diplomatic missions
anywhere they like. France has proposed them...for member-
ship in the United Nations. That means that we think that
they are "States who are able and willing to carry out the
obligation of the Charter,"...! believe that when the French
gave these three States an unlimited right of legation, and
proposed them for membership in the United Nations, they

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
897.

25.

515, col.

26. Ibid., cols. 1070, 1071-1072, 1106-1107, 1111,
1147-1149, 1170-1174, 1183.
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crossed the Rubicon, and that there is now no possible out-
come but the full nationhood for which these people ask.2^

Another Labourite, John Strachey, expressed his views

as follows:

...French colonialism of the old kind, and of the kind which
I am afraid is de^ facto if not de j ure still in existence in
Indo-China today, is simply not a tenable line which can be
defended in the world as it is today with any hope of
success. The French gesture of granting nominal independence
to a country so often takes place...a few weeks after they
have lost control of that country. If anything is certain
it is that if South-East Asia can be defended from Communist
advances it can be done only by the genuine support of
national forces in those areas.2^

One of the most vocal members of the Labour party,

Woodrow Wyatt, went into a lengthy discussion of the

inherent dangers in the Indo-China war. He warned that if

Indo-China fell, Burma, India, and Siam would be greatly

endangered. The entire situation in Southeast Asia would

be altered to the detriment of Great Britain and the

2 9
Western bloc. Wyatt recognized that the only way for the

French to win in Indo-China was for them to obtain the

support of the Vietnamese nationalists. In order to make

these nationalists recognize that Ho Chi Minh is their real

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
904.

27.

515, col.

28. Ibid.. col. 919.

29. Ibid.. cols. 964-965.
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enemy, instead of Prance, it would be necessary for France

to hand over the administration of Viet Nam to the

Vietnamese, to give them the responsibility for the conduct

of the war, and then gradually withdraw their army over a

long period of time. With this accomplished, Wyatt

believed that the Vietnamese in the south would have no

trouble in subduing Ho1s men from the north. Until this

happened, Great Britain had no other choice than to see that

Xndo-China did not fall to the Communists; consequently, she

must continue to supply the French and Vietnamese forces

with arms.30

Wyatt was disappointed in Churchill’s suggestion that

the matter should be presented to the United Nations. He

pointed out that with all the Arab, African, and Asian

states in that organization, it was highly unikeiy that

31 He said thatFrance would get a sympathetic hearing.

Great Britain needed to see that the situation in Viet Nam

was reversed. He went on to say:

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
968.

30.

515, col.

31. Ibid. , col. 967.
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Our policy for South-East Asia must largely be based on
what India feels are her own interests, because what are
India's interests are our interests,

recognize Viet Nam today, because she does not believe that
it is a genuinely independent Government,

India will not

South-East Asia can. only be saved from Chinese Communist
domination if India takes the lead in that area and induces
the countries in South Asia to adopt, in their own self-
defense, the same sort of policy which we have had to adopt
for our own self-protection in Europe,
conference of the South-East Asian countries, which I hope
will be called by India, and from which might go forth a

non-aggressive statement which would warn China that, should
the integrity of Burma, Siam or any other country of South-
East Asia be threatened by China, then each country in
South-East Asia would feel itself to be involved, 1

What is needed is a

Wyatt was correct in his assumption that India would play

a leading role in shaping British policy in Indo-China,

Former Prime Minister Clement Attlee was worried over

another aspect of the Viet Nam struggle. According to him,

the Vietnamese war had caused great hardships on British

trade, First of all, prospects of increased trade with the

United States had not materialized. They had rather give

The United States had asked Britain not toaid than trade,

trade with Communist China, even in items that were barely

related to war material. Thus, if rhe situation could be

cleared up, perhaps British trade opportunities could be

expanded in the United States, Southeast Asia, and other

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons) , Vol.,32,

515, cols. 968-969,
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33parts of the world. Attlee said that if the matter were

taken before the United Nations, the only result would be

to split the organization, and more importantly, it would

split the Commonwealth. He stated that the stigma of

colonialism was one of the main things which hurt. France's

cause in every aspect of the war.^

Charles Mott-Radclyffe, a Conservative from Windsor,

became very disgusted with all the Labour rhetoric about

the evils of the French. He reiterated that Indo-China

was still "purely a French responsibility." Generally

supporting Churchill's position, Mott-Radclyffe agreed

that the French military would be more effective if they

adopted a policy similar to Great Britain's whereby

conscripts could be sent to the Far East. He shared many

of the Labourites' concern for the fate of Burma, Siam,

and Malaya if Viet Nam fel.1 to the Communists. Further-

more, he believed that this entire affair was a Soviet

plot to obtain Rangoon, Burma, so that the Soviet Union

35could obtain its long sought-after warm-water port.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol„
1067.

33.

515, col.

34. Ibid., col. 1068.

35. Ibid cols. 955-956.• /
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Many other speakers aired their views on the Indo-

Some Labourites praised Ho Chi Minh as the onlyChina war.

true nationalist leader in Indo-China; however, most of the

Labourites advocated a policy consistent with the policy

outlined by Ernest Davies, their former Under-Secretary of

The policy was one thatState for Foreign Affairs in 1951.

recognized:

the realization of national aspiration is made more
difficult by conditions of economic insecurity; the
breeding ground for communism,
political and economic relations as long as there is a
hang-over of imperalist or colonial exploitation.36

There cannot be harmonious

Many Conservatives lent their support to Churchill's pro-

American policy. They were just as concerned as the

Labourites over the harsh treatment of the Vietnamese by

the French; nevertheless, they felt Viet Nam was still a

French matter. What was obvious from the extremely

lengthy debate was that, both parties in the House of

Commons basically shared the same policy on Indo-China.

Almost everyone agreed that France had followed an unwise

course in Viet Nam; everyone agreed that there was a real

threat by the Communists to the rest of Southeast Asia if

36. Ernest Davies, "Some Aspects of Labour Foreign
Policy," Political Quarterly, XXIII, No. 2 (April, 1952),

123 .p.
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Viet Nam fell, so France had to be supported; everyone wanted

a speedy settlement which would not leave the Communists in

control; and everyone agreed that this situation should be

handled with great caution so as not to jeopardize Britain's

situation within the Commonwealth. This was an extremely

fragile situation which would become more and more compli¬

cated as the war continued.

Negotiations Toward the Berlin Conference

There had been plans for a conference in Bermuda

between Great Britain, the United States, and France; how¬

ever, due to the illness of Churchill, this conference had

On June 30, 1953, the United Statesto be postponed.

announced that the foreign ministers of these three

countries would meet in Washington on the 10th of July.

With Churchill recovering from a stroke, and Anthony Eden

ill, it was announced that the Marquess of Salisbury

would attend this conference to represent the British

37
In Washington the representative of thesegovernment.

three countries discussed, among other issues, the

situation in regard to Korea and Indo-China.

37. Peter Calvocoressi, ed., Survey of International
Affairs, 1953, Royal Institute of International Affairs,
1953 (Londons Oxford University Press, 1956), p. 27.
(Hereafter cited as Calvocoressi, Survey .195 3) .
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The joint statement from these ministers was that the

struggle in Indo-China was "in defense of the independence

of these three nations (Viet Nam, Laos, and Cambodia)

against aggressive Communism" and all expressed their

3 R
desire for peace as soon as possible. The British and

the Americans were pleased that France had agreed to discuss

the future independence of these countries through

negotiations. Finally, the British and Americans agreed

that the security of Southeast Asia depended upon the

39
victory of the French Union forces.

In Washington, Lord Salisbury repeated a request made

by Sir Winston Churchill in the spring of 1953, that there

should be a meeting of the heads of state of the United

States, the Soviet Union, France, and Great Britain. The

agenda should be so flexible that any topic could be

discussed freely and some of the problems confronting these

powers could be brought up.^® Although this suggestion had

the support of both political parties in England, the idea

38. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents Relating
to the Tripartite Conference, Washington, July 10-14, 1953,
Misc. No. 9 (1953), Cmd. 8903 (London: Her Majesty's
Stationery Office, 1953), p. 5.

39. Ibid.

Calvocoressi, Survey 1953,40. 27 .p.
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of this type of conference was rejected by the United States

41because it believed nothing would be gained. However,

since Great Britain and France wanted the meeting, a

compromise was worked out whereby the United States agreed

to participate in a conference composed of the foreign

ministers of the four former principal occupying powers in

Germany and Austria to discuss the unification of these

countries. It was also hinted that if time permitted the

42question of Indo-China and Korea would be discussed.

Lord Salisbury told the House of Lords that although

this proposed meeting of these foreign ministers was not

what Churchill wanted, it was a step in the right direction,

and anytime one has allies, it is necessary to consider

their opinions. Salisbury recounted that Churchill told

him that under the circumstances he had obtained the best

possible results, and at least this proposed conference

would present a valuable opportunity for the allies to

negotiate with Russia.43

41.

(Norman:
Keith Eubank, The Summit Conferences 1919-1960
University of Oklahoma Press, 1966), p. 137.

Calvocoressi, Survey 1953, pp. 27-28, 188, 279,42.

43. Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary
Debates (House of Lords), 5t.h. ser. , Vol. 183 (30 Jun.-29
Oct., 1953), cols. 1028-1029. (Hereafter cited as Great
Britain, Debates (House of Lords) , Vol. 183) .
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During the House of Commons' debate on foreign policy

in July, 1953, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, R. A.

Butler, represented the Government since both Churchill and

Eden were ill. Butler lauded the willingness of the French

to negotiate on the independence of these Associate States

in Indo-China. He also praised Salisbury's performance in

Washington, saying that the upcoming meeting of the Foreign

„ 44Ministers was "not a step backwards. Clement Attlee

said that he, as well as every member of the Commons, had

received Churchill's proposal of high-level talks on a wide

range of subjects in order to ease world tensions with much

enthusiasm; however, he was sorely disappointed at the

results in Washington. He disliked the idea of a

conference of foreign ministers whose agenda would be

limited to Germany and Austria, and he rejected the idea

that this was the best that the Western bloc could agree

He doubted seriously that the United States, France,upon.

Russia, and Great Britain would be able to reach any agree-

ment on these limited subjects, which would in turn

jeopardize negotiations on other broader matters like

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser

1953), cols. 213-216.

44.

Vol. 518 (20 Jul.,-29 Oct.,• /
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ACL

disarmament - In essence, Attlee was saying that the

Conservatives were retreating from their position of

wanting a high-level conference on world peace^ and

submitting to American pressure for a conference limited to

Germany and Austria. Attlee felt that there were many other

international problems, such as disarmament, Korea, and

Indo-China which also merited immediate discussion by these

four nations.

Lord Salisbury was upset at Labour's criticism of his

failure to obtain the meeting of world leaders to discuss

problems throughout the world. In his own defense for not

obtaining the conference Churchill had wanted, Salisbury

told the House of Lords:

There may well be those who will say, quite sincerely, that
it would be better...to have no talks. I do not agree. If
I had come back to England having refused to take part in
Four-Power talks with Russia-—talks in which the United
States and France were ready to join, and of which the
Federal Government of Germany were also in favour--^,
believe that I should have been rightly criticized.

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser. , Vol. 518 (20 Jul.-29 Oct
1953), cols. 227-233.

45.
• /

46. Calvocoressi, Survey 1953, 28.p.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Lords), Vol.
183, cols. 1028-1029.

47.
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At a party conference of the Conservatives in October,

1953, the Conservatives restated their approval of

Salisbury's actions at the Washington Conference. Foreign

Secretary Anthony Eden discredited much of Labour's

criticism for Salisbury's failure to obtain a conference of

world leaders with an inflexible agenda. He recalled the

election of 1950 when the Conservatives advocated a top-

level meeting with the Soviet Union. At that time the

Socialists called it a "stunt proposal" and "soap box

diplomacy." Now, these same Socialists were calling

Churchill's proposed conference a "panacea" for all world

4 Q
problems. Eden told the members of his party that

Churchill did not consider his proposal a "magic formula"

for solving all the troubles in the international community.

He stated that it was most difficult even to obtain agree-

ment from the Russians to negotiate, much less to obtain an

agreement with the Russians which would be acceptable to

Great Britain or her allies. Consequently, Eden suggested

that the British should utilize every opportunity to

negotiate with the Russians whether it be a top-level

conference with an unlimited agenda or a small conference

National Union of Conservative and Unionist48.

Associations, 73rd Annual Conference, Margate, 8th-10th
October, 1953 (Westminster: Abbey House, 1953), p. 35.
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of government representatives with a limited Agenda. The

British should have patience and perseverance and most of

all try not to antagonize her allies when they disagreed

with Britain's policy.^
Now that the allies had finally agreed to a conference

of foreign ministers to discuss Germany and Austria, and

possibly Korea and Indo-China, there remained the problem

of getting Russian acceptance of such a conference. Many

notes were sent between the allies and the Soviet Union.

Russia wanted a five-power conference which would include

China; however, the United States rejected this idea.

Finally, after lengthy negotiations, the Russians agreed

to a conference without China with the understanding that

at this conference the Soviet Union would be allowed to

bring up the proposal for a five-power conference.50 The

British doubted that Indo-China would be brought up at the

agreed-upon conference of foreign ministers; consequently,

49. National Union of Conservative and Unionist

Associations, 73rd Annual Conference, Margate,, 8th-10th
October, 1953 (Westminster; Abbey House, 1953), p. 35.

50. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Further
Correspondence between Her Majesty's Government in the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Government Regarding the
International Situation, Moscow, November 26/December 8,
1953, Misc. No. 22 (1954), Cmd. 9022 (Londons
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1953)

Her

1-6.PP-
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they had great hopes for Russia's proposed conference which

The British were not discounting thewould include China.

four-power conference as a possible means of settling the

Indo-China conflict. On the contrary, Anthony Eden, in

discussing this upcoming meeting of foreign ministers,

stated in the House of Commons:

Whether successful negotiation is possible, as we all hope,
or whether fighting is to continue, we in this country
understand full well the burden which our French friends
have to carry and how much depends upon the outcome.^

In order to coordinate allied policy prior to the four-

power conference which was to be held in Berlin, President

Eisenhower, John Foster Dulles, Winston Churchill, Anthony

Eden, Georges Bidault, and lesser officials met at Bermuda.

This December conference at Bermuda was the re-scheduled

meeting of the allies which had been previously set for July

but had to be postponed because of Churchill's illness. All

of these leaders agreed that it would be to their advantage

to present a uniform policy when they met with Russians at

Berlin.52 These leaders discussed among other topics Korea

51. Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser., Vol. 520 (3 Nov.-20 Nov.,
1953), col. 311.

52. New York Times, December 9, 1953, 4.p.
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Bidault gave a hopeful picture of theand Indo-China.

situation in Indo-China; however, he felt that the present

effort could not defeat the Communists. Despite the fact

that the Americans were paying almost a billion dollars

annually financing the war, Bidault claimed that with just
C O

a little more money, the Viet Minh could be defeated. J

The allies accepted Bidault's view; however, this soon

proved to be a misconception of the true situation in Indo-

China.

The Berlin Conference

On January 25, 1954, the foreign ministers of Great

Britain, France, the United States, and the Soviet Union

met in Berlin to discuss problems of common interest.

Anthony Eden represented the United Kingdom; John Foster

Dulles, the United States; Georges Bidault, France; and

Vyacheslav Molotov, the Soviet Union. The conference was

to discuss German and Austrian reunification, and ways of

reducing international tensions through a future five-power

meeting of foreign ministers. Immediately after the

conference opened, Molotov proposed a five-power conference

53. Marquis Childs, Eisenhower:
Critical Study of the General and the President (New York:
Doubleday & Co

Captive Hero—A

1960), p. 201.• t
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to include Communist China to deal with world tensions.

Once again, the United States vigorously opposed such a

conference. Dulles stated that the named five powers held

no mandate to handle world affairs. He also criticized

Molotov's proposal, saying that China had not given any

indication that she was willing to participate in

negotiations for a settlement in Korea or Indo-China.54

Outwardly, the allies presented a picture of complete

unity, hut inwardly the situation was just the opposite.

While Eden and Bidault recognized the difficulties

surrounding a conference with China over Indo-China and

Korea, hoth men felt this was the most logical course to

take. Eden knew that a negotiated settlement for Viet

Nam would likely result in a coalition government including

the Communists or a division of that country. He preferred

the last alternative. Eden also sympathized with Dulles'

position that neither alternative was acceptable, but he

could not understand how the Americans expected "that a

..55victor's terms could be imposed upon an undefeated enemy.

54. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents Relating
to the Meeting of Foreign Ministers of France, the United
Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and the United States, Misc. No.
5 (1954), Cmd. 9080 (London: Her Majesty's Stationery
Office, 1954), pp. 21-22. (Hereafter cited as Cmd. 9080).

55. Eden, Full Circle, p. 101.
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But the Berlin Conference was not a place for the Western

allies to show their disunity. Since the British and the

French also wanted an agreement on Germany and Austria, they

decided that the best way to obtain their goals was to

follow the lead of Dulles and the United States, This

explains why Great Britain and France supported Dulles 1

In a speech duringopposition to a five-power conference.

the conference's proceedings, Eden said that in order for a

conference to succeed in solving world tensions, it would

have to be limited to a precise agenda and not a conference

with an unlimited agenda to discuss world peace as proposed

by Molotov. Eden felt that some of the world's problems

56could best be handled by the United Nations and generally

repeated Dulles' opening remarks to the Berlin Conference.

In fact, it outwardly appeared that the United States was

dictating policy to Great Britain and France; however, the

allies were not as united as it appeared. It became evident

that no quick agreement was going to be reached on the type

of conference needed; consequently, the ministers agreed

to set this proposal aside for the time being and to re¬

examine it after they had completed negotiations on Germany

and Austria.

56. Cmd. 9080, p. 23.
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After weeks of negotiations, the Russians and the

Western allies could find no agreement on Germany and

Austria; therefore, once again these delegates considered

the proposed five-power conference, and the problems of

Korea and Indo-China. By this time, the French were facing

many serious problems. The Viet Minh were making

substantial military advances in Laos toward the royal

Laotian capital of Luang Prabang. The bleak military

situation in Indo-China was complicated by dissension with-

in the French government at Paris. The government of

Joseph Laniel had come under harsh criticism from the

French public and members in the French Assembly for its

failure to come to some kind of agreement with the

Communists in Indo-China. It now seemed very doubtful, that

the French could win a military victory in Viet Nam. This

disturbing fact, coupled with the Korean truce, caused most

Frenchmen to advocate a negotiated settlement within the

57
near future. If a settlement was not obtained soon, the

Laniel government was certain to fall. This is why the

French had abandoned their original policy of disavowing a

57. Robert F. Randle, Geneva 1954; The Settlement of
the Indochinese War (Princeton, New Jersey; Princeton
University Press, 1964), p. 45. (Hereafter cited as Randle,
Geneva 1954).
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conference to include China and agreed to make a deal, with

the Russians. Molotov promised Bidault that if he would

support a five-power conference, Molotov would insist that

this conference deal with the Indo-China conflict. The

next thing Bidault had to do was to convince his allies
C Q

that he had done the right thing. °

Anthony Eden agreed with Bidault that the allies

should attend a five-power conference. Eden recognized the

importance for Indo-China to remain free from Communist

domination, and he also recognized the difficulty which the

French were having in halting a Communist takeover in Viet

A conference with China over Indo-China was a logicalNam.

answer to the problem confronting the French. He sent a

telegram to London telling Churchill and the Cabinet of

his view and asked for their opinions. Churchill replied

to Eden's telegram stating that he and his Cabinet

supported Eden's policy and hoped that he should convince

59Dulles of the necessity of such a conference.

It was known by both the British and the Americans

that Dulles recognized that such negotiations were necessary

Walter Lippmann, "The Nettle of Indo-China," New
York Herald Tribune, February 11, 1954, p. 24.

58.

59. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 98-99.
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in order for the Laniel government in Prance to remain in

This was important for the United States becausepower o

she felt that no succeeding government would give as much

support as had the Laniel government to the European

Defense Community or as much support for the fighting of

Communism in Indo-China.^ Dulles tried to encourage

Bidault not to be overly anxious to negotiate, but this

was of no avail.

Dulles wired President Eisenhower that he saw no way

for the United States to continue its refusal of a five-

power conference because of British and French pressure.

Dulles told Eisenhower that if the United States were blamed

for preventing such a conference, the moral responsibility

for continuing the Indo-Chinese war would be shifted from

(1 1
French to American shoulders. There was also the United

States' position as an ally to be considered, particularly

with respect to Great Britain. England did not have the

same aversion to the Red Chinese as did the United States.

However, she greatly valued her friendship with the

60. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, 1.953-
1956 (New York: Doubleday & Co., .1963) , p. 343. (Here-
after cited as Eisenhower, Mandate For Change).

61. Ibid.
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Americanso With an American block to this proposed five-

power conference, the British would feel that the United

States was acting in an unreasonable manner and neglecting

the interests of her allies. This also would give support

to critics in Great Britain who felt that. British policy

should not be so closely aligned with American foreign

62
policy.

The United States had no choice but to agree to

participate in a conference dealing with the problems of

Southeast Asia. Therefore, the United States advocated a

four-power conference, with China and other countries

being invitees; however, the Soviet Union refused this

proposal. They wanted Red China to be one of the inviting

powers; however, the United States refused to allow this.

The British came up with the answer to the problem. Eden

suggested that there be no distinction between inviting

powers and those who were invited.^ The United States also

insisted that in the final communique calling for a

conference at Geneva to deal with the problems of Korea

and Indo-China, participation in such a conference did not

62. Randle, Geneva 1954, 46.P-

63. Eden, Full Circle, p. 99.
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signify diplomatic recognition of any of the participants

not heretofore recognized by other participants.^ Dulles

insisted upon this in order to quell criticism from the

right-wing elements in his country who did not cherish the

idea of the United States negotiating with Communist China.

With this clause in the final communique, the United States

would not have to deal with the difficult problem of

recognition of the People's Republic of China. Thus the

ministers at the Berlin Conference issued the following

statement:

The Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, the
United Kingdom and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
meeting in Berlin...

Propose that a Conference... shall meet in Geneva on April
26 for the progress of reaching a peaceful settlement of
the Korean question:

Agree that the problem of restoring peace in Indo-China
will also be discussed at the Conference, to which
representatives of the United States, France, the United
Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Republics, the Chinese
People's Republic and other interested States will be
invited.65

Although the Berlin Conference dealt mainly with the

problems of Germany and Austria, the only significant

64. United States, Department of State, Department of
State Bulletin, Vol. XXX (March 1, 1954), "Foreign
Ministers Conclude Berlin Meeting-—Quadripartite Communique
on February 18," Press Release 84, February 19, 1954, pp.
317-318.

65. Cmd. 9080, 33.P-
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outcome of this conference was the decision to call a five-

power conference to meet in Geneva to discuss the problems

of Korea and Indo-China.

British Reaction to the Berlin Conference

Eden and the British were pleased that Indo-China

would soon be the topic of negotiations at a conference in

Geneva, However, many Labourites and some left-wing

Conservatives voiced disappointment at the results of the

Berlin Conference. These groups felt that Eden had followed

Dulles' views too closely. In fact, they claimed that

British policy was no longer being made in London but was

being formulated in Washington. The left-wing groups

disliked what they considered the unrealistic policies of

the United States--especially in dealing with the People's

Republic of China. The Labourites also feared that the

United States had little, if any, desire to improve

relations with the Soviet Union. All in all, these left-

wing groups, and especially the Labourites, were dis¬

satisfied with Britain's close co-operation with the United

66. New York Times, February 15, 1954, p„ 3;
February 21, 1954, 34.p.

67. Randle, Geneva 1954, 43.p.
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States. On some issues they felt that the United States

dictated policy to the British, while on other issues the

Americans took a most unrealistic, uncompromising

position.68

Trouble in Indo-China

Just before leaving for home from the Berlin

Conference, Secretary Dulles warned Bidault that the

Communists would stage an offensive in the immediate future

so as to obtain a victory and a subsequent better

69
bargaining position at the upcoming Geneva Conference.

Dulles' prediction unfortunately came true when on March 13,

1954, the Viet Minh forces attacked the northwestern

70
village of Dien Bien Phu. General Henri Navarre,

Commander-in-Chief of French Union Forces in Indo-China

had in the meantime devised a plan, dubbed the Navarre

Plan, whereby 100,000 Vietnamese would be induced to join

With 50,000 more Frenchmen joiningthe French Union Army.

the 400,000 French and Vietnamese soldiers already

fighting in Indo-China, this would provide an army of

New York Times, February 15, 1954, p. 3;
February 21, 1954, p. 34.

68.

69. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, 343.p.

70. Randle, Geneva 1954, 52 .p.
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about 550,000 men—-certainly enough men to win militarily

in Indo-China.71 Two problems hindered the plan, First of

all the only way that the French were going to be able to

entice more Vietnamese to join in the fight was for there

to be promises of independence with no strings attached-¬

something Bidault and other French officials were not

prepared to do. Secondly, the additional French troops

would have to be trained. This meant that it would be

nearly a year before these troops would be able to join

the existing French army. In the meantime, Navarre

suggested that the French engage in minor offensive action

below the 18th parallel in Viet Nam while above that line

only "strategic defensive" operations should be carried

out.72 This was the French policy until March of 1954

when the Viet Minh launched massive attacks against the

fortress of Dien Bien Phu, an outpost near the 21st.

parallel in northern Viet Nam. As the attacks intensified,

it soon became apparent that something had to be done to

prevent a Communist military victory in Viet Nam and to

provide for a diplomatic victory at the Geneva Conference.

Henri Navarre, Agonie de L1Indochine (1953-1954),
Librairie Plon, 1956), pp. 62-65.

71.

(Paris:

72. Ibid., pp. 75-83.
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French and American Views on Dien Bien Phu, March 1954JL

Two days after the initial attack on Dien Bien Phu,

General Navarre and Maurice Dejean, the High Commissioner

for Indo-China, came to the conclusion that Dien Bien Phu

would be lost unless there was some outside assistance in

73 Although thisthe form of more troops or air support.

fortress contained only a small percentage of the French

Union forces, its loss would be a psychological defeat which

74
would likely cause the Daniel government in Paris to fall.

On March 20, General Paul Ely, the French Chief-of-Staff,

flew to Washington. Ely told President Eisenhower and

Secretary of State Dulles that the Navarre Plan was not

working and that some type of American intervention was

7 R
necessary in order to save Viet Nam from the Communists. J

This greatly complicated the situation for the United

Previously, many American leaders had issuedStates.

statements saying that the United States would neither

73 . Jean Lacouture and Phillippe Devillers, La Fin
d1une Guerre, Indochine 1954, trans. by Arthur Lievin and

Frederick Praeger, 1969), p. 68.Adam Roberts (New York:

74. Randle, Geneva 1954, 54.p.

75. Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold
War, 1945-1966 (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1967), p.
161.
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commit troops to Indo-China, nor use atomic weapons in

Indo-China; but now it seemed that something besides money

was needed to save the situation in Viet Nam.

On April 3, 1.9b4, Secretary Dulles called a secret

American high-level meeting to discuss the matter. The

members called into session were: Admiral Arthur W. Radford,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Roger Kyes, Under¬

secretary of Defense; Robert B. Anderson, Secretary of the

Navy; and Thruston B. Morton, Dulles's assistant for

Congressional Relations. Attending the meeting also were

five Senators and three Representatives'—William F.

Knowland (Republican), Senate Majority Leader; Eugene

Millikin (Republican Senator); Lyndon B. Johnson (Democrat),

Senate Minority Leader; Richard B. Russell (Democratic

Senator); Earle C. Clement (Democratic Senator); Joseph

Martin (Republican), Speaker of the House; and two

Democratic members of the House of Representatives, John

7
W. McCormick and J. Percy Priest. One person notably

absent from the group was General Matthew B. Ridgeway,

Army Chief of Staff, and an outspoken critic of the United

States involvement in Indo-China—especially in the use of

76. Chalmers, Roberts, "The Day We Didn't Go to War,"
The Reporter, September 14, 1954, pp. 31-32.
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ground troops. Admiral Radford told those present of the

grave situation in Indo-China and announced plans for air

strikes on Dien Bien Phu from American navy ships once the

Congress had drafted a resolution to proceed. The

Congressional leaders appreciated the serious situation in

Viet Nam, hut they were less than enthusiastic about

Radford's plan. These leaders advised Dulles and Radford

that in order for Congress to agree to such a plan the

United States would have to be joined by some allies in

this intervention. This was in line with the March 6

decision reported to President Eisenhower by the National

Security Council which stated that Indo-China must be

saved from Communism; however, whatever measures that the

United States might take in obtaining this, it had to be

a joint operation with its allies. They were ever

mindful of how the Americans had carried 90% of the burden

in Korea, and no one wanted to repeat that situation.

77 . Thus it would seem that the United States had

been considering intervening in Indo-China prior to the
Viet Minh attack on Dien Bien Phu.

Get Into War?"

1954,

"Did the U. S. Almost

United States News and World Report,
June 18, 35-39.pp.

78. Chalmers Roberts, "The Day We Didn't Go to
War," The Reporter, September 14, 1954, 33-34.pp.
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American Consultations with Britain over Dl&n Bien Phu

The first country the United States looked to for

allied help was Great Britain. Churchill, and his govern-

ment had been watching events in America, and they did not

agree with what they had heard of proposed United States

policy. Like the Americans, the British felt that the

French could not hold out indefinitely at Dien Bien Phu.

However, instead of outright intervention, Churchill and

7 Q
Eden preferred a division of Viet Nam. Eden felt that

Bidault desired no such American intervention during the

first half of 1.954 because of large Chinese ground forces

along the northern borders of Laos and Viet Nam. What

Eden wanted was a settlement from the Western bloc, India,

and other Asian nations, guaranteeing the territorial

80
integrity of Laos, Cambodia, and Viet Nam. However, the

British had not been formally asked by either the French

or the Americans for their opinion.

American policy soon became quite clear to the

British. On the 23rd of March, Dulles stated in a press

conference that the settlement of the Indo-China question

79. Eden, Full Circle, 97.P-

80. Ibid.
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would come through military victory instead of a negotiated

81 This inkling of American policysettlement at Geneva.

was soon followed by a more specific indication of American

policy when on March 29 the American Secretary of State,

John Foster Dulles, made a speech at the Overseas Press

Club of America stating that:

Under the conditions of today, the imposition on Southeast
Asia of the political system of Communist Russia and its
Chinese Communist ally...would be a grave threat to the
whole free community. The United States feels that that
possibility should not be passively accepted, but should
be met by united action. This might involve serious
risks. But these risks are far less than those that will
face us a few years from now, if we dare not be resolute
today.82

Eden and the British government were somewhat shocked

at Dulles's speech because they feared that Dulles's words

implied the use of land troops in Indo-China—-the only

effective means of intervention. The British ambassador

in Washington had previously discounted this possibility.

Eden did not want the United States to encourage the French

and to make Britain's position known; consequently, he

immediately dispatched a note to the British Ambassador in

Washington, Sir Roger Makins, in which he was instructed to

81. New York Times, March 24, 1954, 1.p.

82 . United States, Department of State, Department of
State Bulletin, Vol. XXX (April 12, 1954), "The Threat of
a Red Asia," Press Release 165, March 29, .1954, 4.P-
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relay the contents of the following note to Dulles:

Your recent reports indicated that the United States
Government, while rejecting (rightly in our view)
intervention by United States forces as means of defeating
the Vietminh, nevertheless hope that victory can still be
achieved by Franco-Vietnamese forces, given sufficient
pressure, material aid, and possible political and
technical advice from the United States. Her Majesty's
Ambassador at Paris, however, has made it clear that such
a policy is becoming increasingly unacceptable to the
French.83

Eden went on to say that Britain shared the United States

desire to halt the spread of Communism in Indo-China;

however, they felt that a realistic assessment of the

situation in Indo-China would result in the conclusion

that a military victory of the French was improbable.

Consequently, Eden urged that the United States should

concentrate its efforts in aiding the French by urging a

negotiated settlement. Makins related these British

views to Dulles and the American Under-secretary of State,

Bedell Smith. They rejected the British proposal, saying

that a partition would be short-lived and would result in

a Communist takeover in Southeast Asia. According to Dulles

and Smith, the only solution to the problem at this time

was a threat of a joint military action to deter the

p4
Chinese from aggression.

83. Eden, Full Circle, p. 102.

84. Ibid.. pp. 102-103.
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Following this up, President Eisenhower sent Prime

Minister Churchill a letter saying that he agreed that the

French were not militarily ahle to win against the Viet Minh.

After studying the situation in Indo-China, Eisenhower had

decided that, a negotiated settlement was out of the question.

Therefore, some other action had to be taken in order to

prevent a Communist takeover in Viet Nam.

In our view [the threat of a Communist victory] should be
met by united action and not passively accepted...I believe
that the best way to put teeth in this concept and to
bring greater moral and material resources to the support of
the French effort is through the establishment of a new,
ad hoc grouping or coalition composed of nations which have
a vital concern in the checking of Communist expansion in
the area. I have in mind in addition to our two countries,
France, the Associated States, Australia, New Zealand,
Thailand and Philippines...The important thing is that the
coalition must be strong and it must be willing to join the
fight if necessary...

If I may refer again in history, we failed to halt Hirohito,
Mussolini and Hitler by not acting in unity and in time.
That marked the beginning of many years of stark tragedy and
desperate peril. May it not be that our nations have learned
something from that lesson?®-^ [see Appendix A for the
complete text of this letter.]

Included in this letter was the proposal, which the British

welcomed, that Secretary of State Dulles should fly to

Great Britain in order to better explain the American

position. Churchill and his government liked the idea of

forming a defensive alliance for Southeast Asia; however,

85 . Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, pp. 346-347.
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the proposal for united action or a joint warning to China

Their.opinions of Eisenhower'shad no appeal whatsoever.

note were bolstered when the British ambassador in Paris

wired Eden telling him that the reception of the same

-86proposal in France was "lukewarm. Churchill sent a

terse message back to Eisenhower saying that he would be

glad to discuss these proposals with Dulles when he came to

London on April 12, Since the message was so short and gave

no sign of enthusiasm for the American plan, Eisenhower

suspected that the British had reservations about such a

military endeavor.

Eden received the American idea of a collective

defense organization for Southeast Asia as suggested by

President Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles favor¬

ably because it would add to the security of Malaya and

Hong Kong, and it would ease Britain's damaged pride from

having been excluded from the A.N.Z.U.S. organization

86. Eden, Full Circle, p. 103.

87. 347.Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p.
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88
However, Eden did not care for Dulles'sformed in 1951.

desire to publicly issue a warning declaration of united

action to China prior to the Geneva Conference because it

would scare off potential allies of Britain, France, and the

United States. Eden felt that all steps should be taken

which would avoid the possibility of expanding the war in

Indo-China.

Dulles increased his agitation for united action in

Indo-China. On April 5, he made a speech in which he

stated that the Chinese were the real people who were

causing the trouble in Indo-China, and he specifically named

the Chinese as the attackers of Dien Bien Phu. He warned

that "desperate actions" may be necessary in the near

future, but he denied that nuclear weapons would be used in
o q

the case of United States intervention. J Before the

British and the French were given a chance to reply to

88. Eden, Full Circle, 104. A.N.Z.U.S. was a

defensive organization formed between Australia, New
Zealand, and the United States,
asked to join this defense pact, for the Southwestern
Pacific because Malaya and Hong Kong would have had to be
included within the area of defense of this organization
if Britain had been included, and the United States did not
want this added responsibility.

P-

Great Britain was not

89. Manchester Guardian, April 7, 1954, 1.P-
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Dulles's latest proposal, he met with representatives of

Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines, South

Korea, and Taiwan to discuss his proposal of forming a

QA
coalition to resist Communism in Southeast Asia. Only

Thailand gave an immediate sign of approval. Meanwhile

the French were anything hut enthusiastic about Dulles's

ideas on united action in Indo-China. Most Frenchmen

feared that united action would bring on a general war;

q -i
thus, only American intervention was wanted by the French.

Reaction was even less favorable in London. Most British

newspapers blasted Dulles's speech on the need for united

action because they felt that such a policy would hinder

qp
the allies position at the Geneva Conference.

American Proposals to Britain for Military Intervention

With unfavorable reports coming in from Paris and

London, Dulles speeded up the date of his planned trip to

Europe and left for England on April 10. On April 11,

90. New York Times, April 10, 1954, pp. 1, 2.

91. Coral Bell, ed., Survey of International Affairs,
1954, Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1954
(London: Oxford University Press, 1957), p. 29. (Here-
after cited as Bell, Survey 1954).

92. The Times (London),As examples of this see:
April 9, 1954, p. 8 and Manchester Guardian, April 10,
1954, 1.P-
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Anthony Eden, John Foster Dulles, and Denis Allen, the

British Assistant Under-secretary of State at the Foreign

Office, met to discuss the situation in Indo-China. Dulles

told Eden and Allen that the United States had assessed the

situation in Indo-China and decided that the French could

not win politically or militarily on their own resources;

consequently, outside intervention was necessary. Dulles

reiterated that if Indo-China fell, Thailand, Malaya, Burma,

and Indonesia would be in grave danger. The United States

Chiefs of Staff had decided that naval and air forces

should intervene in Indo-China, and several aircraft

carriers were already near Indo-China. However, before

the United States could intervene, two conditions had to be

First of all, France would have to make assurancesmet.

that she planned to grant complete self-government within

the French Union to the Associated States of Indo-China.

Secondly, the United States would have to have the

assurances of its closest allies, Great Britain, Australia,

and New Zealand, that they were prepared to join the

Americans in an ad hoc coalition which would eventually

evolve into a Southeast Asia defense pact. Coupled with

this, Dulles still wanted to issue a joint declaration to

Red China; however, Eden persuaded Dulles against such a
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declaration saying that such an organization in itself

would deter China from aggression in Southeast Asia.93

Eden gathered from his talks with Dulles that Dulles

believed that the British would be incapable of holding

their position in Malaya if the French were defeated in

Indo-China. Consequently, Eden assured Dulles that while

a French loss in Viet Nam would make the British task in

Malaya much more difficult, the British, nonetheless, would

be able to cope with the situation. Eden also said that he

welcomed the idea of a collective security pact for South¬

east Asia; however, this matter would have to be given

much thought and deliberation. Eden announced to Dulles

that under no conditions would the British participate in

such a pact if India or any other Assian Commonwealth

country were excluded from such a pact, to which Dulles

replied that the inclusion of India would be countered by

the inclusion of Formosa.94 Dulles proposed to Eden that

some type of joint or united action should be taken prior

to the Geneva Conference to show the Communists the unity

of the allies and that a Communist military victory would

93. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 106-107.

94. Ibid., pp. 107, 109.
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This joint action that Dulles had innot be tolerated.

In response tomind was an air strike on Dien Bien Phu.

this, Eden stated that he did not think the situation there

could be remedied by military means'—be it French or allied

fighting. He urged that the Communists be given a chance

Then, if no results came from theto negotiate at Geneva.

Geneva Conference, the British would be more than ready to

consider united action.^5

Eden told Dulles that he could only agree to partici-

pate in preliminary talks concerning a collective defense

pact for Southeast Asia. Dulles again pressed for

intervention in Indo-China, saying that provided the French

assured self-government to the Associated States and the

conflict became "internationalized," then the American

Congress would authorize President Eisenhower to commit

naval and air forces to Viet Nam. Eden was still unmoved

by Dulles's persistence and stated that the British Chiefs

of Staff did not believe that air and naval, forces alone

would be sufficient to bring an allied victory in Indo-

China. Furthermore, with the Geneva Conference only a few

weeks away, the official British stand was that intervention

95 . Eden, Full Circle, pp. 107-108.
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or any other type of measures prior to this conference

which might antagonize the Chinese and Russians were out

of the question.^ A final communique was issued by Eden

and Dulles stating that:

...we are ready to take part, with the other countries
principally concerned, in an examination of the possi-
bility of establishing a collective defence, within the
framework of the Charter of the United Nations, to assure
the peace, security and freedom of South-East Asia and
the Western Pacific.

Concern of the Labourites

The Labourites in the House of Commons were very much

interested in finding out what Eden had promised Dulles

during their conversations. On April 12, 1954, while the

Eden-Dulles talks were still going on, many members of the

Labour party asked leading questions of Selwyn Lloyd, the

Parliamentary Under-secretary for Foreign Affairs. Many

Labourites were afraid that Eden could be too easily

swayed by Dulles. Richard Acland was worried that Eden was

agreeing to a scheme which threatened the Chinese and that

96. Eden, Full Circle, 108.P-

97. United States, Department of State,
Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XXX (April 26, 1954),
"U.S.-U.K.-French Discussion on Indochina and Southeast

Statement," Press Release 192, April 13,
See also, The Times (London), April 14,

p. 8 and The New York Times, April 14, 1954,

Asia—U.S.-U.K.

1954,
1954,

622.P-
3.P-
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the Americans were considering the possible use of the

hydrogen bomb. Woodrow Wyatt wanted Dulles to understand

that the war in Indo-China was not a war of democracy

versus Communism but nationalism versus colonialism. John

Strachey wanted an assurance that Eden would not commit

British troops to Indo-China. Stephen Swingler wanted to

know if Lloyd could assure the House that the British

would pursue a negotiated settlement for Indo-China and

98 Of course, Selwyn Lloyd could not give adequateKorea.

answers to any of these questions; nonetheless, the

Labourites had had a chance to express what they thought

should be England's policy. From their questions, there

was an apparent anti-American attitude within Labour's

ranks, and a striking similarity between Labour's views

and Eden's overall policy.

On April 13th, Foreign Secretary Eden spoke before

the Commons. He told them that the British Government was

ready to take part with the United States and other

interested countries in negotiations concerning the

formation of a collective defense organization for Southeast

Asia which would be within the framework of the United

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
786.

98.

526, col.
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Clement Attlee, leader of Her Majesty's LoyalNations.

Opposition, basically agreed with the formation of this

defense alliance; however, he asked Eden if he did not

agree that it was essential for such an organization to be

made up of non-white Asiatic countries, as well as

Australia, the United States, and Great Britain, so that

Asians would not see this organization as an instrument of

colonialism. Eden fully concurred saying that he wanted

Attlee also statedan organization comparable to N.A.T.O.

that he was glad to hear of Eden's efforts in trying to

bring about peaceful use of atomic energy and nuclear

QQ

disarmament.

Unfortunately, not all Labour debate on the Eden-

Dulles talks was as cordial as Attlee's comments. Aneurin

Bevan asked Eden:

Is the right hon. Gentleman aware that the statement which
he has made today will be deeply resented by the majority
of people in Great Britain? Is he further aware that it
will be universally regarded as a surrender to American
pressure? Is he further aware that the interpretation that
may be placed upon his statement, unless he clarifies it
further, is that we shall assist in establishing a N.A.T.O.
in Southeast-Asia for the purpose of imposing European
colonial rule upon certain people in that area, and will he
realize that if that course is persisted in it will estrange
the Commonwealth members in that part of the world. 100

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
969-970.

99.

526, cols.

100. Ibid., col. 971.
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Eden answered Bevan1s charges by saying that he did not

regard the negotiations with the United States as "somebody

Furthermore, he toldalways giving in to someone else."

Bevan that there was no British agreement to take "certain

action in certain sectors."

What we have done is to say we are prepared to examine these
things. The effective outcome of that examination, in its
turn, will be greatly influenced by what happens at Geneva.
I hope that those critics who thought that we were going to
issue some fulminating declaration before the Geneva
Conference took place will realize that we are as anxious
as they are—and perhaps more so—to see the Geneva
Conference succeed.^'''

The debate continued. Eden told John Dugdale that the

Commonwealth countries had been kept informed about the

agreements made between the United Kingdom and the United

102
States. Other Labourite questions followed, but the

spectacle of the day had been Aneurin Bevan1s performance.

Aneurin Bevan was sincere in his disapproval of Eden's

promise to examine the possibility of an Asian defense

system; however, this argument was meant to embarrass Attlee

more so than Eden. Bevan was dissatisfied with Attlee's

leadership of the Labour party, particularly in the area of

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.101.

526, col. 971.

102. Ibid., cols. 974-975.
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foreign affairs. Attlee was considered by Bevan, and

other extremists in the Labour party, as too pro-American,

too complimentary to Churchill, and too agreeable with

103Conservative foreign policies. Because he was in the

shadow cabinet and a member of the Executive Committee of

the Labour party, Bevan was not free to express his views

on many subjects which he strongly disagreed with the other

104Labour leaders. Attlee's consent to Eden's speech

telling of Eden's agreement with Dulles to study a plan to

initiate a collective defense organization for Southeast

Asia was more than Bevan could take. Feeling that Attlee

no longer represented a socialist foreign policy, he jumped

to his feet and repudiated the plan and thus repudiated

Attlee. Bevan resigned the next day from the shadow

cabinet in order to be free to pursue a nation-wide

campaign against Attlee and the party leadership over the

105
Bevan1s actions did not goguestion of foreign policy.

unrewarded. The national executive committee of the Labour

103.

(London:
Mark M. Krug, Aneurin Bevan:

Thomas Yoseloff, 1961), p. 199.
Cautious Rebel

104. Ibid.

105 . Denis Healy, "Aneurin Bevan Does It Again," The
New Republic, May 3, 1954, 5 .P-
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Party adopted the following resolution which satisfied

some, but not all, of the Bevanite group on the executive

committee:

The national executive committee of the Labour Party is
strongly opposed to any step which would involve Britain
in military action in support of imperalist policies in
Indo-China.
of hostilities which might lead to a major war.
much opposed to Communist imperalism~-and domination as it
is to colonial exploitation.

It reaffirms its opposition to any extension
It is as

The committee welcomes the initiative of Mr. Nehru in

formulating proposals for early settlement in Indo-China.
It reiterates its views that the aim of British policy at
the Geneva Conference should be to achieve a negotiated
settlement which will end the Indo-China war and permit
the peoples of this territory to achieve genuine democratic
independence.106

Bevan1s actions were harshly condemned by most of the other

1.07Labourites and the Labour press.

After Dulles had presented his plan to the British,

he next flew to Paris to consult with Georges Bidault.

Dulles at Paris, April 13, 1954

Although not satisfied with the negotiations with the

British but having what he assumed was their consent to

begin plans for a coalition security pact for Southeast

The Times (London), April 29, 1954, p. 6.106.

107. "Mr. Bevan and the Labour Leadership," The New
Statesman and Nation, April 24, 1954, 517.p.
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Asia, Dulles flew on to Paris to consult with the French

leaders. Dulles and Bidault reviewed the situation in Viet

Dulles offered Bidault two atomic bombs to use at DienNam.

Bien Phu. Bidault declined this offer because both the

Vietminh and the French soldiers would be killed if these

bombs were used; and there was a threat that this would

108
cause Chinese, and perhaps Russian, intervention. After

the rejection of this offer, Dulles and Bidault discussed

the possibility of intervention. The French disliked the

idea of bringing Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand,

and other countries into the fight. The French government

wanted only American assistance because bringing in these

other countries would increase the possibility of direct

109Chinese intervention. Even if the Chinese did not

intervene, it would harden the Chinese attitude at the

Geneva Conference and interfere with meaningful negotiations.

Like the British, the French felt that a declaration

of a united front would only hinder the Geneva talks. As

General Ely stated;

108. The PoliticalGeorges Bidault, Resistance;
Autobiography of Georges Bidault, trans. by Marianne
Sinclair (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1967), p. 121.

109. Bell, Survey 1954, 31.P-
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Viewed from the angle of negotiations, to demand for example
of China that she cease all aid to the Vietminh while

menacing her with a Southeast Asia pact would have been to
have her lose more face than by inflicting a tactical
defeat upon Vietminh forces by a direct military action
against Dienbienphu.^

The temptation of allied intervention was very great; how¬

ever, because of internal pressured in France, Laniel and

his government had to push for a peaceful settlement at

111 Earlier in February of 1954 the French Chiefs ofGeneva.

Staff, headed by General Paul Ely, came to the conclusion

that a military victory in Indo-China was impossible under

existing conditions. They felt they could hold their own

in Viet Nam, but a total French victory seemed nearly

impossible. Ely and others thus pressed Bidault to seek a

negotiated settlement because this was their best hope for

I 1 O
an honorable peace. Thus the greatest extent of

intervention that Laniel was able to accept was limited

American air attacks on Dien Bien Phu, but no united action,

because the French were placing great faith in the Geneva

113
talks and a negotiated settlement.

Paul Ely, Memoires--L1Indochine dans la Tourmente
(Hereafter cited as

110.

(Paris: Librairie Plon, 1957), p. 88.
Ely, Memoires).

111. Gurtov, First Vietnam Crisis,

Ely, Memoires,

103 .P-

112. 43-49.pp.

113. Ibid., p. 89.
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Disagreement over the Timing of a Proposed Collective

Defense Pact for Southeast Asia

On returning to the United States, John Foster Dulles

announced that the ambassadors of the United Kingdom,

Australia, New Zealand, France, the Philippines, Thailand,

and the three Associated States would meet with him in

Washington on April 20th to discuss collective defense for

Southeast Asia. This news was relayed to Eden by the

British ambassador to Washington, Sir Roger Makins. Makins

told Eden that the United States had repeated its threat

that any attempt to include India in the conference would

be countered with the inclusion of Formosa. Anthony Eden was

greatly irritated at Dulles's actions. He had not agreed to

such a conference. He had told Dulles that much "thought

and deliberation" must first be given to such a pact. More-

over, Eden had explicitly told Dulles that with the Geneva

Conference only a few weeks away, the British would not

participate in any type of allied warning to China because

neither India nor Burma had been asked to participate in the

The inclusion of these two nations was a well-conference.

known pre-requisite by Eden on future British participation

114in the drawing up of a defense pact. It is true that in

114. Eden, Full Circle, 110.p.
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the joint statement released by Eden and Dulles after

meeting in London, the two had stated their agreement to

examine the possibility of establishing a collective

defense for Southeast Asia. However, Eden had told Dulles

that the British would consider his proposal for united

115
action "if no results came from the Geneva Conference.

Eden considered a Washington conference at this time as a

kind of united action. He told the House of Commons the

day after Dulles left London that there would be no

declaration concerning this pact prior to the Geneva

Conference because they wanted to give that conference

116 Eden instructed Makins toevery opportunity to work.

tell Secretary Dulles that Great Britain would not

participate in such a conference because it would be a

violation of their agreement in London. Eden's note to

Makins concluded:

Americans may think the time past when they need consider
the feelings or difficulties of their allies. It is the
conviction that this tendency becomes more pronounced every
week that is creating mounting difficulties for anyone in
this country who wants to maintain close Anglo-American
relations. We, at least, have constantly to bear in mind

115. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 107-108.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.116.

526, col. 972.
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all our Commonwealth partners, even if the United States
does not like some of them; and I must ask you to keep
close watch on this aspect of our affairs, and not to
hesitate to press it on the United States. 117

Naturally, Secretary Dulles was infuriated at Eden.

He felt that it had been Jawaharlal Nehru, the Prime

Minister of India, whose friendship he wanted to maintain

for economic reasons and whose influence Eden felt was

necessary in order to obtain a settlement to the conflict

in Southeast Asia, who advised Eden that a show of force

prior to the Geneva Conference would jeopardize the chances

118
of a negotiated settlement. Dulles had placed himself

in a very embarrassing situation. If the British refused

to attend his proposed conference, the Chinese and Russians

would suspect a sharp break in Western alliance.

Consequently, Dulles quickly changed the agenda of the

119
conference to that of dealing with the question of Korea.

As a result Anthony Eden instructed Makins to attend this

conference, and a public Anglo-American dispute was

circumvented.

117. Eden, Full Circle, 110.P-

118. "The Day We Didn't Go to War,"
1954,

Chalme r s Roberts,
The Reporter, September 14, 34.p.

119. 107.Gurtov, First Vietnam Crisis, P-
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British, American, and French Talks at Paris, April 23, 1954

Immediately after the Washington Conference had been

concluded, a meeting of the N.A.T.O. powers was held in

Paris on April 23. At this meeting Dulles told Eden of a

note that General Navarre sent to the French government

stating that the military situation at Dien Bien Phu had

greatly deteriorated, and that only a massive air strike

could save the garrison. Dulles had already cabled

Eisenhower and told him of the French requests for an

American air strike on Dien Bien Phu. The response from the

White House said that the conditions of April 4 still

existed: the British must be willing to join the United

States in united action even if it meant only an oral

120declaration of support for American intervention. Eden

did not believe that the situation was as bad as Dulles and

the French had painted it. It was agreed that too much

emphasis had been placed upon the success of holding the

obscure outpost of Dien Bien Phu. This was recognized by

/
Eden as well as Dulles. Moreover, Rene Pleven, French

Minister of National Defense, told Eden that it was untrue

that the best French troops were tied up at Dien Bien Phu.

120. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 351.
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On the contrary, the greatest part of the French Union

Dulles told Eden thatforces were in the Tongking delta.

if he received British approval, he would inform the

mhePresident to ask Congress for emergency war powers.

British Foreign Secretary replied that he did not believe

that outside intervention at this late date could possibly

However, he assured Dulles that he wassave Dien Bien Phu.

willing to discuss with the United States what joint military

measures should be taken to protect Thailand in the event of

121
a total collapse of Indo-China. Dulles agreed to this.

Once again the British had blocked an allied air strike in

Viet Nam. However, Dulles had not given up.

On April 24, Dulles and Eden participated in intense

negotiations. They were joined by Admiral Radford who no

doubt came to Paris to bolster Dulles's plan for intervention.

Dulles said that there was not enough time left to save Dien

Bien Phu as such; however, joint Anglo-American intervention

could reduce the effects of a defeat there. Bidault had

told Dulles that unless there was some type of air strike in

,,122Dien Bien Phu, it would be France's "last battle.

1.21. Eden, Full Circle, 113.P-

122. Ibid 114.p.® /
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Admiral Radford suggested that the British could send R.A.F.

units from Malaya and Hong Kong into Tongking as well as

aircraft-carrier if the British had one nearby. He

believed that with the fall of Dien Bien Phu, the military

situation in Indo-China would rapidly deteriorate, the

Vietnamese population would turn against the French, and

riots would erupt everywhere. Only by united action by the

allies, showing the Vietnamese that France had two powerful

allies coming into the fight, could France's position in

123Indo-China be preserved.

In response to Radford's warnings of the impending

danger in Viet Nam, Eden once again replied to Radford's

threats that the French had not painted so desperate a

picture of the situation in Indo-China. Just that morning

the French Ambassador in London had related to the British

government that if Dien Bien Phu fell, the French would

carry on the battle against the Viet Minh elsewhere. How-

ever, the persistent fear of Chinese intervention plagued

Eden. He asked Radford if he had forgotten the Russo-

Chinese alliance? In Eden's opinion, the possible use of

united action posed too great a threat of possible Chinese

intervention which in turn could lead to Russian intervention

123. Eden, Full Circle, 115 .p.
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and to a world war. Radford replied that the chances for

Chinese intervention were very remote because they lacked

the necessary resources. However, if they did decide to use

air strikes against the allies, the Chinese airfields were

very vulnerable, but the Americans would have no trouble in

124 Needless to say, the more Radfordeliminating them.

talked the less enthusiastic Eden became. Instead of

persuading Eden to join in a united front, the "hawkish"

Radford made the "dovish" Eden even more "dovish."

Later that day Dulles and Eden conferred with Bidault.

Dulles told Bidault that if the French would promise to

remain in the fight in Indo-China after Dien Bien Phu fell,

the United States would immediately organize the defense

of the area. Next he handed Bidault a letter which stated

that the United States was prepared to send "armed forces"

into Viet Nam and "internationalize" the struggle if France

and the other allies would give their approval. Dulles

asked Bidault if he would like for him to send that letter

formally to him. After considering this offer for a few

minutes, Bidault said he was prepared to receive the letter

officially from Dulles.12^ The French had succumbed to

124. Eden, Full Circle, 115 .P-

125. Ibid., 116.p.
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American pressure for united action instead of only American

intervention. After the meeting, Eden sent the following

note to the British Foreign Office:

It is now quite clear that we shall have to take a decision
of first-class importance, namely whether to tell the
Americans that we are prepared to go along with their plan
or not. It seems essential that I should discuss this with

my colleagues and I am, therefore, returning to London
tonight. 126

Dulles had offered Bidault allied intervention if they

requested it, which the French reluctantly did. Eden was

now forced to reconsider the British position. Dulles was

gambling that under intense pressure, the British would

submit to American demands just as the French had.

High-Power British Talks over Dien Bien Phu

When Eden arrived in London, the Cabinet held a special

Sunday meeting on April 25. The British Chiefs of Staff

also attended the meeting to discuss Dulles's plan for

intervention. At this meeting Eden explained that the

Americans realized that Dien Bien Phu could no longer be

saved; but allied intervention would serve, according to

the United States, to rally French and Vietnamese morale

and to prevent a disintegration of the French Union forces.

Since the American Congress would approve intervention in

126. Eden, Full Circle, p. 116.
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Indo-China much easier if the British were joining the

venture, Dulles had consequently asked the British to join

them in this operation, Eden stated that he neither believed

that allied military intervention would help the morale of

the troops nor did he believe that limited military

measures advocated by the Americans could achieve any

substantial results.-^7 The military experts attending this

Cabinet meeting agreed with Eden, and stated that they were

surprised at the Americans' lack of realism in assessing

128the military situation there. Churchill added that the

British were being asked to mislead the American Congress

into approving military intervention in Indo-China which

would in the end be ineffective and could very well bring

129on a third world war. Consequently, it was agreed that

the British would for now decline Dulles's offer of joint

intervention in Indo-China. The Cabinet also unanimously

endorsed a list of directives which Eden had prepared prior

to the meeting. They were:

127. Eden, Full Circle, p. 117.

128. J. Alvarez Vayo, "The British 'Veto'," The
Nation, May 15, 1954, 417.P-

129. Eden, Full Circle, p. 117.
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We do not regard the London communique [the public
announcement by Eden and Dulles after their meeting in
London on April 12] as committing us to join in immediate
discussions on the possibility of Allied intervention in the
Indo-China war.

1.

We are not prepared to give any understanding now,
in advance of the Geneva Conference concerning United
Kingdom military action in Indo-China.

2.

But we shall give all possible diplomatic support
to the French delegation at Geneva in efforts to reach an
honourable settlement.

3 .

4. We can give an assurance now that if a settlement
is reached at Geneva, we shall join in guaranteeing that
settlement and in setting up a collective defense in South-
East Asia, as foreshadowed in the London communique, to make
that joint guarantee effective.

We hope that any Geneva settlement will make it
possible for the joint guarantee to apply to at least the
greater part of Indo-China.

5.

If no such settlement is reached, we shall be
prepared at that time to consider with our allies the action
to be taken jointly in the situation then existing.

6.

But we cannot give any assurances now about
possible action on the part of the United Kingdom in the
event of failure to reach agreement at Geneva for the
cessation of hostilities in Indo-China.

7.

We shall be ready to join with the United States
Government now in studying measures to ensure the defense
of Thailand and the rest of South-East Asia, including
Malaya, in the event of all or part of Indo-China being
lost.

8.

After this had been decided as British policy, the British

government thought the matter closed; however, this was not

the case.

130. Eden, Full Circle, 118.P-
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Another Try for Intervention

On the afternoon of the same day of the Cabinet

/
meeting, the French Ambassador, Rene Massigli, came to see

He told him that Dulles's letter had been deliveredEden.

to the French Government, and now the American Government

wanted an immediate declaration by the governments of the

United States, Great Britain, France, the Philippines, and

the Associated States stating that they were prepared to

halt the onslaught of Communism in Southeast Asia with

131military measures, if necessary. Massigli continued

that once President Eisenhower had Eden's assurance that

the British would participate in such a declaration, he

would go before Congress and ask for their approval for

intervention. American naval aircraft would then proceed

132to Dien Bien Phu. Therefore, the Cabinet met once more

in emergency session on the afternoon of April 25. After

much discussion it was decided that if the British

consented to the latest American proposal, they would be

agreeing to support American intervention in Indo-China,

which probably would spread to mainland China. Consequently,

1.31. Eden, Full Circle, p. 119.

132. Ibid.
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the British again decided not to follow such a course of

action as proposed by the United States and reluctantly

1 *3*3
approved by the French.

Admiral Radford's Visit to London

On April 26th, Admiral Radford flew to London to

confer with British military experts. He talked with the

Admiral of the Fleet, Sir Rhoderick McGrigor; First Sea

Lord and Chief of the Naval Staff, Field Marshal Sir John

Harding; and Chief of the Imperial Staff and Chief of Air

134
Staff, Sir William Dickson. These British Chiefs of

Staff had attended the emergency Cabinet meeting on Sunday

where they had told Churchill and Eden that an air strike

now would not be sufficient to save Dien Bien Phu;

consequently, they advised against united action.-1-35

Radford had been sent to London by Dulles evidently to

persuade the British military leaders of the serious

situation in Dien Bien Phu. The exact nature of the talks

at the Cabinet meeting or of the talks between Radford and

the British Chiefs of Staff are not known; nevertheless,

133. Eden, Full. Circle, 119.P-

134. The Times (London), April 27, 1954, p. 8.

135. Washington Post, June 7, 1954, p. 4.
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their previous decision on Sunday at the Cabinet meeting

remained unchanged, and intervention was decided to be out

136
of the question.

"Double-Dealing" Dulles

Unknown to Eden, Secretary Dulles had temporarily

given up hope for armed intervention in Indo-China when

Eden left for London. Dulles knew that Churchill gave Eden

full discretion in conducting foreign affairs over South-

east Asia. Eden had been opposed to intervention from the

beginning, and there was no reason to think that he would

not change his mind. Consequently, Dulles had written a

letter to Bidault on the afternoon of the 24th, stating that

the United States was at present unable to aid the French

in Indo-China because there would have to be some type of

allied united action in order to receive Congressional

support. He continued, saying that the military situation

at Dien Bien Phu had deteriorated so badly that a massive

air attack would not keep it from falling. He had urged the

French not to place too much importance upon the remote

garrison of Dien Bien Phu and to keep their interest in the

formation of a collective defense organization for Southeast

136. The Times (London), April 27, 1954, p. 8.
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137
By no means had Dulles given up hope for alliedAsia.

military intervention in Indo-China. On May 7, with the

news that Dien Bien Phu had just fallen and with the

delegates already in Geneva, Dulles met Eisenhower in the

138White House again to consider intervention.

Later when this meeting was revealed, many people took

Dulles's action as proof of the contention held by many

Britishers that this sudden call for allied intervention

was an attempt to shift the burden of failure of the

defense of Indo-China from American shoulders to that of

the British. Dulles knew that the American Congress would

never agree to intervention without allied help and that

the British would never be agreeable to such a scheme;

therefore, America's inability to intervene could be

concealed and blamed on British refusal to agree to such a

139
Dulles could not lose. If the British rejectedplan.

his proposal for allied intervention, he could blame them

/
Jean Raymond Tournoux, Secrets D'Etat (Paris;

Librairie Plon, 1960), p. 463.
137.

138. Neil Sheehan, ejt al The Pentagon Papers as

published by The New York Times (New York; Bantam Books,
• /

1971), pp. 11-12.Inc • /
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for America's not aiding the French in Indo~China. On the

other hand, should the British happen to agree to

intervention, this would he what he had wanted from the

first.

Not to intervene in Indo-China was a very difficult

decision for the British. There were very many things to

take into consideration.



CHAPTER III

REASONS BEHIND BRITAIN'S REFUSAL OF ALLIED INTERVENTION

In the negotiations between Eden and Dulles, Eden had

rejected Dulles's plans for allied united action because of

Politically, the Britishpolitical and moral implications.

thought it was unwise to intervene militarily in Viet Nam

because such an act would more than likely cause the Red

Chinese to come actively into the war. Morally, the

British did not want to intervene because of their

prestigious record in Asia of recognizing nationalistic

The British also feltaspirations of subjected peoples.

they had a moral obligation to avoid war and give the up-

coming Geneva Conference a chance to succeed. These

objections were also considered when the British Cabinet

met on April 25 to decide upon intervention. Besides these

reasons, the Cabinet also considered many basic factors

before reaching its final decision.

Lack of Sufficient Troops Abroad

The British could hardly afford to send troops to

Indo-China for she was militarily over-extended as it was.

The British could not afford to reduce their military forces

in Europe or in the Commonwealth in order to expand their

forces in the Far East because of the political disturbances
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If the Britishor the strategic important of these areas.

were to send troops to Indo-China to help the French, these

troops would have had to come from troops already stationed

in the Far East, namely in Korea, Malaya, or Hong Kong. To

send troops from Korea was out of the question because the

United States still felt that a strong U. N. force was

needed there in order just to maintain the status quo. In

Malaya there were 10,000 British troops and 12,000 Common-

wealth troops. The British Commander-in-Chief in Malaya,

Sir Gerald Templer, was reported to have said that he

needed all of his troops to fight the Communists because

the war in Malaya was just beginning to turn in Britain's

favor. The British maintained less than one infantry

brigade in Hong Kong. Since this was the only western

military unit on the Chinese mainland, a reduction in

forces would involve a grave strategic risk."^
As a consequence of being over-extended militarily,

the British felt that they had to reduce their military

commitments in order better to protect the United Kingdom.

On April 30, 1954, the British Minister of Defense, Lord

Alexander stated:

1. New York Times, April 11, 1954, p. 4.
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To prosecute the cold war against an adversary who can
choose his own time and place leads to a dispersal of
effort over a wide range of theatres. We have not only to
he ready to combat aggression, but we have also to
preserve internal security in our various areas of
responsibility and garrisons overseas. All these duties
account for the fact that we have no regular formations
left at home. From a military point of view, this is a
highly unsatisfactory state of affairs and must be
remedied as soon as possible.^

Lord Alexander continued, saying that there was needed a

strong reserve in Great Britain which would be able to

handle almost any type of emergency; however, this reserve

could not be formed until some of Great Britain's commit¬

ments had been reduced because Great Britain's world-wide

commitments were utilizing too many of her troops to under-

take any such program now.

Lack of Financial Resources

In order to pursue any type of armed conflict, there

has to be some type of monetary support. Unfortunately,

the British economy was in no position to take on any new

responsibility. The economy was already strained by

conflicts in Korea, Egypt, Malaya, and Kenya. Mr. Butler

made it extremely clear in his last budget that the British

2. "Words That Brought a Crisis: Tangled Allied
Policy--as told by Statesmen," United States News and
World Report, May 14, 1954, p. 74.

3. Ibid.
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economy was not able to support another military commit.-

4
In his budget he advocated the reduction of Britishment.

commitments and the amount of money spent on defense in

order to stimulate the British economy. Mr. Butler said:

The general policy governing our Defence expenditure this
year [is that] ...it will be the Government's aim to take
advantage of all new developments which appear likely to
increase fighting strength and to promote economy of
effort.
too.

obtain some definite relief from the Defence burden.5

We must be up to date; but we must have economy
During the coming year we must see to it that we

Economic Necessity for Increased Trade with China

Other measures besides defense cuts would be necessary

to prime the British economy. Britain needed to increase

its exports, and they looked upon Communist China as a

vast, untapped potential trading partner. The United States

voiced criticism of the British for trading with the Red

Chinese; however, they did not try to help the British get

out of their economic slump by repealing some of the United

States ' tariffs and other protectionist devices which

hampered British exports to the United States. The British

really could not understand why the United States was so

"The British 'Veto'," The
417.

4. J. Alvarez Vayo,
Nation, May 15, 1954, p.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
526, col. 208.

5.
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critical of Anglo-Chinese trade. They were adhering to the

United Nations guidelines of not supplying munitions to the

People's Republic of China. Furthermore, the Americans had

no condemnation for the German or Japanese who traded with

the Chinese.^

Although the amount of British trade with Communist

China had never been great, there was hope in 1954 that

this trade would increase. In 1938, prior to World War II,

British sales to China amounted to around $20,000,000.

When the Communists took over China in 1949, this trade

fell to two-thirds of this amount. However, since that time

British trade had begun steadily to increase. By the first

six months of 1954, these Chinese sales amounted to

$15,700,000—a sharp increase over the entire previous

years's total figure of $17,600,000.^ There was every

likelihood that this trade would increase in the immediate

Britain and China had complementary economies;future.

China's economy was based inwardly while Britain's was based

6. Clement Attlee, "Britain and America: Common Aims,
Different Opinions," Foreign Affairs, XXXII, No. 2 (January,
1954), p. 194.

Buy British Goods—Split Allies,"
United States News and World Report, September 3, 1954,

7. "Red China's Game:

37.P-
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8
A Chinese trade delegation to Britain told theoutwardly.

British that if normal trade relations could he established

between China and Britain, British trade with China could

increase easily almost immediately to a quarter of a billion

dollars.^ Normal trade would require Great Britain to

scrap the list of prohibited trade goods issued by the

United States and the United Nations.

In order for Great Britain to increase trade with China,

she would have to pursue a policy of seeking peace and
10

How could Britain hope to foster trade withcompromise.

China while at the same time joining the United States in

air attacks on North Vietnam and joining a defense organi¬

zation for Southeast Asia which had as its purpose to

protect Southeast Asia from Red Chinese aggression? More¬

over, the British wanted to maintain cordial relations

with the Chinese because there were many British firms in

China which were hampered by Chinese demands and

restrictions. There were a number of British businessmen

8. Joan Robinson, "Britain and China: Is America
Out of Step?" The Nation, August 14, 1954, p. 126.

9. Ibid.

Harold C. Hinton, "Britain and the Far East,"
The Commonweal. LXVIII, No. 12 (June 26, 1953), p. 292.

10.
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11
and soldiers being "detained" in China. With increased

trade and cordial relations, perhaps these men would be

allowed to return to Great Britain and British firms in

China might be given greater freedom with which to operate.

British Desire for Increased Trade with the Soviet Union

and the Communist Bloc

While the British had their eye on Chinese trade, they

also wanted to increase their trade with the Soviet Union

and the Communist bloc. The Russian Minister of Foreign

Trade, I. G. Kabarov, had stated previously that with a

neutralized, demilitarized Europe and with the resumption

of normalized trade, the Soviet Union would be willing to

purchase £400 million of British industrial goods in the

next three years. Molotov reiterated this offer to Eden

12
at the Berlin Conference. Of course the Russians were

hoping that with strong trade enticements, the British would be

willing to abandon (or partially abandon) their adherence to

13
the embargo of strategic exports to Communist bloc nations.

Most people in England had no desire to do away completely

11. Bell, Survey 1954, 247.P-

12 . New York Times, February 7, 1954, p. 17.

13. "Moscow's Shopping List," Economist, February 20,
522 .1954, p.
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with the ban of strategic materials to Communist nations;

however, they did feel that perhaps the list could be

reconstructed. The British did everything possible to stay

on cordial relations with the Russians so that an increase

in trade with that country and/or her satellites might be

possible. Since the Russians wanted this trade as much as

the British, the British were not at a complete disadvantage

in their bargaining. If the English could hold out the

possibility of a reduction of controls on trade on condition

that there would be a negotiated settlement at the Geneva

Conference, there was a good chance that the Communists

would be agreeable to compromise at Geneva. Then, too,

the British might increase their East-West trade without

too much easing of controls on trade. Thus the maintenance

of friendly relations with the Soviet Union would be

advantageous to the British in their hopes for increased

trade and a negotiated settlement for Indo-China. This

was another reason that the British did not care to join

any type of united action prior to the Geneva Conference.

The American policy of "show of strength" would only

antagonize the Russians and lessen the British chances of

obtaining what they wanted.

14. "Throwing Away the Trump," Economist, March 27,
928.1954, P-



11.9

Hopes for 'Trade with Indo-China

The possibility of trade with Indo-China was also

The British knew that France's days were numberedthere.

in Indo-China. Whether it be through a negotiated settle-

ment or military defeat, the French would soon be totally

expelled from that area. With the French monopoly of trade

ended in Indo-China, a trading vacuum would be created,

a vacuum the British could easily fill. Indo-China mainly

exported raw materials and imported manufactured goods, a

market most complementary to the British economy. More-

over, the area was rich in rubber, maize, rice, anthracite

coal, zinc, tin, wolfram, lead, antimony, manganese, iron,

1 c:
and gold. In order for the British to capitalize on this

area, they would have to remain friends with the people of

Indo-China. Not knowing who would be in charge where, it

was a good guess that the Communists would retain some of

Indo-China; consequently, the British did not want to

participate in any type of action, like an air strike,

which would antagonize the Indo-Chinese. The British

were able to profit from this when in the following year

the British in Hong Kong began trading with the Communists

15. "The Resources of Indo-China," Economist, May
8, 1954, pp. 462-463.
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They began doing this while the Frenchin North Viet Nam.

were still negotiating with the Communist leaders. Being

the first western European people to start trading there,

the British were getting an early foothold.

Labour‘s Fear of American Use of Atomic Weapons

Another reason for British reluctance to follow

American policy on Indo-China was the fear that atomic

weapons might be used in Indo-China. In March of 1954, the

United States tested a hydrogen bomb in the Pacific. A

storm of protest broke out all over Great Britain--

especially in the ranks of the Labourites. Attlee and many

members of his party felt that the British should have been

consulted before these tests were made. They also feared

that possession of the hydrogen bomb would not serve as a

deterrent to Communist aggression but as an element of

added confidence for them to pursue aggression. Clement

Attlee said:

Let us consider the effect of this invention. Does it make
war more or less likely...It is contended that the existence
of this weapon will itself prevent war. I recall the Prime
Minister pointing out often in the years since the ending of
the war that the existence of the atom bomb in the hands of
the United States was a deterrent, preventing the U.S.S.R.,
with its great superiority in numbers and conventional
weapons, from sweeping right over Europe in a major act of
aggression. I thought he was right then. But as soon as
the U.S.S.R. got their atom bomb, the forces of that
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deterrent was lessened„ There was the certainty of
retaliation, and, what is more the possibility of
anticipation. The whole position has changed.^

The Conservatives did not share labour's fear and

felt that the latter's criticism of American testing of

the hydrogen bomb was really criticism of Conservative

17
policy of close cooperation with the United States.

When Dulles made his proposal of Britain joining the

Americans in some type of united action in Indo-China, the

atomic bomb played a significant consideration in the

Conservatives' reaction to such a proposal; however, a

nuclear war in Southeast Asia was the first thing the

Labourites thought of. In the House of Commons debate on

foreign policy on April 12th, Sir Richard Acland, a

Labourite, asked Selwyn Lloyd:

Will the Minister make it clear that we have not been a

party to any arrangement by which there is a threat to
the Chinese that, in the event of their doing something
in the Indo-China campaign, we shall join with the
Americans in retaliating by wiping out enormous numbers
of the Chinese people with the hydrogen bomb?-*-^

16. Great Britain, Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association, "United Kingdom: The Hydrogen Bomb,"
Journal of the Parliaments of the Commonwealth, Vol. 35,
No. 2 (April, 1954) , 204.p.

17. New York Times, April 11, 1954, p. 3.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons),
Vol. 526, col. 786.

18.
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Many other Labourites also voiced concern that united

action would entail nuclear action. The left-wing

Aneurin Bevan stated that if Great Britain joined the

United States in any action in Indo-China "the third, and

„19this time the last, world war would be upon us. Another

Labourite, John Strachey, also attacked Dulles's plan for

united action. He characterized America's new strategy as

an endeavor whereby the Americans wanted to engage the

British in a scheme to fight in Indo-China under certain

n 2 0circumstances "presumably with hydrogen and atom bombs.

These and other attacks on American policy certainly had

effect on Conservative policy makers. They were aware of

Labour's phobia against nuclear weapons and their fear

that any action in Indo-China would include these types of

weapons.

Concern for Commonwealth Interests

Another reason, and an important one, why the British

did not care for united allied action in Indo-China was

their concern about the Commonwealth. The British placed

great value in their relations with the Commonwealth because

19. New York Times, April 11, 1954, p. 3.

20. The Times (London), April 12, 1954, p. 2.
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of trade, affinity, and strategic reasons. Britain greatly

valued her position as leader and as a member of the

Commonwealth. When Dulles proposed his plan for united

action, Eden had to consider how the Commonwealth would

react to British participation in such a scheme. Common-

wealth Relations Secretary, Lord Swinton, advised Eden that

the Asian members of the Commonwealth would not be willing

to join in a defense pact for Southeast Asia which in their

view would support French colonialism against another Asian

country. He went on to say that British participation in

such a pact "without their participation or at least their

benevolent neutrality would cause a wide rift in the

..21Commonwealth family. The British were committed to

the ideal of self-government for the Asian nations of the

Commonwealth. If Britain sent an armed force to Viet Nam

not on the request of that Asian nation and not in any

clear interest to the people of Viet Nam, it would not be

received favorably by the Asian members of the Commonwealth

and at the same time would damage Britain's image as a

2 2
promoter of self-government for Asian nationalism.

21. "Why Britain Balked," Newsweek, May 17, 1954,
45 .P-

22 . Kenneth Younger, "A British View of the Far East,"
Pacific Affairs, XXVII, No. 2 (June, 1954), p. 109.
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Conferences of the Commonwealth Members

There were two important conferences during April and

May in which Commonwealth members had a chance to express

their views on Indo-China. These conferences were of great

interest to the British. The first of these conferences

was the fifth unofficial Commonwealth Relations Conference

held during the first week of April at Lahore, Pakistan.

This conference was attended by representatives from Great

Britain, South Africa, Ceylon, Canada, Pakistan, Malaya,

India, Australia, New Zealand, and other members of the

C ommonwea11h. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss

Commonwealth problems; however, a great variety of topics

was discussed, including Indo-China. Great Britain was

already aware that these Commonwealth members felt that

the West's position in aiding the French in Viet Nam was

tainted with colonialism.^ Representatives from Ceylon,

Pakistan, and Malaya gave their enthusiastic support for

some type of defense arrangement against Communism, while

24
only India refused to agree to that proposal; however,

the question of including Indo-China was carefully avoided.

23 . "Commonwealth Debate at Lahore," Economist,
April 10, 1954, p. 121.

24. Ibid.
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As the conference drew to an end, all of the Asian delegates

praised Great Britain for the "sincerity of her intentions

and the quality of her administration in colonial

territories." The Australian delegate remarked that

Britain's "colonial policy had become a source of Common-

25
wealth unity," and everyone agreed. At the meeting it

was evident that these nations would have frowned upon

Britain's joining in any type of united action in Indo-

China. An air strike participated in by the British would

have certainly been seen as if Britain were abandoning her

policy of self-determination for Southeast Asia. These

members were not in agreement over what type of or when a

collective security pact should be formed, but they were

clear in their disapproval of outside intervention in

British participation in America's schemesAsian affairs.

could wreck the unity of the Commonwealth. The unity

shown at this conference was the way the British liked the

Commonwealth to work, and they were not going to let even

their closest, ally, America, disrupt that.

On April 29th, the prime ministers of Ceylon,

Pakistan, India, Burma, and Indonesia met at Colombo,

25 . "Commonwealth Debate at Lahore," Economist,
April 10, 1.954, p. 122.
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Ceylon, to discuss cooperation among themselves and to

discuss world problems vital to all of them. Among the

topics discussed by this group were disarmament,

colonialism, outside intervention in Asian affairs, and

Indo-China.26 Nehru dominated the sessions and had a great

influence on the Colombo Conference's final communique on

Indo-China. On May 2, 1954, these powers issued the

following:

1. that agreement on a cease-fire was required without
delay;

the solution dependent upon direct negotiations between
France, the three Associated States, the Viet-minh, and
other parties invited by agreement;

2.

3. that France should declare at Geneva that she was

irrevocally committed to the complete independence of
Indo-China; and

4. the Geneva conference should keep the United Nations
informed of the progress of its deliberations on Indo-
China in order that its good offices and machinery might
be used for a furtherance of the purposes of the Geneva
Conference and the implementation of its decisions.2^

Nehru had wanted to include in this proposal the provision

which would prohibit the intervention of the Great Powers

with direct or indirect aid. The Prime Minister of

Pakistan refused to support this; consequently, the

26. Bell, Surve 1954, p. 166.

27. The Times (London), May 3, 1954, p. 6.
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communique went on to read,

the success of direct negotiations would be greatly helped
by agreement on the part of all of the countries concerned,
particularly China, Britain, the United States, and Russia,
on the steps necessary to prevent a recurrence or

resumption of hostilities.28

This was almost exactly the same six-point plan announced

previously by Prime Minister Nehru. What was important

here was the unanimity of the Colombo nations in drafting

this communique. Pakistan was a staunch ally of the United

States^8 while Burma was constantly threatened by the

Chinese Communists; nonetheless, all of the nations

supported this resolution which would enhance their

influence at Geneva and especially Nehru’s influence. u

Although Eden was attending the opening of the Geneva

Conference while the Colombo Conference was going on, he

was in constant touch with these Asian prime ministers--

three of whom belonged to the Commonwealth, and one (Burma)

was closely linked to Britain. On April 29th, the opening

The Times (London), May 3, 1954, p. 6.28.

29. Mahammad Ali Chaudhri, The Emergence of Pakistan
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), pp. 311-312.
This was a result of an agreement between Pakistan and the
United States under the Mutual Security Act of April,
1954, which gave Pakistan military aid.

30.

Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam, 1947-1964 (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1968), pp. 41-42.
after cited as SarDesai,

(Here-
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day of the Colombo conference, Eden sent a telegram

addressed to the prime ministers of India, Ceylon, and

Pakistan stating that England would not want to associate

herself with any agreement at Geneva which would not be

31acceptable to the Asian members of the Commonwealth.

Furthermore, Eden asked these Asian Commonwealth prime

ministers if they would be willing to guarantee the future

of Indo-China if and when the Geneva Conference arrived at

32 Eden knew that these countriesan acceptable solution.

felt that they should have had some type of representation

at the Geneva Conference; thus, he tried to keep them

well-informed of events that took place at Geneva and let

them know that their opinions would be represented by the

British.33

Indian Policy and British Acceptance

In Asia the Commonwealth country of greatest concern

to Britain was India. Ever since the end of the Second

The Times (London), April 30, 1954, p. 8.31.

32. Ibid.

33. Vidye Prakash Dutt and Vishal Singh, Indian
Policy and Attitudes Towards Indo-China and S.E.A.T.O,'—■
A Preparatory Paper for the Twelfth Conference of the
Institute of Pacific Relations. Kyoto, Japan, Sept.-Oct.
1954, by the Indian Council of World Affairs, Indian Paper
No. 2 (New York: Institute of Pacific Relations, 1954),

12. (Hereafter cited as Dutt, Indian Policy and
Attitudes).
p.
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World War, India had seen the struggle in Viet Nam as a

India doubtedstruggle of nationalism versus colonialism.

the sincerity of the French with their promises of self-

government within the French Union. The main reason why

the Indians had this attitude was because the French and

Portuguese still had small colonies in mainland India, and

Since the British hadthey were determined to retain them.

left India, Nehru and his countrymen felt that the French

should leave Pondicherry and Portugal should leave Goa.3^

Moreover, the Indians did not regard the struggle in Indo-

China as democracy fighting Communism. Jawaharlal Nehru,

the Prime Minister of India, disliked Communism and had

harshly condemned it for trying to overthrow the newly

independent governments of Burma, Malaya, Indonesia, and

India. However, he believed that the force of nationalism

was a stronger force than Communism. He believed the

Communists in Viet Nam were genuine nationalists, and that

this was the group in Viet Nam that could help in removing

the yoke of French colonialism.3^ The Bao Dai government

appeared to Nehru and the Indians as a mere puppet of French

The Times (London), April 12, 1954, p. 5; April 3,
1954, p. 6; April 5, 1954, p. 7.

34.

35. 17.
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colonialism, and there was no way that the Indians could

have sympathy for that type of movement when the Communists

were fighting for nationalist purposes in Viet Nam.^6 Nehru

decided that it was India’s moral duty to bring peace to

Xndo-China.

On February 23, 1954, Nehru called for a cease-fire in

Indo-China. He stated that since the Geneva Conference

was due to open in a few weeks, it was senseless to continue

fighting when a negotiated settlement would be formulated

He went on to say that India did not wish to bearsoon.

any of the burden for the cease-fire, but since India was

vitally concerned with what happened in that part of the

world, he felt it was India’s responsibility to change her

previous position and now do whatever she could to bring

op
peace to Indo-China. The British Foreign Secretary,

Anthony Eden, did not receive this proposal kindly. When

Mr. Shri Kher, the Indian High Commissioner, conferred

with Eden about India’s position, Eden told him that

because of the nature of the war in Viet Nam, this was not

36. Dutt, Indian Policy and Attitudes, p. 6.

The Times (London), February 23, 1954, p. 8.37.

38. Ibid.
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a wise proposal. He explained that unlike Korea, there were

no continuous fighting lines; consequently, a cease-fire

would leave the Vietnamese people at the mercy of the Viet

Minh who could easily infiltrate into areas formerly under

39
Franco-Vietnamese control. The other powers appreciated

Nehru's gesture, hut like the British, they realized that

his proposal was not feasible at this time. This did not

daunt Nehru. He was still determined that India had to do

something to remedy the situation in Viet Nam. He wanted

to end the conflict. To him it seemed to be a conflict of

colonialism trying to regain its grasp on Indo-China.

Nehru's Disapproval of the American Proposals for Indo-

China and the Setting Up of a Collective Defense Pact for

Southeast Asia

Nehru was sure that any type of American proposed

united action in Viet Nam would provoke Chinese intervention,

which could then easily lead to a world war.40 Nehru also

disliked the idea of a collective security pact for South-

east Asia. He knew that any type of pact which included the

Western Powers would be dominated by these powers, and the

39. Eden, Full Circle, p. 101.

40. Dutt, Indian Policy and Attitudes, p, 10.
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newly independent states of Southeast Asia would thus

relinquish their rights to make policy decisions and would

have to subordinate their rights of freedom and judgment

Nehru was somewhat insulted at the United States excluding

India from the discussions on Indo-China. The general

reaction to Dulles's proposals in New Delhi was that this

was a "disguised attempt" to strengthen France's colonial

hold on Indo-China and a device to limit the freedom of the

newly independent states of Burma, Malaya, and India.

Thus, this threat of internationalization of the war and

the exclusion of India from discussions of the proposed

security pact made India determined to make her views known

to the world on Indo-China and to make her influence felt

at the upcoming Geneva Conference,^3 as it had upon Great

Britain.

Eden had received reports from New Delhi that Dulles's

proposals were not favorably received in India; and since

Britain greatly valued the continuance of a cordial

relationship with India, this helped to influence Britain

41. Dutt, Indian Policy and Attitudes, p. 24.

42. Fleming, The Cold War, Vol. 2, 689.p.

43. 37.
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One of theto refuse to participate in united action.

reasons she refused to discuss the formulation of a

security pact was because India had not been invited to

Eden stated: "...it wasjoin in these discussions.

essential not to alienate India by our actions in a part

of the world which concerned her closely.” Eden had pressed

for India to be included in such a security pact; however,

the United States disliked many previous positions taken

by India and said that if India were included, Formosa

also would have to be included.^ Eden’s instructions to

Makins were to refuse to attend the Washington Conference

as saying that the Commonwealth countries must be included

in the proposed security pact, "even if the United States

m 4 5does not like some of them.

Nehru continued to make India's policies known and

pushed for a peaceful settlement of the Indo-Chinese crisis.

On April 25, 1954, the same day the British Cabinet met to

discuss intervention in Indo-China, Prime Minister Nehru

made some suggestions to those representatives of the nations

who were about to enter into negotiations at Geneva. He

44. SarDesai, Indian Foreign Policy, pp. 105-108.

45. Ibid 99.P-• 9
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urged everyone to work for the ending of the war and to help

make peace possible in Indo-China. He called for an

immediate cease-fire and urged both sides to begin

immediately to negotiate a settlement to this senseless war.

Nehru wanted the United States, the United Kingdom, the

Soviet Union, and China to refrain from giving any type of

aid to the combatants in Indo-China and not to interfere

with the settlement. Finally, Nehru urged that the United

Nations be kept well informed as to the progress of the

46
negotiations and the implementation of the settlement.

(For full details of Nehru's proposals, see Appendix B).

Thus Nehru was taking the lead in calling for an immediate

cessation of the fighting and the sending of military aid

to Indo-China, and he was calling for a negotiated settle-

ment. He felt India as leader of the uncommitted nations

had the obligation to perform such service to the world,

and it was of major importance to India that this conflict

be settled because its consequences could directly affect

India since Indo-China was so geographically close to her

boundaries. There is every likelihood that the proposals

46. Jawaharlai Nehru,
Selected Speeches—September, 1946-April, 1961 (Delhi:
The Publication Division of the Ministry of Information
and Broadcasting, Government of India, 1961), pp. 399-400.

India's Foreign Policy:
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were known to the British Cabinet at the time of their

meeting of April 25, Even if they were not, the British

Government was well aware where India stood on the Indo ••

Chinese question, and this had a tremendous effect upon

British policies„

Australian Policy Concerning Indo-China

Another Commonwealth country whose opinion and support

the British greatly valued was Australia. Australia saw

the Indo-China war in a different perspective from. India.

The Australians were afraid of the Communists--afraid that

if they won militarily in Indo-China, then Malaya, Thailand

and Burma would soon fall; and Communist expansion would

extend next to Australia.4^ They felt that with a French

defeat in Viet Nam and the establishment of a Communist

regime in the country, Australia and the other democracies

of Southeast Asia would live in constant threat of a

Communist attack or an act of subversion.4® Public opinion

47. Australia, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Representatives) , Session 1954, Voi. 4 (4 Aug.-
21 Sept., 1954), p. 65. (Hereafter cited as Australia,
Debates (House of Representatives), 1954, Vol. 4).

48. Great. Britain, Commonwealth Parliamentary
External Affairs--Xndo-Ch,ina. "Association

Journal of the Parliaments of the Commonwealth, Vol. 35,
No. 3 (July, 1954), p. 427.

"Australia;
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of the day suggested that the Australians had practically

given up hope that the British would defend them in the

event of an armed attack, and that the British were only

concerned with European defense, and that they had left

Southeast Asia undefended. As a result, supposedly the

Autralians had drawn much closer to the United States with

its greater capacity for Australian defense. This public

opinion was not entirely accurate. Australia was still

very close to Great Britain in 1954. Robert Menzies,

Prime Minister of Australia, dispelled the notion of

Australia's non-reliance upon the British in his statement

to the members of the Australian House of Representatives.

On August 5, he said to the assembled delegates:

...at this very moment Great Britain is contributing much
more military strength in the preservation of security in
this area than we are.

House that never in the long and brave and glorious
history has our mother country accepted in time of peace
military commitments abroad on such a scale or despite
such economic difficulties,
forces in so many places, nor such a tremendous proportion
of its total strength adventured abroad.
Kingdom has, at this very moment, large forces engaged in
part of our nothern frontier in Malaya...Do not let us
fall into the ungrateful and stupid error of under-
estimating the generous impulse of the heart of our
British Commonwealth.49

But I go further and remind the

No other nation has armed

The United

Australia, Debates (House of Representatives) ,

68.

49.

1954, Vol. 4, p.
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Quite evidently Australia was loyal to the mother country

and understood that the British had tremendous

responsibilities in her position as head and defender of

the Commonwealth.

With British forces spread all over the world, it is

understandable that Australia had felt it increasingly

necessary to rely upon the United States for protection.

This did not mean that the Australians had discounted the

British willingness to come to their assistance in case of

adversity. What it meant was that they felt the Americans

would be able to take up some of Britain's responsibilities

in Australia and New Zealand. Menzies went on further to

explain Australia’s relationship with the United States:

All X need to say is that Australia is British, and has a

great and tried and common family allegiance under the
Crown.

that the closest concert between the United States of
America and the British Commonwealth is vital to the
common defense... The policy of the Australian Government
is to do all it can, by negotiation and persuasion, to
remove causes of differences and to secure community of
thought and action.^0

But Australia knows, and so do the Communists,

Thus when the British and Americans disagreed over what

policy the West should pursue in the Xndo-China crisis in

April, 1954, Australia was caught in a bind. Respect for

Australia, Debates (House of Representatives),50.

1954, Vo!. 4, 68.P-
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the mother country and friendship with their powerful ally

posed a most difficult choice for the Australians.

The Australian government favorably received the

American Secretary of State's proposal of March 29th which

stated that the United States was ready to take part in

some type of joint action to secure Indo-China and to

preserve the independence of nations in Southeast Asia.

However, R. G. Casey, the Australian Minister of External

Affairs, wanted some clarification of this policy before

51Australia could announce its position. Evidently, the

government felt that the Communist threat to Australia

was an urgent matter, and thus Dulles's proposal for

united action was just what the Australians wanted. The

British were keenly interested in the opinions of the

representatives of their Asian Commonwealth members. At

the request of Eden, Sir Thomas White and Sir Frederick

Doidge, the Australian and New Zealand High Commissioners,

respectively, met with him in London on April 7 to discuss

their views on the situation in Southeast Asia and the best

way to remedy that situation.52 No doubt these ministers

51. The Times (London), April 8, 1954, p. 6.

52. The Times (London) , April 9, 1954, p. 8.
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told Eden of fears for their own defense while Eden warned

of the dangers of any rash action prior to the Geneva

Conference which could jeopardize meeting with the

Chinese Communists.

On April 19th, Mr, Casey said in Singapore:

Australia will he willing to participate in the discussions
on the setting up of a system of collective defense to
assure the peace, freedom, and security of south-east Asia
and the western Pacific, within the framework of the United
Nations. My country has been in close touch with the
United Kingdom, the United States, and the New Zealand
Governments ever since the proposals for united action were
first made. We have been kept fully informed of the
conversations between Mr. Dulles and Mr. Eden and welcome
the public recognition of the two Foreign Ministers of the
dangers arising from Communist aggression in Indo-China.53

It was very interesting that in the debate on international

affairs in the Australian House of Representatives, the

leader of the opposition, Dr. Herbert V. Evatt, a Labourite,

asked Prime Minister Menzies, a Liberal, just what exactly

was Australia's policy during the intervention crisis.

Dr. Evatt said that the British press had reported that

Australia supported Britain's position while the American

press claimed that Australia supported the American

position.54 The response to this question came in the

53. The Times (London), April 19, 1954, p. 5.

54. Australia, Debates (House of Representatives),
1954, Vol. 4, 7 .p.
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House of Commons on August 10th when Mr. Casey attempted

to clarify his position in the preceding months. Casey

said that Australian policy had clearly coincided with that

of Great Britain in that they hoth agreed that the calling

of a conference to discuss collective defense for Southeast

Asia prior to the Geneva Conference might be used by the

Communists as a pretext to break off negotiations at Geneva.

The Australians more than anything else wanted the

conference to succeed and were working for a negotiated

settlement for Xndo-China.55 Evidently what had happened

was that when Mr. Casey had said on April 19th that Australia

was interested in discussing a defense pact for Southeast

Asia, he was just letting everyone know that Australia did

Thenot want to be left out of any such negotiations.

American proposals were in line with Australian fears of

Communist expansion in the Southwest Pacific, and the

Australians' first impulse was to advocate this policy.

However, second thought prevailed. The British were

successful in persuading Casey that the discussion for such

a pact would be best after an agreement had been reached at

Geneva. On April 28, Prime Minister Menzies stated that

Australia, Debates (House of Representatives),
101.

55 .

1954, Vol. 4, P*
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the report that Australia "had decided to support American

policy in insisting that Indo-China be protected from

,,56 and on AprilCommunist domination was completely untrue,

29, he told the Americans that they were withdrawing their

support of this for united action.^7 Sir Philip McBride,

the acting Minister for External Affairs, stated there was

no truth to the rumor that the West was divided into two

one led by the United States and the other led bygroups:

He said allGreat Britain over the Indo-China question.

Western nations agreed that with the fall of Viet Nam, the

security of Southeast Asia would be greatly endangered.

Talks for a defense pact had indeed been agreed upon; how-

"the timing and form of any action were still underever,

„58discussion.

Sir Alan Watt, the Australian Minister to Malaya and

Singapore, suggested in his work. The Evolution of

Australian Foreign Policy, that Australia was somewhere in

between the policies of Great Britain and the United States.

He stated that the Menzies Government agreed with Great

Britain that an air strike would be ineffective and would

The Times (London), April 29, 1954, p. 5.56.

57. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 354.

The Times (London), April 29, 1954, p„ 5.58.
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only antagonize the Communists and other Asian nations;

however, the Australians agreed with American policy which

called for the immediate creation of a defense organization

for Southeast Asia to serve as a harrier to further

Communist expansion. Furthermore, he went on to say that

the reason that Menzies and his government retracted their

statement of support for the American plan for such an

organization was that his government faced an election at

the end of May. Naturally, they did not want to enter into

any type of agreement or take any type of drastic action

close to the election which could possibly hurt their
c q

chances of re-election at the polls. The Australian

Labourites had criticized the Liberal-Country government

for sending troops to Malaya and for refusing to recognize

Red China but their harshest criticisms were for the

United States1 plans for armed intervention and a collective

defense pact.^O Menzies and Casey decided to support Great

Britain’s position, the position supported by their Labour

59. Alan Watt, The Evolution of Australian Foreign
Policy 1938-1965 (Cambridge; Cambridge University Press,
1967, pp. 151-153. (Hereafter cited as Watt, Evolution of
Australian Foreign Policy).

60. Trevor R. Reese, Australia in the Twentieth
Century-~A Short Political Guide (London; Pall Mall Press,
1964) , p. 161.
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opposition, until the results of the election were in. On

May 29, Menzies and his Liberal-Country coalition were

Now assured of another term in office,returned to office.

the Cabinet decided to push for a collective defense pact

for regional defense of Southeast Asia, and that was

61
exactly what Casey wanted at the Geneva Conference.

Whatever the reason was that Australia gave its support to

the British position, the point is that they supported

Great Britain at the crucial time during the last days of

April when the threat of intervention was imminent.

New Zealand's Concern over Indo-China

Like Australia, New Zealand felt that the war in

Indo-China would affect her directly. The New Zealand

government wanted an allied victory in Viet Nam because

she felt that if Viet Nam fell to Communism, it would be

only a short period of time before she too would be

fighting Communism in her own country.This fear of

spreading Communism had drawn New Zealand very close to

61. Watt, Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy,
pp. 151-153.

62 . New Zealand, Parliament, Appendix to the
Journals of the House of Representatives of New Zealand,
Session 1954, Vol. 1 (1 Apr., 1953-31 Mar., 1954), p. 13.
(Hereafter cited as New Zealand, Appendix to Journals of
the House of Representatives, 1954, Vol. 1) .
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the United States, since the United States was willing to

take a strong line in opposing Communism. She was a member

of the ANZUS Pact, a treaty between Australia, New Zealand,

and the United States which linked these nations in case

of an attack in the Pacific Thus, when Secretary Dulles

called for '‘united action" of the free, world to resist

Communism in Southeast Asia, New Zealand welcomed this

announcement. After Eden and Dulles issued a statement on

April 13, saying that consideration should be given to the

establishment of a collective defense pact for Southeast

Asia, Mr. Clifton Webb, the New Zealand Minister for

External Affairs, issued a statement on April 14, saying

that New Zealand welcomed this proposal and was ready to

begin discussions of it.^4 He told the United States that

his government was ready to engage in negotiations on this

type of security pact. Although Eisenhower and Dulles

were glad to receive this news from New Zealand, they were

somewhat reluctant to accept the offer because they did

63.

of Representatives, 1954, Vol. 1,
New Zealand, Appendix to Journals of the House

13 .p.

64. New Zealand, Department of External Affairs,
Annual Report of the Department of External Affairs,
1954 (Wellington: R. W. Owen, Government Printer, 1955),

(Hereafter cited as New Zealand, Annual Report, of
Dept. External Affairs, 1954).

24.p.
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not want to cause a rift within the British Commonwealth

since Great Britain had refused to join.^5

Soon after this New Zealand announced, as Australia

had done, that it was withdrawing its support for the

formation of the regional security agreement until the

results of the Geneva Conference had been ascertained.

It is hard to determine whether it was influenced by

Australia’s decision to decline the proposal or whether

the British original objection had finally been realized

as the most sensible. More than likely it was a

combination of both. New Zealand greatly valued the

ANZUS Pact as the basis of its defense in the South

Pacific; however, it was still a member of the Common-

wealth, and a loyal one. Soon after arriving at Geneva,

Mr. Webb said, "there is so much at stake that we must

make a genuine effort to see whether the Communists really

desire a settlement, and what their minimum terms are, and

ii 67whether these terms can be reconciled with ours. Once

65. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change 352.p.

66. New Zealand, Annual Report of Dept. External
Affairs, 1954, 24.P-

New Zealand, Parliamentary Debates (House of
Representatives), Vol. 303 (22 Jun.~5 Aug., 1954), p. 65.

67.
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again, the British had received support from an important

Commonwealth member at the time the British needed this

"vote of confidence" to stand up to the Americans,

Canadian Views on Indo-China

Another Commonwealth country, not closely involved with

events in Indo-China but whose opinion the British valued,

Like her Western and Commonwealth allies,was Canada,

Canada had no desire to see Indo-China fall into Communist

hands. She had been one of the western nations which had

recognized the new Southeastern states of Cambodia, Laos,

and Viet Nam; and she strongly disliked the actions of the

68
Communists who were trying to subdue these countries.

Although Canada had great admiration for the United

Nations, when the question arose of Canada's giving

material aid to the French and allied forces in Indo-China

through the United Nations, she responded that she was not

obliged to aid in the defense of any nation that was not a

member of the United Nations.^9 Canada had concern for

what happened in Indo-China; however, she felt that she

had no direct responsibility for events in that portion of

68.

(Toronto:
H. F. Angus, Canada and the Far East 1940-1953
University of Toronto Press, 1953), p. 53.

69. Ibid.. 117.p.
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the world unless it threatened the security of Canada, She

had sent troops to Korea as a member of the United Nations,

but she had no desire to become embroiled in another armed

conflict over a country not belonging to the United Nations,

In fact, the Canadians refused to issue any policy state-

ment on Indo-China because they felt this was none of their

70
business.

On April 7th in a debate in the Canadian House of

Commons, Stanley Knowles, a Conservative, asked Lester

Pearson, Liberal Minister for External Affairs, what was

Canada's attitude toward Dulles's proposal for a warning

to China and for "united action?" Pearson replied that he

knew nothing of such a declaration to China. He further

explained that the matter of united action in Indo-China

had not been brought officially to the attention of the

Canadian Government. "I can say that we have no commitment

in that area of the world except that which arises under

the obligation we have already assumed as a member of the

i.71United Nations. Again on April 23rd, Pearson expressed

70. Donald C. Masters, Canada in World Affairs 1.95 3-
1955 (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 81.
(Hereafter cited as Masters, Canada in World Affairs).

Canada, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (House
of Commons), Session 1953-54, Vol. 4 (25 Mar„-6 May, 1954),

(Hereafter cited as Canada, Debates (House of
Commons, 1954, Vol. 4).

71.

p. 3853.
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Canada's reluctance to get involved in the Indo-Chinese

He promised the House that the Canadian, delegation atwar.

Geneva (attending the Korean phase of the conference) would

follow the events of the Indo-China discussions very

carefully. Since this matter had not been brought before

the United Nations, "we [Canada] have no direct responsi-

„72 Again on April 26, the Canadian Primebility there...

Minister L. S. Laurent assured the House of Commons that

Canada would not participate in the decisions made at Geneva.

He said:

It [the Canadian Government] has taken the position that it
was not directly participating in what was taking place in
Indo-China and, as a conseguence, that it had no standing
to participate in decisions which might be made with respect
to military action in Indo-China. We wish to fully dis-
charge the spirit of the statements to the house, that we
are not going to involve Canada in matters that might
require military action, for their implementation without
making a full disclosure to this house and a recommendation
as a consequence of that disclosure.^3

Pearson told the House of Commons that he would easily

see both the views of the United States and Great Britain.

He understood the value of crisis diplomacy and why the

United States deemed it necessary to pursue this type of

72 . Masters, Canada in World Affairs, pp. 82-83.

Canada, Debates (House of Commons), 1954, Vol.73 .

4, 4105 .p.
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diplomacy* He understood the American desire to make peace

in Indo-China while at the same time to show all other

interested powers that the allies were ready to consider

arrangements for collective action to announce that any

other Communist aggression in Southeast Asia would he met

with strong resistance. Pearson also understood the

position taken by Great Britain which was first to

concentrate on the war, then develop an armistice, and only

afterwards deal with the larger problem of collective

security for Southeast Asia.^ He went on to say:

While differences, differences in emphasis and differences
in approach, are...unavoidable in a coalition of free
states,...it is of importance of course that they should
be revoked. It is of vital importance...that these
differences should not become differences of policy and
principle between our two closest friends, the United
Kingdom and the United States. It would be the greatest
possible tragedy if Asia were allowed to split the West.
I am confident that this will not occur.75

Pearson saw the seriousness of the situation and especially

the seriousness some of the Asian members of the Common¬

wealth attached to the proposal of united action and

collective security. Nonetheless, he basically felt that

Canada, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (House
of Commons), Session 1953-54, Vol. 5 (7 May-8 Jun., 1954),
p. 5189.

74.

75. Ibid.
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Canada was not directly involved. She had not been invited

to join the talks for a collective security agreement for

Southeast Asia, and she was not militarily able to

participate in providing collective security.^6 From

Canada's statements of neutrality, the British understood

Thethat Canada would never send troops to Indo-China.

British Cabinet saw this as a tacit approval of Britain's

disapproval of armed intervention in Indo-China.

Summation

Thus, when the British were considering Dulles's

proposals for allied intervention and a collective defense

pact for Southeast Asia, there were many things for the

British to consider: they were over-extended militarily and

could not afford to divert any troops from areas where they

were presently stationed and needed; the British economy

needed to cut its defense expenses, not increase them; the

British economy also needed increased trade, and since

China, Russia, and North Viet Nam offered great potential,

a prudent foreign policy was demanded; many Britishers

feared the Americans would use nuclear weapons in Indo-

China which could anger China and lead to a third world war;

Canada, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (House
’

1954) ,

76.
of Commons), Session 1953-54, Vol. 5 (7 May-8 Jun
p. 5192.
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India was opposed toand then there was the Commonwealth.

a policy of helping the French for they saw this as an

attempt to bolster colonialism. Australia and New Zealand

greatly feared the expansion of Communism and were strongly

motivated to support Dulles's plan for allied intervention,

but their loyalty to Great Britain caused them to support

British policies when Britain needed their support the most.

Canada did not want to become involved and certainly would

All these factors,never send troops herself to Indo-China.

plus Eden's original objection of ill-timing which would

not give the Geneva Conference a chance to succeed, all

added up to a policy of non-intervention for the British.

With all these ngative factors weighed against the

possibility of a Communist victory in Viet Nam and angering

their close ally the United States, the British concluded

that the wiser policy was to reject Dulles's offer. This

was Britain's decision as the delegates for the upcoming

Geneva Conference began arriving at Geneva.



CHAPTER IV

BRITISH PARTICIPATION AND POLICY AT GENEVA CONFERENCE

APRIL-JULY, 1954

The Geneva Conference convened on April 26, 1954, for

the purpose of discussing solutions to the situation

existing in Korea and Indo-Chinao These two issues were

handled separately in two different phases of the conference.

The Korean phase of the conference was deadlocked from the

beginning and remained that way throughout the negotiations;

however, negotiations dealing with the Indo-China phase of

the conference remained open. Taking part in these

negotiations on Indo-China were representatives from Great

Britain, the United States, France, the Soviet Union, Viet

Nam, Cambodia, Laos, the Viet Minh, and the People's

Republic of China. The prospects for a settlement in Indo-

China did not seem too good to the British. Besides having

to deal with the Communists, they also had to contend with

the Americans who wanted to intervene militarily in Indo-

China and who discounted the Geneva Conference. Anthony Eden

knew that it would be difficult to obtain a settlement; how-

ever, he believed that whatever the effort, it would be

worth it.

Deciding Upon the Conference Chairmanship

One of the first acts of the conference was to decide

on an arrangement for the chairmanship.

delegates, particularly John Foster Dulles, did not want the

The western
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chairmanship to be handled as it had been at the Berlin

Conference where the chair had been rotated among each of

The Allies feared the Chinese would usethe delegates.

this position to bog down negotiations. An accord was

reached which was agreeable to all the members, whereby the

chair was to be rotated between the Soviet Union and Great

Britain. It was generally agreed by most members present

that Vyacheslav Molotov and Eden desired a settlement of the

Indo-China question more so than the representatives from

the United States or China.

Dulles's Continued Persistence for Allied Intervention

While the preliminary arrangements were being worked

out for the Geneva Conference, Dulles hoped to persuade

the British to agree to his proposals for the best way to

Dulles stillconfront the Communists at this conference.

believed that the threat of a large-scale intervention by

the United States, Great Britain, and other allied powers

and the immediate initiation of talks for the creation of a

Southeast Asia collective security pact were still the

solution to the Indo-China affair. Eden told Dulles that

Britain's position was still unchanged, He also stated that

Great Britain would be prepared to guarantee a settlement

reached at this conference; however, if no settlement could

be reached, the British would re-examine, the situation--

The Times (London), April 27, 1954, p. 8,1.
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but British armed intervention now in Viet Nam was out of

2
the question.

for private talks concerning the proposed Southeast Asia

On April 30th, Eden and Dulles met again

Eden told Dulles that he was still interested inpact.

examining the feasibility of such a pact. Moreover, the

British felt that both parties had to be absolutely clear

as to what the other envisioned in such a pact, for the

British would never join in a security pact which "implied
3

a commitment to military action in Indo-China." Dulles

replied that he did not believe that joining in such a pact

was obligating anyone to military action in Indo-China, and

certainly no one was advocating this. He cautioned Eden

not to be unduly influenced by the rash remarks of Admiral

Radford, but said that only the President and himself were

capable of stating American policy.^ At this point, Eden

handed Dulles a memorandum which stated the former's views

on the defense of Southeast Asia. The memorandum stated

that Communism in Asia could not be halted by military means

a political solution was needed more so than aalone:

military one. Before any type of solution could be obtained,

the support of the nations neighboring on Indo-China would

be necessary, and if their support, could not be obtained,

the allies at least needed their "benevolent neturality."

2. Eden, Full Circle, p. 121.

3. Ibid, 122.p.

Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 355.4.
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The memo continued saying that Britain had long supported

a type of defense pact for Southeast Asia, and they still

supported it; however, great caution and planning should

be used in forming such an organization. By carefully

proceeding with plans for this pact, the allies could win

the confidence of the Asian prime ministers.

We propose therefore that the United States and the United
Kingdom should begin an immediate and secret joint examination
of the political and military problems in creating a collective
defense for Southeast Asia, namely:
(b) membership (c) commitments.^

(a) nature and purpose

No doubt the attitudes of Australia and New Zealand influenced

this decision on the part of the British.

France's Position and American Determination for a Security

Pact

On the same day (April 30th) of the conversation between

Eden and Dulles, the French Foreign Minister, Georges Bidault,

conferred with the two men. He was very depressed because

of France's weak bargaining position at the conference. He

thought a partition or a cease-fire would be useless

solutions to the situation in Indo-China and said that an

armistice which would allow the disentanglement of troops

After Bidault left,would be the best solution for everyone.

Dulles asked Eden whether initiation of talks in Washington

for a collective defense pact would bolster France's

position at the conference. Eden replied that he could not

see how pretending to be willing to help the French would

Eden, Full Circle, pp. 122-123.5.
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aid them, Eden stated that if these public talks were

begun in Washington, the first thing that everyone would

want to know was whether Britain and America were prepared

to intervene in Indo-China, to which the two would have

to answer they were not. Admitting that they were not

prepared to help the French militarily certainly would not

help France's position. Eden stated that a public statement

saying that Britain and the United States would begin

negotiations on such a pact in the event the conference

broke down or upon a settlement at the conference would be

the best and most sensible way to aid France's position at

g
Timing was still Britain's main concern,

could not understand why Eden wanted to negotiate from
7

what he considered weakness rather than from strength.

DullesGeneva.

Labourite Views Expressed in May, 1954

Many prominent Labourites in England expressed strong

views on the war in Indo-China during May Day ceremonies.

Clement Attlee, leader of the Labour party, said in a

speech on May 2nd at Birmingham that foreign policy should
8

He was implying that thebe based on facts, not emotions.

6. Eden, Full Circle, p. 124.

Roscoe Drummond and Gaston Coblentz, Duel at the
John Foster Dulles

7.
Command of American Power (New

(Hereafter cited
Brink;
York:
as Drummond, Duel at the Brink).

Doubleday & Co., 1960),pi167.

The Times (London), May 3, 1954, p. 2.8.
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United States was basing its policies on Indo-China on its

fear of Communism instead of the realities of the situation.

Aneurin Bevan had stronger words for American policy in

Southeast Asia. In a speech at Leeds on the same day, he

said that the British should inform the American Government

that England was not prepared to send a single soldier to

Indo-China in defense of French imperalism. He continued:

It would have been much better if that had been said to the
United States much earlier...Many lives would have been saved
and the Geneva Conference would have been so much easier if
America had not been allowed to believe that whatever she
said Britain would back...

It is perfectly true that revolutionary China is going to
help the Indo-Chinese and that America is giving help to
France. What is wrong with that? France is a European
country. She has no business in Indo-China, It is quite
natural for revolutionary China to give help because Indo-
China is trying to get rid of imperalist France.^
At Manchester, Harold Wilson, an M,P. and future Labour prime

minister, dennounced American foreign policy. He stated

that he feared that the position taken by the United States

in encouraging intervention had prejudiced the success of

The real culprits in America werethe Geneva Conference.

the "lunatic fringe" in the American Senate who wanted to

destroy Red China, wage constant war with Communism through-

out the world, and help the people of Indo-China by giving

implements of war to imperalist France. He added that the

best way for peace was adherence to the policies of Nehru
10

And the Labourite Hugh Gaitskell saidinstead of Dulles.

The Times (London), May 3, 1954, p. 2.9.

10. Ibid.
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at Hull that "complete freedom for Indo-China was long over-

due. These people must be given their independence just as

nil
we gave India her independence, Basically, the Labourite

views were not too different from those of Eden and the

Their reasoning may have differed, but theConservatives.

final policy was the same. The British political parties

had no intentions of being intimidated by the Americans--

be it Radford, Knowland, or Dulles,

Bedell Smith at Geneva

On May 3, 1954, John Foster Dulles left Geneva to return

home. He was replaced by his Under-secretary of State,

Bedell Smith, Dulles had many reasons for wanting to return

to the United States. First of all he had to come to terms

with his critics in the Congress, especially Republican

leaders like Senator William Knowland who disliked Communist

China's presence at the conference. Secondly, he had to

come to an understanding with the President, the Cabinet,

and the National Security Council. President Eisenhower

had made some statements lately which seemed to say that the

United States was givrng up the idea of intervention and

would wait and see the outcome of the Geneva Conference.

This was completely different from the policy which Dulles

had been pressing on the British. Thirdly, Dulles wanted
12

to disassociate himself from the bargaining at Geneva.

11. The Times (London), May 3, 1954, p, 2.

12. Randle, Geneva 1954, p. 171.
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Eden was glad that Bedell Smith was replacing Dulles at

Eden and Dulles had never really gotten alongGeneva.

Eden's relationship with Bedell Smith was quitewell.

different. They were old friends, and Eden believed that

he would better understand Britain's position and be more

13
sympathetic to it than Dulles.

Informal Talks between the British and American Representa-

tives on Indo-China

Before Dulles left for America, the British and American

delegations dined together on the evening of May 1.

Naturally their discussion soon turned to Indo-China. Dulles

told Eden that until now Anglo-American policy had always

been the same, and he could not understand why the British

views had changed. Eden replied that he really did not

comprehend what the Americans expected of the British, and

surely he understood by now why the British did not want to

send armed forces into Indo-China., Dulles then asserted

that he did not believe that the British were willing to

back the United States in Indo-China in any type of action

under any circumstance. America, he said, did not want any

material assistance from the British--only moral support.

Eden replied that this was news to him. When Eden asked

Dulles what type of action he had in mind, Dulles answered
14

that he had not as yet decided. Naturally, Eden wanted to

13. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 124-125,

14. Ibid., 125-26.pp.
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know exactly what plan Dalles had in mind. It appeared to

Eden that Dulles had no specific plan, and what he wanted

was a carte blanche from Great Britain so that he could

pursue whatever policy seemed necessary at the time. Eden

still feared that American intervention would spark a war

with China, and that the Third World War would then be under-

When Eden reported his conversation back to London, heway.

wrote:

I was disturbed by this conversation because it showed
clearly that the Americans were deeply aggrieved by our
refusal to support them in such military measures as they
might think advisable and that, except for Mr. Bedell Smith,
they could not understand why we were holding aloof. At the
same time they had no plans of their own, but were searching
about for some expedient which would serve to restore, or
at least to hold the situation...We must refuse, pending the
outcome of negotiations here, not only to allow ourselves
to be drawn into the Indo-China war, but also to promise our
moral support for measures of which we do not yet know the
full scope. On the other hand, we can continue to assure
the Americans, as we have done already, that we are eager to
work with them in building a collective defence with the
widest possible Asian support, to guarantee and support
whatever settlement can be achieved in Indo-China and to
assure the security of the rest of the area.15
Eden's Meetings with Members of the Commonwealth

Eden wanted to be sure that Britain still had the

support of the Commonwealth. He met with Lester Pearson,

Clifton Webb, and Richard Casey, the ministers of external

affairs for Canada, New Zealand, and Australia, respectively,

to sound out their views on British policy. All three

ministers agreed completely with the line of policy Eden had

15. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 127-128.
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been pursuing. All agreed that there was need for a defense

organization for Southeast Asia which would have the widest

possible support from Asian states and which would guarantee

the settlement reached at Geneva while guaranteeing the

security of that area. Eden also kept in constant communi-

cation with the prime ministers of India, Pakistan, and
16

Ceylon. Britain was offering a policy which was most

compatible with the views of many of the Asian states.

Britain wanted to retain their support or neutrality; there¬

fore, she kept in close contact with the Asian members of

the Commonwealth. Perhaps without their support, the British

could have been forced to concede to American demands; how¬

ever, with their support, this did not happen, and the Geneva

Conference was given a chance to succeed.

The Geneva Conference After the Fall of Dien Bien Phu

The Indo-China phase of the Geneva Conference began on

Two days earlier, the news that Dien Bien Phu hadMay 9.

fallen put a damper on the spirits of the Western allies,

especially the French. As a consequence, Bidault proposed

in his opening statement a cease-fire for Indo-China before

any political settlement could be reached. Pham Van Dong,

the Viet Minh chief delegate, proposed a political settlement
17before a cease-fire. The second issue before the conference

16. Eden, Full Circle, pp. 127-128.

Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents Relating
to the Discussion of Korea and Indo-China at the Geneva

Conference, Misc. No. 16 (1954), Cmd. 9186 (London:
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1965), pp. 107-111; 116-118.
(Hereafter cited as Cmd. 9186).

17.

Her
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was proposed by Dong and that was that representatives of

the Khmer Issarak and Pathet Lao (Vietminh sponsored

resistance governments in Cambodia and Laos, respectively)
18should be represented at. the conference. The Russian

representative, Molotov, supported this; however, because

of strong protests from Bedell Smith, Molotov suggested

that this issue could be decided privately so that the
19

conference would have a chance to succeed. Negotiations

on these two subjects continued during May both formally

and privately.

Because of her recent loss of the outpost of Dien Bien

Phu, the French tried to strengthen their bargaining position

at Geneva by asking the United States what would be their

conditions for American intervention in Indo-China in the

20
event that a cease-fire could not be .reached. Eden learned

of these Franco-American talks through British and American
21

Naturally beingnewspaper accounts on May 13, 14, and 15.

irritated by this, Eden asked Smith if the newspaper

Smith denied knowing anything aboutaccounts were true.

these Franco-American talks. Not convinced, Eden next

18. Cmd. 9186,

19. New York Herald Tribune, May 9, 1954, p. 1

112-113.pp.

20. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 55.

21. New York Times, May 13 1954, p. 4; May 14, 1954,
pp. 1, 2; May 15, 1954, pp. 1, 2; The Times (London), May 14,
1954, 8.p.
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Bidault*s vague denialconfronted Bidau.lt and asked him.

22
led Eden to believe that the newspaper reports were true.

Later, Roland de Margerie, an aide of Bidault, told Eden

that he was in possession of a note which Bidault had

instructed him to read to Eden. This note listed the

conditions that had been given to the French for American

intervention in Indo-China which could be adhered to after

the failure of the Geneva Conference, or even earlier if the

De Margerie added that the AmericansFrench desired.

23
favored an earlier date. Later that day the May 14th

edition of the New York Herald Tribune gave full details of
24

When Eden again confrontedthese Franco-American talks.

Bedell Smith with this newspaper article, Smith deplored

Washington's inability to keep a secret and assured Eden

that he was to be informed as soon as French approval had

been obtained. Eden expressed his irritation that he and the

British had to rely on newspaper accounts to be informed of

such negotiations. Smith replied that these talks were not

as serious as the newspaper account seemed, and that they

were only talking of ways for the United States to aid France

Eden did not like thisin the training of French troops.

"grandstanding" on the part of the United States. He

22, Eden, Full Circle, p. 134.

23. Ibid.

24. New York Herald Tribune, May 14, 1954, p. 2.
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believed that all this talk of American intervention in

Indo-China was doing nothing but weakening what chances

The Chineseremained for agreement at this conference.

representatives had told him that they believed that the

Americans would intervene in Indo-China no matter what

25
Eden was very irritated atarrangements were made.

Dulles's lack of confidence in the Geneva Conference.

These secret Franco-American talks were brought up in

the House of Commons on May 20 when Denis Healey, a

Labourite, asked Prime Minister Churchill if the British

Government had been consulted about the Franco-American

talks concerning the possibility of American intervention

in Indo-China. Churchill acknowledged that his government

He continued by saying that since the appearance

of the newspaper article, American officials had informed

had not.

the Foreign Secretary of these talks, telling him that they

were informal and exploratory in nature. Then Healey asked:

Is the Prime Minister aware that the adoption of these
hole-and-corner methods by two of the major western allies
can only widen the unfortunate breach between them
retarding a settlement in Indo-China and delay a possible
settlement at Geneva, and are inconsistent with the spirit
of the western alliance and the Entente Cordiale.26

After cheers from the Opposition had died down, Sir Winston

answered, "We must bear that in mind, too," which was

25. Eden, Full Circle, 135.P-

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th ser., Vol» 527 (3 May-21 May, 1954) ,

col. 2291.

26.

(Hereafter cited as Great Britain, Debates
(House of Commons), Vol. 527).
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2 7
followed by cheers from the entire House. Clearly the

British saw through this American maneuvering and did not

appreciate what their ally was doing„

Eden believed that the Americans were trying to disrupt

the Geneva Conference. On May 19, Smith handed Eden and

Bidault copies of a prepared statement which proposed that

restricted sessions of the conference end and that it go

back into plenary session. Eden stated that it had taken

three weeks to obtain restricted sessions, and now the

Americans wanted to abandon them only after two days. Bidault

added that such a proposal would cause his government to fall.

This, coupled with Eden's objections that they were not

giving these restricted sessions a fair chance, caused the

Americans to relent and withdraw their demand. Eden

complained that Molotov seemed anxious for a settlement while

Britain's ally seemed to want to avoid a settlement. Eden

was determined to continue negotiations and to reach a

settlement despite what the Americans did or said.

It soon became evident that in order to reach a

compromise, the partition of Viet Nam would be necessary.

The British had favored this from the start. However, the

American delegation would not hear of partition as a

solution to the Indo-Chinese problem. The conference seemed

Not wanting this to happen, Eden devisedto be deadlocked.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
2291.

27.
527 » col.
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a plan whereby the Two High Commands would meet in Geneva

to study "the disposition of forces to be made upon the

cessation of hostilities, beginning with the question of

H 2 8regrouping areas in Viet Nairn This cease-fire would

transfer all troops in alien areas back to friendly areas,

a regrouping of troops on each side, and the disarmament of
2 9

irregular troops. All of the members of the conference

supported this suggestion and implementation of it began

immediately. Entailed in Eden's proposal was the idea that

the position of Laos and Cambodia could be ignored for the

time being, and all efforts focused on remedying the

situation in Viet Nam. The American, Laotian, and Cambodian

delegations had strong reservations about such a plan. They

feared that Britain, France, and Viet Nam were getting ready

to fall into some type of Communist trap.

While the military talks were beginning, the political

conference turned to the discussion of the duties and

membership of the international supervisory commission and

the relationship of this commission to the group that would

supervise the armistice. The Communists wanted a Neutral

30
Supervisory Commission. All decisions of this commission

would have to be unanimous: a veto from any member would

28. Cmd. 9186, pp. 136-137.

29. The Times (London), May 26, 1954, p. 6.

Manchester Guardian, June 1, 1954,30. 1.p.
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block any action. On June 8, Eden, with Bidault's support,

urged that the membership of this commission be entrusted

to the Colombo Powers. Molotov rejected this plan,
31

preferring his four-power commission. This issue was

tossed about for awhile between the Communists and the allies.

Reaction in France to Dien Bien Phu

Meanwhile in France, Prime Minister Joseph Laniel's

government was in a precarious position. It was being

constantly criticized in the French National Assembly over

its handling of Indo-China. The opposition's attack was

mainly over the government's demand for American intervention.

They had learned of the government's actions only from an

32article in The Times and from the British Cabinet.

Criticism mounted particularly with the fall of Dien Bien

The opposition composed of the Communists, Socialists,Phu.

Radicals, and others, felt that only the National Assembly

had the right to decide if the war should be international-
33

ized. A vote of confidence was taken, and Laniel won by
34

only two votes. By late May, the government could no

longer put off a debate on the Indo-China war, so Laniel

Pierreconsented to discuss the issue in the Assembly.

31. Cmd. 9186, pp. 142-153.

32. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 50.

33. Ibid.

Debats Parlementaires34. France, Parliament,
(Assemblee Nationale), 59th. session, Vol. 39 (& May, 1954),

2155.P-
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Mendes-France,

Laniel and his foreign policy.

of the Radicals, led a fierce attack against

Mendes-France claimed that

by formulating a plan of intervention with the United States,

Laniel was risking the possibility of a general war. He

praised the British for having enough sense for vetoing such

He wanted France to seek a peace with the Vieta scheme.

Minh on honorable terms and not by threat of intervention

or through capitulation. He said that it was not too late to

35
obtain a settlement on honorable terms. On June 12, the

\
Laniel Government was defeated by 13 votes. Mendes-France

was asked by the French president to form a new government,

Mendes-France promised the French Assemblywhich he did.

that he would go to Geneva and obtain a settlement by July

20th or resign. He was not going to obtain peace on any

he would utilize what bargaining strength France
O C.

still had to obtain the most honorable peace.

terms:

Since

Bidault was familiar with the proceedings at the Geneva

Mendes-France asked him to remain there. ThisConference,

was a dramatic event affecting the Geneva Conference.

Instead of weakening the French position at Geneva, the new

government actually strengthened it.

France, Parliament, D^bats Parlementaires
(Assemble Nationale), 79th. session, Vol. 51 (10 June, 1954),
pp.

35.

2849-2855.

36. France, Parliament, D^bats Parlementaires
(Assemble Nationale), 83rd. session, Vol. 55 (18 June, 1954),
pp. 2922-2924.
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Progress Accomplished at the First Session of the Geneva

Conference

The conference continued to be stalled over the member¬

ship of the supervisory commission. Eden, who had worked

diligently to keep the conference from becoming deadlocked,

again pressed for the commission to be made up of the

Colombo Powers and earned the representatives of the dangers

of a commission where its function could be blocked by a veto

from one of its members. His patience was evidently growing

This was witnessed by his warning that if this issuethin.

could not be compromised, it would be the duty of this

conference to announce to the world that they had failed in
37their mission to obtain peace for Indo-China. He also

announced on June 15 that Churchill and he were going to
38

Washington during the weekend of June 25-27. Eden was

hoping that by showing his irritation at the progress of

the conference and by announcing his trip to the United

States, the Communists would believe that he was edging

closer to the American position which would in turn prod

the Communits to relent in their position to prevent this.

On the following day a dramatic eventIt worked.

The Chinese delegation, headed by Chou En-laioccurred.

and other Communist delegations agreed to relent on two

37. Cmd. 9186, 165-167.pp.

The Times (London), June 16, 1954, p. 8.38.
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points which had brought progress to a halt. Chou En-lai

proposed that all foreign troops should be withdrawn from

Cambodia and Laos, and that military talks between the two

sides should begin immediately.

On that same day, June 16, Molotov indicated that the

Communists* position on the supervisory commission was

On June 14, he had proposed that inbecoming more flexible.

the event that a four-power commission could be formed, a

representative from India might be named as chairman with a

casting vote and that minor decisions of the commission might
39

not require a unanimous vote. On the 16th, he altered his

previous proposal so that it read that either a five-member

commission with India, Pakistan, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and

Indonesia as members or a three-member commission with

India, Poland, and Indonesia, or some other Colombo Power

40
might be formed. Further evidence that the Communists

were giving in somewhat came after Bidault and Chou had an

informal meeting where the latter agreed to drop his

insistence that the resistance movements in Laos and

Cambodia be represented separately at the conference and

agreed that the Viet Minh would represent all resistance

groups at the conference. Chou also agreed to recognize
41

the royal governments of Laos and Cambodia. The conference

Manchester Guardian, June 15, 1954, 1 c39. P.

The. Times (London), June 21, 1954, p. 6.40.

41. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 53.
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formally agreed to the Communists’ new position on June 19.

The members also decided that, the two commands in Laos and

Cambodia should begin talks for the cessation of hostilities

in Laos and Cambodia which would begin with the withdrawal
42

of all foreign armed forces from those countries. This

marked the end of the first stage of the conference, and

the conclusion of the first session. All the foreign

ministers temporarily left Geneva. However, work toward a

settlement continued in their absence through military

committees and an unobtrusive political committee. The

British and the French were pleased at the progress that had

been achieved toward a peaceful settlement.

Eden Before the House of Commons, June, 1954

After the first session of the Geneva Conference ended,

Eden returned home to report on the progress of the

conference to the House of Commons. In a speech on June 23,

he said that he was generally pleased with the progress

made by the conference so far, considering all the

difficulties confronted by the delegates,

importance of close co-operation with the governments of

He stressed the

Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Although these nations

were represented only at the Korean phase of the conference,

they had given invaluable advice to Britain concerning

He paid specialevents and policies toward Indo-China

42. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 53.
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tribute to Lester Pearson, Richard Casey, and Clifton
43

In touching on the proposed Southeast Asia defenseWebb.

pact, he reiterated that he felt it necessary to have the

support of the Colombo Powers in order for such an

organization to succeed. Britain was still interested in

participating in talks concerning the formation of a

collective security pact for Southeast Asia; however, the

questions of membership and method of organizing such a

44
pact still had to be decided. Next, Eden referred to his

responses to criticisms at home and abroad to Britain's

refusal to take part in any type of armed intervention in

Indo-China. He stated that this had never been a serious

consideration because such action, according to the British

and French military experts, would have been ineffective;

such an act of aggression would have destroyed a chance for

a negotiated settlement at Geneva; and it could have led to

45
He went on to explain various compli-a general war.

cations involved in the Indo-China and Korean phases of the

Geneva Conference.

When Eden finished his speech, members of the House

expressed their opinions on his policies at Geneva. Clement

Attlee, leader of the Labour party, had nothing but praise

for Eden and his work at Geneva. He stated:

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th. ser., Vol. 529 (21 Jun,-9 Jul.,
1954), col. 431.
Debates (House of Commons), Voh 529),

43.

(Hereafter cited as Great Britain

45. Ibid., col. 432.
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I think that everybody is indebted to the right hon.
Gentleman for the efforts that he has made at the Geneva
Conference.
was a matter where the personal efforts of the Foreign
Secretary had wrought a great deal...

Certainly one had the impression that here

I do not think any of us underrate the difficulties that
face a Foreign Secretary at any conference. He always had
to start with the difficulties of people who say "No" all
the time. I think that in these days that is particularly
true.46

Clement Davies, leader of the Liberal party, also lauded

He welcomed China's presence at the conference,Eden.

saying that a nation of 500 million people could no longer

be ignored as some would like; and he attributed a large

part of China's presence there to the efforts of Anthony

He also profoundly thanked Churchill and Eden forEden.

deciding to go to the United States to iron our problems
47

with Britain's ally. If anything, it seemed that the

House was basically pleased with Conservative foreign policy

Woodrow Wyatt paid Eden a dubious compliment inat Geneva.

saying:

At Geneva the Foreign Secretary followed what was very
largely a Socialist foreign policy. The Foreign Secretary
cannot, of course, agree with such an assertion or he
might find himself unpopular with his own back benchers.
However, no one before the war could imagine the Foreign
Secretary of a Tory Government listening to advice of
Mr. Nehru.48

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
441.

46 .

529, col.

47. Ibid., cols. 446, 447.

48. Ibid., col. 459.
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The vast majority of the members of the House agreed with

Eden in his refusal to "knuckle under" to the United

States and agreed that the Commonwealth was of vital

consideration. This support at home would certainly help

the Foreign Secretary of State in his future negotiations

at Geneva.

Britain Slightly Alters Its Policy

As stated previously, Australia and New Zealand liked

the idea of a defense pact for Southeast Asia. Australia

proposed that the British should compromise their position

of not negotiating for a defense pact prior to the outcome
49

It. was this urging fromof the Geneva Conference.

Australia and New Zealand which influenced the British

somewhat to alter their position and propose to the United

States on April 30, 1954, to initiate secret military staff

talks to study the problems in creating a collective
50

defense for Southeast Asia. When Richard Casey, the

Australian Minister for External Affairs, proposed this

conference, he was trying to get a compromise between

Britain and America; however, difficulties between the

British and the Americans soon erupted.

First of all there was a discrepancy over who should

participate in these staff talks. Britain wanted France,

SarDesai, Indian Foreign Policy, pp. 42-43.49,

50. Eden, Full Circle, p, 123.
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Australia, and New Zealand as the only nations besides

the United States and herself to participate in these

talks, while the Americans wanted to add Thailand and the

Philippines to this list. The Americans wanted this

conference to deal with the actual formulation of a defense

organization while the British wanted only to examine all

The Britishthe possibilities open to these nations.

wanted these talks kept secret while the Americans wanted

to publicize these negotiations. Lastly, the British

wanted these talks to be in Singapore while the Americans
51

wanted them to be in Washington. It seemed that

Australia's good intentions were not proceeding as planned.

The United States felt that the British were weakening;

consequently, the United States began pursuing a policy

which would force Great Britain into agreeing to convert

these proposed talks into a conference aimed at

establishing a Southeast Asia defense pact. Immediately,

the Americans began to publicize this conference. Senator

William Knowland criticized the British for not immediately

agreeing to participate in the formulation of a defense

He said that one of America's allies was trying topact.

veto American policy, and this was intolerable. He

suggested that the United States should begin immediately

to form a defense pact for Southeast Asia, even if it were

51. Randle, Geneva 1954, pp. 186-187.
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52
necessary to exclude one of America's major allies. News-

paper accounts indicated that the Americans were still

pressing the British to join in such a pact. On May 5,

President Eisenhower announced that the British and

53
Americans had already begun negotiations for such a pact.

Ironically, Selwyn Lloyd on the same day denied to the House

54
of Commons that there were any such negotiations. On May

10, Lloyd was asked to explain this descrepancy in statements.

He explained that President Eisenhower was speaking of
55

informal talks while he was referring to formal negotiations.

The Americans further infuriated the British when

Bedell Smith announced to the delegates at the Geneva

Conference on May 12 that the United States was ready to

convene a conference to discuss the formation of a Southeast

Asian defense pact even if the British opposed such a

56
Despite British irritation at such maneuvers,conference.

they were still unmoved. The British had compromised their

beliefs for the good of the alliance when they agreed to

secret military staff talks; however, they were not going to

Manchester Guardian, May 3, 1954,52. 7.p.

United States, Department of State, Department of
State Bulletin, Vol. XXX (May 17, 1954), "News Conference
Statement by the President," White House Press Release,
May 5, 1954, p. 740.

53.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
369.

54.
527, col.

55. Ibid., cols. 834-835.

New York Times, May 13, 1954, p. 1.56.
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be coerced into compromising their position any more. Anglo-

American relations hit an all time low at this point.

The United States was trying its best to get Great

Britain to agree to American policy„ British policy and

pre-requisites for these staff talks had been stated over

and over; however, the United States still refused to accept

the requirements because they were not identical to her own.

On May 17, Churchill told the House of Commons:

...until the outcome of the Conference [Geneva] is known,
final decisions cannot be taken regarding the establishment
of a collective defence in South-East Asia
Pacific...

and the Western

It should not, however, be thought that the terms of this
statement cast any doubt upon our readiness to examine,
when the outcome of the Geneva Conference is clearer, the
possibility of establishing a system of collective security
and defence in South-East Asia and the Western Pacific within
the framework of the United Nations,
so.

We shall certainly do
But our immediate task is to do everything we can to

reach an agreement at Geneva for the restoration of peace
in Indo-China. Her Majesty's Government are resolved to do
their utmost to achieve this aim and to exercise their
influence to ensure that any acceptable settlement shall be
backed by effective international guarantees.57

The British remained unmoved; consequently, the

Americans continued their campaign. On May 19, at a press

conference, a reporter asked President Eisenhower if Britain's

membership in such a pact for Southeast Asia was necessary,

and were not Australia and New Zealand the most concerned

countries in the British Commonwealth concerning events in

Eisenhower answered in a vague but revealingSoutheast Asia.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol. 527,
cols. 1692-1693.

57.
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manner, saying that a defense pact could be originated with

these countries as well as other interested Asian countries.

This [a pact without Great Britain] would not be desired;
58

however, it was a definite possibility,

Winston Churchill was quick to respond to this latest

Prime Minister

He told the House of Commons on May 25American pressure.

59
that Great Britain's position was still unchanged.

Commonwealth loyalty showed itself on May 21 when the New

Zealand government informed the United States that it would

be unwilling to participate in an alliance which did not

60
include Great Britain. Soon, the Australian government

announced a similar decision. No more was heard of a Far

Eastern pact excluding Great Britain.

After this rebutf from New Zealand and Australia, the

United States decided that the British could be pushed just

so far and could not be budged beyond the position it had

previously taken. Therefore, the Americans decided that

these proposed military staff talks weie all that they could

obtain from the British for the time being. Negotiations

once again resumed between the British and the Americans over

Manchester Guardian, May 30, 1954, p. 1.58.

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th. ser
1954), cols. 208-209,
Debates (House of Commons), Vol. 528.

59.
Vol. 528 (24 May-18 June,

(Hereafter cited as Great Britain,
* /

"The United States, Great60. Lerche,
A Case Study in the fait accompli,"

Charles O.

Britain, and Seato:
Journal of Politics, XVIII, No. 3 (August, 1956), p, 469.
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these staff talks. Both sides compromised: the Americans

agreed not to invite Thailand and the Philippines, and the
61

British agreed the conference would be held in Washington.

Despite the bad feelings felt by the British because of

recent American actions, the Australians still hoped that

this conference would narrow the gap between the United

They believed that this would beStates and Great Britain.

accomplished by showing the United. States the futility of

intervention in Indo-China while urging the British to have
62

open-mindedness toward a defense pact for that area.m ore

The military staff talks finally began on July 2 and lasted

until July 11. Admiral Robert Carney represented the United

States and Field-Marshall Sir John Harding represented

Great Britain. France, Australia, and New Zealand also sent

63
representatives to the conference. No agreement was

reached at these talks due to the rift between the British

64
and American positions. This conference was anything but

popular in Great Britain. Many members of the House of

Commons were wary of British participation. Recognizing

this, Churchill included the following phrase in his answer

61. Randle, Geneva 1954, 187.P-

Werner Levi, Australia's Outlook on Asia
Angus and Robertson, 1958) , p. 103.

62 .

(Sydney, Australia:

The Times (London), June 3, 1954, p. 5.63.

64. New York Times, June 15, 1954, p. 8.
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to William Warbey, a Labourite MP, who asked about the

"
. . . They [staff talks] are without commitment

M 6 5

conference:

of any of the participating Governments. British policy

had altered slightly, but it had not been because of

American pressures.

These talks were not completely fruitless. The

Communists at Geneva were well aware that the British were

negotiating with the Americans; and even if these talks

were not formulating a defense pact for Southeast Asia,

they saw the British as leaning towards the American position

and perhaps eventually to agreeing to armed intervention in

Indo-China. These talks and Eden's announcement that

Churchill and he were going to Washington during the last of

June soon brought desired results at Geneva. On June 16,

Chou En-lai proposed that all foreign troops be withdrawn

from Laos and Cambodia. Needless to say, Eden and

Churchill hoped that clearer diplomatic relations between

the United States and England would come out of the situation

and that the diplomatic breach between the two would end.

The Geneva Conference now gave every indication of success.

As a result of this turn of events, Eden felt that the

American proposal for a Southeast Asian defense pact was

even more plausible. Eden reiterated his beliefs to the

House of Commons on June 23rd when he stated that he would

65. Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
528, col. 1076.
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like to see some type of NATO organization for Southeast

Asia. Eden also told the House that he was calling for a

non-aggression pact composed of Communist and non-

66
Communist nations in Southeast Asia, to be formed as a

complementary organization to work along side the NATO-

Eden's plan was that this non-aggression pact

would be a type of "reciprocal arrangement in which both

type pact.

sides take part [guarantee the settlement ] , such as

M 6 7 These proposals were the result of the dealLocarno.

made between Eden, Casey, and Nehru. Nehru was persuaded

by Eden and Casey not to oppose a NATO-type pact for South-

east Asia on condition that Eden would propose a non-

aggression, Locarno-type pact for that area. In proposing

this non-aggression pact, Eden was just living up to his

bargain with Nehru. This suggestion started a storm of

protest in the United States. To Americans, Locarno brought
68

to mind past occurrences of Munich and Yalta. All that

Eden had intended here was a concept which the British

believed to be the best way to achieve agreement at Geneva--

Eden realized that thenamely, the partition of Viet Nam.

66. Charles 0. Lerche, "The United States, Great
Britain, and Seato: A Case Study in the fait accompli,"
Journal of Politics, XVIII, No, 3 (August, 1956), pp, 470-
471.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.67.

529, col. 427.

The Times (London), June 26, 1954, p. 7.68.
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Communists would never agree to give up all of its gains

in Indo-China. They now seemed willing to retreat from

Laos and Cambodia, but surely they would not agree to with-

draw completely from Viet Nam. What Eden wanted when he

mentioned a Locarno agreement in Indo-China was that a line

should be drawn dividing the country between the Communist

dominated portion of Viet Nam and the allied portion of that

country. This line would then be jointly guaranteed by the
69

Geneva Powers.

The Americans wanted nothing of partition. Congressional

leaders did not intend to give the Communists a legitimate

basis for occupying a portion of Viet Nam. Two members of

the United States House Foreign Affairs Committee wrote a

letter to Eisenhower, asking that American "mutual security
70

concept and policy" be re-examined. On June 30, the House

of Representatives voted by resolution to withhold money

going to Indo-China from any of those three nations who

agreed to enter a pact which would guarantee the Communists
71

a legal basis for control of part of that area. Thus

69. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 58.

New York Times, June 27, 1954, p. 3.70.

United States, Congress, House of Representatives,
Rep. Walter H. Judd, a member of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, told the House that his committee was opposed to
Eden's Locarno-type pact, 83rd. Congress, 2nd. sess.,
June 22, 1954, Congressional Record (Daily Edition Appendix),
C, June 30, 1954, A4765.

71.
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what appeared to be a healing of the breach between Great

Britain and the United States disappeared. This is the

situation which Churchill and Eden had to confront when

they came to Washington.

The Washington Meeting, June, 1954

Churchill and Eden arrived in Washington on June 25

to discuss the situation in Indo-China and other matters.

Upon arrival, Churchill stated, "I have come...to talk over

a few family matters and to make sure there are no

it 72

mis-

The purpose of these two Britishunderstandings ■.

leaders conferring with Eisenhower and Dulles was to

persuade the Americans to give France a chance to reach a

negotiated settlement at Geneva within the next few weeks.

Included in this was the well known British policy that no

anti-Communist alliance could be formed prior to the end

This and any other type ofof the Geneva Conference.

united action was out of the question until the conference
73

When Churchill and Edenhad had a chance to succeed.

accepted the invitation to Washington, there was every

indication that they were ready to begin discussions for a

74
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization;- however, unexpected

concessions from the Communists in the meantime at Geneva

75
had returned the British to their previous cautious position.

72. The Times (London), June 26, 1954, p. 6.

73. Eden, Full Circle, p. 148.
74. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 368.75.Randle, Geneva 1954, p. 296.
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Eden hoped that by agreeing to join in a defense pact

the United States would be willing to alter its position

and agree to guarantee the settlement reached at Geneva, but

this did not occur. Dulles told Eden that he would never be

able to persuade Congress to guarantee a settlement which

left the Communists in control of North Viet Nam; however,

he agreed that partition seemed to be the most readily

achievable solution to this complex situation, and since the

French were trying to obtain a compromise as soon as

possible, the United States would give reserved support to a

78
partition no further south than the 18th parallel. Dulles

and Eden talked about other aspects of the situation in

Indo-China. Finally, it was agreed that a study group would

be set up to prepare the groundwork for a proposed Southeast
79

Asia Treaty Organization,

Following lengthy conversations on Indo-China, a joint

communique was drawn up and sent to the French Government

and the British and American delegations at Geneva. The

communique stated that Great Britain and the United States

would respect an armistice agreement on Indo-China that:

Preserves the integrity and independence of Laos and
Cambodia and assures the withdrawal of Vietnam forces
therefrom.

1.

Preserves at least the southern half of Vietnam, and
if possible an enclave in the delta; in this

2.

Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p, 368.78.

79. Eden, Full Circle, p. 149.



185

connection we should be unwilling to see the line of
division of responsibility drawn further south than
a line running generally west from Dong Hoi.

Does not impose on Laos, Cambodia, or retained
Vietnam any restrictions materially impairing their
capacity to maintain stable non-Communist regimes;
and especially restrictions impairing their right to
maintain adequate forces for internal security, to
import arms or to employ foreign advisers.

3.

Does not contain political provisions which would risk
loss of the retained area to Communist control.

4 .

Does not exclude the possibility of the ultimate
reunification of Vietnam by peaceful means.

5.

Provides for the peaceful and humane transfer, under
international supervision, of those people desiring
to be moved from one zone to another of Vietnam; and

6.

Provides effective machinery for international
supervision of the agreement.^^

7.

At the conclusion of the conference in Washington, the

four diplomats issued a statement saying that they had

discussed the consequences of a settlement and/or failure

The statement was as follows:at Geneva.

We will press forward with plans for collective defense to
meet either eventuality. We are both convinced that if at
Geneva the French Government is confronted with demands
which prevent an acceptable agreement regarding Indo-China,
the international situation will be seriously aggravated.81
British and American Views on the Proposed Collective

Defense Pact

Britain had agreed to associate itself with preliminary

talks for a collective defense pact for Southeast Asia.

80. Eden, Full Circle, p. 149.

United States, Department of State, Department of
State Bulletin, Vol. XXXI (July 12, 1954) , "Anglo-American
Discussion on International Situation—Statement on June 28,"
White House Press Release, June 28, 1954, p. 49.

81.
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There was speculation that there was also an informal agree¬

ment that formal negotiations would not begin until after

July 20, the proposed date for the end of the Geneva
82

True to former British policy, Eden believedConference.

that the character, scope, and membership of such a pact

would certainly depend upon what happened at Geneva;

consequently, no worthwhile purpose could be served by
83

beginning formal talks prematurely. Compromise had been

the key to the success of the Washington Conference, and

both sides seemed pleased. Britain had ended its stall on

negotiations for a collective defense pact and had dropped

her requirement that a Locarno-type non-aggression pact be
84linked to such a defense pact. The United States had

compromised its previous position by agreeing that a

partition of Viet Nam was the best means of reaching an

agreement on Indo-China. However, both the British and the

Americans believed their former views toward the timing of

a pact for a Southeast Asia TreatyOrganization were correct.

The British were convinced that their delaying action on

the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization was the reason that

the Communists agreed to consider a truce for Indo-China,

while the Americans believed that if such a pact had been

The Times (London), June 29, 1954, p. 9.82.

83. Ibid.

"Forging New Western Strategy," Business Week,84 .

July 3, 1954, p. 31.
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formed when Dulles first called for it, the French could

have contained all or most of Viet Nam. Moreover, the

British considered that Chou En-lai was justified in

insisting that Laos and Cambodia become neutral states

whereby no foreign (American) military bases could be

Eisenhower and Dulles saw this as justestablished.

another Communist guise for allowing future Communist
85

infiltration in these countries. Nonetheless, progress

was being made in smoothing out the differences in Anglo-

American relations. For the time being, talks for a defense

pact would be limited to Great Britain and the United States.

Discussion and Debate of the Results of the Washington

Meeting Before the House of Commons

After Churchill and Eden returned home, Churchill went

before the House of Commons to inform them of events that

took place in his recent visit to Washington. He told the

Commons that Eden and he had pressed for an agreement with

the United States that when and if an acceptable settlement

had been formulated at Geneva, the British and Americans

would work for some type of arrangement whereby those

participating in the conference would guarantee the settle-

He also wanted to include interested Asian countriesment.

"Forging N>rw Western Strategy," Business Week,85.

July 3, 1954, p, 31.
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86
in guaranteeing the settlement at Geneva, He further

explained to the House that England had agreed to associate

itself with preliminary negotiations for a collective

defense pact for Southeast Asia* Arrangements for this

pact would proceed whether there was a settlement or not at

Geneva; however, the outcome of the conference would greatly

determine the scope and composition of such a pact. He

defended Britain’s agreement to join in such a pact by

reminding the members that a similar defense agreement

existed with the Communists in the form of the Sino-Soviet

87
Churchill also reassured the House that neitherTreaty.

Eden nor he had lost their zeal for including some of the

Asian members of the Commonwealth in this Southeast Asian

defense pact.

Their association would be and is regarded as important and
welcome. All I can say on the subject today is that there
is no intention of pressing cut-and-dried formulas on a
'take it or leave it1 basis to potential Asian members. 88

He wanted to show that Britain's basic policy on Indo-China

had not changed, but that it had only been modified slightly.

Churchill mentioned that Eden and he were astonished

at the storm of protest raised in the American press which

linked Communist China's proposed entrance into the United

Nations with Eden and his visit to Washington. These

Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
(House of Commons), 5th. ser
1954), col. 44.
(House of Commons), Vol. 530-L

86.
Vol. 530 (12 Jul.-23 Jul

[ Hereafter cited as Great Britain, Debates
® /

87= Ibid., col. 44.

88. Ibid.
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accusations were initiated by Senator William Knowland.

Churchill stated that while this issue was discussed, it

played only a minor part in their negotiations. He

reassured the House that British policy on Red China's

admission to the United Nations had not changed since 1951

when the then Foreign Secretary Herbert Morrison said that

Her Majesty's Government believed that the Central People's

Republic should represent China at the United Nations. How-

ever, due to China's persistent behavior in violating the

principles of the Charter, consideration of this policy
89

Churchill continued:should be postponed.

No agreement has yet been reached at Geneva either about
Indo-China or Korea. If such agreements were reached in
either or both these theatres, the arrangement would still
depend on good faith and co-operation, for which time would
certainly be required. In these circumstances, although,
Her Majesty's Government still believe that the Central
People's Government should represent China in the United
Nations, they certainly do not consider that this is the
moment for the matter to be reconsidered.^

When debate on Churchill's statement resumed on July 14,

the Labourites had harsh words for the Americans. Clement

Attlee started out subtly enough by appreciating what the

United States had done in the years since the end of the war

Conversely, he questioned whyto produce peace in the world.

Dulles and the American Government had decided that its

delegation would no longer continue to participate in the

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
45.

89.

530, col.

90. Ibid., col. 46.
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He said that American policy in thisGeneva Conference,,

instance played right into the hands of the Communists who

alleged that Dulles' plan all along had been to disrupt the
91

He continued by insinuating that Churchillconference.

had been persuaded by the United States to change his

position on China's admission to the United Nations,, Attlee

continued:

It is one thing to say that the Chinese Government cannot be
admitted to her seat in the Security Council as long as she
engaged in aggression. "Engaged in aggression" does not mean
until there is an entire peace settlement in Korea. It is
quite another matter to say that because the People's Republic
of China is Communist she cannot be admitted. one finds
that urged on the other side of the Atlantic.

Attlee was also disturbed at press reports and charges

from American Congressional leaders which implied that the

British were "soft" on Communism. Anger could easily be seen

in his statements concerning British policy.

We are as anti-Communist as the United States of America, and
we have opposed and will continue successfully to oppose
what we believe to be the Communists' misguided doctrines.
We are also against aggression, and we are not in the least
apologists for the Communists. We recognize their dangers
and their errors; but we believe, as the Prime Minister has
said, in "peaceful co-existence." We oppose aggression; we
oppose Communist infiltration tactics, we recognize the need
for adequate strength; but we stand for peaceful co-existence
and I think that the test here is the attitude towards China. 93

Attlee's remarks were typical of the feeling in Great Britain.

They had become greatly irritated at innuendoes in the

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
484.

91.

530, col.

92. Ibid., col. 495.

93. Ibid., cols. 483-484.
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American press and affronts in American policy. The

Americans, in trying to blame the British for keeping the

allies from intervening in Indo-China, were at the same

time trying to cast doubt on Britain’s attitude toward

Communism, The British policy of peaceful co-existence had

not been accepted by the Americans as of July of 1954,

Many more Labourites linked American policy at Geneva

with admission of Red China to the United Nations, John

Strachey said that just because the United States did not

have a policy for Indo-China or China's admission to the

United Nations, that was no reason why the British should
94

Many other members agreed with Strachey onnot have one.

what he said concerning Britain's vote for or against Red

China's admission to the United Nations when it was to come

up in September, He said:

What we should do in September...must be partly governed by
what happens at Geneva. Obviously, if a satisfactory
settlement is reached at Geneva on Indo-China, and if the
Chinese Government shows itself reasonable and flexible in
these matters, that is bound to affect our position. If
the Chinese Government shows itself the reverse, that,
equally is bound to affect our position. I would entirely
agree that how our representative should cast his vote,
whether he should abstain from voting, or take an active
part in pushing for
factors.95

China to be seated, depends on such

Strachey also criticized American policies in the Far

East which he and others believed called for the use of the

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
507.

94.

530, col.

95. Ibid., col. 509.
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hydrogen bomb as a means of "attempting forcibly to reverse

the Chinese revolution and overthrow the present Government
96

The British fear was not unknown to the Americanin China.

public because Walter Lippmann, an American journalist, had

In his syndicatedstated the same thing a few weeks before.

column on June 8, 1954, he stated:

It is time to realize that a principal, almost certainly the
principal, obstacle to the united front is right here in
Washington. The obstacle is in the fact that the
interventionists, led by Admiral Radford, have an unlimited
objective--namely the overthrow of the Red Chinese regime.
For this objective Secretary Dulles can never hope to
organize a united front in Europe and in Asia, and there is
not even a united front among the chiefs of Staff, and with
Congress and the American public opinion. It is because of
Admiral Radford's well-known views on the necessity of a
general war with China that every military proposal he
sponsors disunited the front that Secretary Dulles has been
trying to organize... He i-Admiral Radford] cannot lead a
coalition because he wants to go places where nobody in
Europe, no great power in Asia, and mighty few Americans are
willing to go along with him.9*

The fears expressed by Attlee, Strachey, and many other

Labourites and some. Conservatives revealed that there was

still much apprehension within the House of Commons that

the Americans were going to lure Britain into some fool-hardy

policy for which it would be dreadfully sorry later, if there

These MP's were proud of Britain's record sowas a later.

far in the Indo-China conflict, and they were just trying to

make it perfectly clear to Churchill and his Government that

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
506.

96.
530, col.

Walter Lippmann, "Best of a Bad Job," New York
Herald Tribune, June 8, 1954, p. 26.

97.
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they would not tolerate a weakening of Britain's position

at this crucial stage of the Geneva Conference.

Geneva Conference Reconvened, July, 1954

The Foreign Ministers reassembled at Geneva on July 12.

During the time of their absence, the three military

committees and the political committee had been working out

some details for a proposal for the supervision of an

armistice, and on June 30, most of the members were close to

98
The United States wanted completely to dis-agreement.

associate itself from whatever agreement was reached at

Geneva and had downgraded the American delegation on July 10
99

to an "observer" mission. Dulles stated on July 8 that he

had not decided whether the United States would send a

representative to the second session of the Geneva

The announcement shocked Eden and Mendes-
100

Conference.

France, and both men sent urgent appeals to Dulles to come

101back to Geneva and to participate in the conference.

Dulles went to Paris on July 13, where he was met by
v

Eden and Mendes-France. Both men earnestly wanted Dulles

and Bedell Smith to return to Geneva and aid them in

concluding the conference. Dulles gave three reasons why

Smith and he did not wish to return to the conference:

98. Bell, Survey 1954, p. 62.

Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 369.99.

101. New York Times, July 9, 1954, p. 1.

101. Manchester Guardian, July 17, 1954, p. 1.
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(1) Mendes-France as a newcomer to foreign affairs was

negotiating from military defeat which was forcing him to

accept a quick settlement with terms the United States

probably could not agree to; (2) the United States was

afraid that they would be put in the position of having to

guarantee a final settlement which would give a part of

Indo-China to the Communists; and (3) he feared that France

might blame the United States for failure to obtain peace

in Southeast Asia and consequently ask the United States

for armed forces to win a war which American diplomacy had

been prevented from settling. Dulles felt all these dangers

could be greatly reduced if there was no American senior
102

official at Geneva. Following the discussion between
x

Eden, Dulles, and Mendes-France, Bedell Smith returned to

Geneva to take part in the last remaining days of the

conference.

The reason for Dulles's change of mind came from his

discussion with Eden and Mendes-France. The French Prime

Minister told Dulles that the Communists had agreed to

withdraw their forces from Laos and Cambodia and to recognize
103

the legal governments of the two countries. Furthermore,

he would demand that the partition line be drawn at the 18th

parallel, which was north of the 17th parallel which Dulles

Manchester Guardian, July 17, 19 54 , p.102. 5.

Eisenhower, Mandate For Change, p. 370.103.
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felt was the best that could possibly be expected; and much

farther north than the 13th or 14th parallel that had been
104

advocated by the Communists. Mendes-France and Eden

explained to Dulles that in order to get the Communists to

compromise, the Western allies had to promise that Laos,

Cambodia, and Viet Nam would not be included in the South¬

east Asia defense alliance advocated by the United States.

Dulles said he would agree to this; however, he stated that

once this pact was formed, he would ask its members to protect

the Indo-China states and the rest of Southeast Asia from new

Mendes-France further impressed

Dulles by telling him that France needed American expertise

1.0 5
Communist aggression.

to deal with the Communists, and at the same time needed

America's approval of a cease-fire so as to deter any

106
violation of the settlement by the Communists. Dulles

S
was impressed with Mendes-France and promised that Bedell

Smith would return to the conference.

When the conference reconvened, Bedell Smith told the

delegates what the American policy was in Indo-China. He

said that America was not a belligerent in the Indo-China

war, and it would not try to impose any of its views on the

belligerents. Moreover, the United States would declare

Drummond, Duel at the Brink, p. 123.104.

"What Took U. S. Back to Geneva," United States
News and World Report, July 23, 1954, p. 22.

105.

106. Manchester Guardian, July 14, 1954, p. 1.
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unilaterally that, on condition that the final settlement

was acceptable to the United States, it would not threaten

to use force to undo the agreement; and that it would look

with "grave concern" on any revival of hostilities in
107

Indo-China,

Despite the limited success reached so far at Geneva,

Eden was not sure that an agreement could be reached.

Consequently, Eden sent notes to the governments of

Australia, New Zealand, India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Burma, and

Indonesia urging them to associate themselves with the

However, if nohoped-for agreement to be reached at Geneva.

agreement should be made, he urged them to join France, Great

Britain, and the United States in collective defense of
108

Indo-China. He acknowledged that there had to be some

plan to fall back on in the event a settlement could not be

negotiated. If such an unfortunate event occurred, Eden

wanted Great Britain, the United States, France, the Common-

wealth, and the three Associated States to declare their

intention of forming some type of collective defense. He had

always thought a collective defense organization for South-

east Asia was necessary whether the conference succeeded or

not; however, with the failure of this conference, the need
109

would be immediate.

107. New York Times, July 19, 1954, p. 1.

108. Eden, Full Circle, 159 .P-

109. Ibid., 158.P-
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Agreement Reached at Geneva, July 21, 1954

With the United States back at Geneva, the conference

went into intense negotiations. Formal sessions were

suspended and were replaced by private talks among the

delegates. The turning point in the conference came when

Eden promised Chou En-lai that none of the three Associated

States would be included in any type of regional defense
110

pact for Southeast Asia. After this was agreed upon,

agreement came closer. Agreement seemed very near when on

July 18, Chou En-lai proposed that the members of the

supervisory commission should be composed of India, Canada,

This success was soon followed by an announce-and Poland.

ment on July 20 that the French and the Viet Minh had

agreed that the demarcation line dividing Viet Nam would be

just south of the ,17th parallel, and that an election for

a unified nation under an elected government would not be
111

held until July, 1956. Final agreement was reached in

the early morning hours of the 21st. Just before the

conference was about to close, news arrived that armistice

Cambodiaagreements had been signed for Laos and Viet Nam.

112
followed suit on the afternoon of the 21st.

Manchester Guardian, July 23, 1954, p. 1.110 .

111. Eden, Full Circle, p. 159.

112. Ibid. For a detailed discussion of the settle-
ment, see Cmnd. 2834, pp. 73-87.
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American Disassociation from the Agreement

The delegates met for the final session on July 22.

The three cease-fires had been signed, and everything
Sseemed to be fine until Bedell Smith told Eden and Mendes-

France that the United States wanted to disassociate itself

\
Mendes-France felt that thefrom the settlement.

Americans were going back on their word after he had .done

his best to follow the seven points laid down by the United

States as necessary requirements for American support of the

Bedell Smith replied that the Americans hadsettlement.

113
promised to "respect" the settlement but not sign it.

Eden thought that the Americans were taking a most un-

\
reasonable position. Eden and Mendes-France were worried

that the Russians and Chinese would create difficulties

at the final session because they had previously demanded

that the United States formally adopt the Geneva agreements.

Eden conferred with Molotov as to the best way to

They decided, as did all thecircumvent this obstacle.

delegates later, that all the participants of the conference
114

would simply be listed at the end of the settlement.

(For the final declaration of the Geneva Conference, see

India accepted the Geneva settlement withoutAppendix D»)

113. Randle, Geneva 1954, p. 342.

114. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Further Documents
Relating to the Discussion of the Geneva Conference, Misc.
No. 20 (1954), Cmd. 9329 (London: Her Majesty's Stationery
Office, 1954), pp. 9-11, 40-42.
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reservation and the Colombo Powers issued a statement

through the Ceionese Prime Minister, Sir John Kotelewala,

saying that they viewed the settlement with "deep

satisfaction" and promised their "firm support" for a

115
settlement. Canada welcomed the settlement, and

reluctantly accepted the obligation of serving on the
116

India had also agreed to chairsupervisory commission.

this commission. The Australian Government welcomed "the

ending of hostilities...and expresses its willingness to

ii 11 ”7play its part in the consolidation of peace in the area.

The New Zealand Government stated their support for the

Geneva agreement and warned that any violation of it would
118

be regarded as a threat to the security of Southeast Asia.

Eden succeeded in what he originally attempted, in that the

Indo-China war had been ended; and the settlement of that

situation had the support of the Communists, the British,

their allies, and the Commonwealth.

Eden Reports to the House of Commons, July 22, 1954

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Anthony Eden,

returned to London to report to the House of Commons the long

115. Eden, Full Circle, p. 162.

Masters, Canada in World Affairs, p. 85.116 .

Australia, Debates (House of Representatives),117.
1954, Vol. 4, 99.P-

New Zealand, Appendix to Journals of the House of
Representatives, 1954, Vol. 1,

118.
23.P-
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awaited agreement reached at the Geneva Conference. He told

the House that the main points agreed to at the conference

were:

A cease-fire had been arranged for Viet Nam, Cambodia,
and Laos.
1.

Viet Nam would be divided near the 17th parallel, and
armed forces in that country would be regrouped either above
or below that line depending upon where their allegiance lay.
This meant French forces would evacuate the north while Viet
Minh forces would evacuate the south.

2.

During the regrouping period, people wishing to move from
one zone to another would be permitted and aided to do so.

3.

There would be a free election in July, 1956, which would
give the Vietnamese people a chance to re-unify their
country under whatever government they wanted.

4.

Laos and Cambodia would be allowed to build armies for
their own defenses; however, no foreign military bases could
be built on their soil.

5.

Eden told the members of the House how complex the conference

had been and under what difficult circumstances he and his

fellow delegates had been forced to work. He also urged all

governments in Southeastern Asia and the South-West Pacific

to associate themselves with the settlement reached at the

120
conference.

In his closing remarks, Eden praised the efforts of

Mend^s-France. Eden felt that more than anything else it
\

was the patience, courage, and hard work of Mendes-France

He also urged thethat had led to a settlement at Geneva.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.119.
530, cols. 1570-1571.

120. Ibid., col. 1571.
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House in making a judgment of the settlement to bear in

mind that the only alternative to the settlement reached

at Geneva was a continuation of the "misery and suffering"

of the peoples of Southeast Asia. He concluded:

...there was a wider danger for us all. So long as the
fighting continued, there was an ever-present risk that
the conflict would spread, with measureless consequences.
In so far as our toils have averted these dangers, they
have been, I am sure, a real gain for peace.121

Response to Eden's statement and his work at Geneva was

one of overwhelming appreciation. Both Labour and

Conservative parties showed that they understood the trying

ordeal of the Geneva Conference, and freely showed their
122

appreciation for a job well done. At the annual

Conservative party conference held in October, 1954, a

resolution was passed unanimously stating the Conservative's

profound appreciation to Anthony Eden for his efforts in
12 3

obtaining peace in Indo-China. In his speech to the

party assembly, Eden stated that the hard-fought settlement

was very welcome. Despite the fact that the cessation of

hostilities had lessened the chances of the war spreading

to China and other areas, Eden warned his fellow party

members not to become over-exuberant with this settlement.

Great Britain, Debates (House of Commons), Vol.
1571-1572.

121 .

530, cols.

122. Ibid., cols. 1572-1574.

123. National Union of Conservative and Unionist
Associations, 73rd Annual Conference, Blackpool, 7th-9th
October, 1954 (Westminster: Abbey House, 1954), p. 21.
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I believe that the settlement was fair and reasonable.
That does not mean that our troubles in that part of the
world are over.

.respected, and this will call for watchfulness and for
restraint on all sides.124

The settlement will last only if it is

124. National Union of Conservative and Unionist
Associations, 73rd Annual Conference, Blackpool, 7th-9th
October, 1954 (Westminster: Abbey House, 1954), pT 33.



CHAPTER V

A CRITIQUE OF BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY

In discussing Great Britain's involvement in the Indo-

China crisis of 1954, one's attention is soon focused on the

special relationship between Great Britain and the United

These nations had been very close wartime allies andStates.

had remained allies after the war. World War II drained

much of Britain's resources and left her a second-rate power

while the United States became a super-power. Gradually the

United States began to dominate the copartnership while the

British diplomatically smoothed out the rough spots of dis-

agreement between the Americans and themselves. This does

not mean that British foreign policy was formulated in

Washington. The British had many policies which the United

States did not care for--such as British recognition of

Communist China; but these two countries were able to main-

tain their differences, and at the same time to maintain

common support against the domination of Russia or China

over the smaller countries of Southeast Asia, or against the

spreading of Communism.

The crisis in Indo-China almost caused a break in this

copartnership. The Americans wanted to pursue a hard line

with the Communists, using threats of armed intervention and

the formation of a collective security pact for Southeast

Asia. The United States reasoned that the Communists would

capitulate from fear. The British disagreed with the Americans.
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Churchill and Eden realized that the Communists had less to

gain from negotiating at Geneva than the French because the

Communists were on their way to a military victory in Viet

These hard line tactics of the United States servedNam,

only to lessen the Communists' desire to bargain, which

could have resulted in the failure of the Geneva Conference

to reach a negotiated settlement for the Indo-Chinese war.

When the British refused to agree to allied military

intervention in Indo-China or to discuss plans for the

formation of a defense pact for Southeast Asia prior to the

end of the Geneva Conference, the British were for the first

time taking some initiative in Anglo-American foreign policy.

The British, for whom Eden and Churchill spoke, wanted to

have a chance to obtain a negotiated settlement. They

believed that a show of force prior to the Geneva Conference

would greatly hinder any chance for a settlement.

Consequently, the British refused to accept the policy

advocated by the Americans,,

Dulles and his associates must have been shocked at

Great Britain's refusal to accede to American demands.

Britain was re-assuming her position as a world leader by

refusing to be dominated by her best ally and closest friend,

the United States. The Americans were greatly irritated at

Eden's refusals; consequently, they began a policy of under¬

taking a series of fait accompli which were supposed to

coerce the British into agreeing to American policy.



205

Unfortunately for the Americans, with each new fait accompli,

the British became even more adamant in refusing to budge

from the position that they believed to be right. Great

Britain was returning to the status of a world power, and

even her friendship with the United States was not going to

sway her from what she believed to be right. The British

refused to adopt Dulles' crisis diplomacy which they feared

would entail war, and perhaps World War III.

The overriding policy of Great Britain was peace. She

needed peace in order to solve her many domestic problems.

She wanted the war in Indo-China to end as soon as possible.

Moreover, she did not want to extend the war by agreeing to

help the French in Viet Nam, and she certainly did not want

to risk extending the war by any rash action such as committing

British and American combat troops to Viet Nam as proposed by

the United States. Diplomacy was always preferable to

military action,, It seemed, however, that the Americans did

not agree with this and desired a military victory for the

French in Viet Nam which could then be followed by diplomacy,,

Great Britain felt that the Americans were only complicating

If a military decision could be avoided and simplematters.

diplomacy utilized, the solution would be much more effective.

This is what the British strived for, and their persistent

efforts finally paid off, at least for them.

Despite all the ill-feelings between the British and the

Americans generated by the Indo-China problem, there was
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always present the desire to keep their friendship intact.

This can be seen by countless efforts on the part of Eden,

as well as Dulles, to present to the world a picture of

unity between these two allies. The British recognized the

contributions which the United States had made in keeping

The Americansworld peace, and they were grateful for them-.

had stepped into Britain's previous position of trying to

police the world since the British were no longer financially

able to do it. Throughout the harshest criticisms of the

United States in the House of Commons, there was always

present the desire that above all the copartnership had to

be maintained. This is why toward the end of the Geneva

Conference when a settlement seemed near, the British finally

agreed to participate in military staff talks for the

formation of a Southeast Asia defense pact. Although many

felt that this was a compromise of policy by agreeing to

participate in these informal talks, the British did this so

as to show the Americans that the British were still their

This desire to maintain the close Anglo-Americanbest ally.

co-operation was just as much present in the ranks of the

Labour party as it was in the Conservative party.

British policy in Southeast Asia followed the policy

UnlikeBritain had laid down after the end of World War II.

the Dutch and French, the British were quick to perceive

the growing force of nationalism within her Asian colonies.

Vying for their friendship instead of hatred, Great Britain

granted independence to many of her Asian colonies; and they
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in turn repaid her kindness by remaining with the Common-

wealth or by signing cordial treaties of friendship and

trade, as in the case of Burma. If France and Holland

had followed a similar course with their possessions, much

war and bloodshed might have been avoided. France fought

for seven years to keep its colonial hold on Indo-China,

and at the end of that time it was glad just to be able to

leave. The British government felt that France should have

followed her example of giving independence to her colonies.

The Labourites were particularly unyielding in this feeling

since it had been a Labour government that had granted India

and other Asian states their independence. They took great

pride in their efforts to maintain the Commonwealth to which

many of the former British colonies now belonged.

Great Britain was somewhat hampered in her foreign policy

in that she was the head of the British Commonwealth of

Nations. As head of this organization, the British had to

pursue policies which would be compatible with those of most

of the members of the Commonwealth if the British wanted this

The Unitedassociation of states to continue to work.

States was not bothered by such restrictions and consequently

could not fully understand why the British were so concerned

with the attitude of these countries. After the war,

Britain had lost a great deal of her empire by granting many

countries independence. Many of these newly independent

countries chose to come within the Commonwealth, Despite

the loss of these colonies, the British still commanded a
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great deal of respect and had a great deal of influence

upon the nations who remained within the Commonwealth, As

head of a bloc of nations, the British were able to retain

some of their influence in world affairs. Therefore,

British policy had to be closely alligned with policies of

the members of the Commonwealth so as to keep their respect

and good will. In the Indo-China crisis, as with most other

issues, this was not as great a burden as one would imagine

for the British and Commonwealth policies differed very little.

This need for Commonwealth support was why the British

were so concerned with the attitude of the Asian members of

the Commonwealth in determining what policy to pursue for

Indo-China. Australia and New Zealand considered the spread

of Communism in Southeast Asia as a danger to their security,

while India disliked the vestiges of colonialism that still

remained in that area. Eden kept in constant touch with the

governments of these Asian Commonwealth countries so that he

could be constantly attuned to their attitudes, as well as

to keep them aware of British policy. British policy was

no more formulated in New Delhi than it was in Washington.

However, Churchill and Eden greatly respected the positions

of India and these other Asian countries and tried not to

antagonize them. In this respect, British diplomacy won out,

as was seen when Eden finally obtained Nehru's agreement not

to oppose a security pact for Southeast Asia despite the

fact that the Indian leader did not like the pact. Respect
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for the position of the Asian Commonwealth members caused

these member states to support Britain in her dealings with

the United States and with members of the Geneva Conference.

One important, fact daring this Anglo-American crisis at

Geneva was the harmony between the Conservatives and the

Labourites. Generally speaking, the rank and file of the

Labour party was well pleased with the way Churchill, Eden,

and the Conservatives handled foreign policy. The Labourites

were generally more anti-American, more afraid of nuclear

war, and more concerned with the attitude of India and the

Commonwealth than the Conservatives. The Labourites

particularly disliked the suggestion that British policy was

formulated in Washington, and they constantly urged Eden not

to be "bullied" into succumbing to American pressure and

adopting American policies. They were very vocal in their

beliefs, but the Labourites rarely strongly disagreed with

what Eden did. This harmony among the two British parties

greatly facilitated Eden in his dealings with the Americans,

Unlike Bidault, he did notthe French, and the Communists.

have to worry about a weak government; and unlike Dulles,

he did not have to worry about right-wing Congressional

critics within his own party. It is true that Eden was even

more responsible to the House of Commons than Dulles was

to the Congress; but with Labour generally in agreement with

Eden's policies, he did not have to worry whether his actions

would be opposed by Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition, in
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contrast to Dulles, who feared that Congress and even his

own Republican party would not go along with his policies

unless a certain course was followed.

Finally, the British were above all realists. They

recognized that the French could not win militarily in Indo-

China. They realized that hard-line tactics would stiffen

Chinese resistance to negotiate instead of volunteering to

negotiate out of fear. They realized the emergence of

nationalism in Asia, They realized, too, that a settlement

of the Indo-Chinese war had to have the support of the Asian

By being realists, the Britishmembers of the Commonwealth.

were able to pursue an overall policy which readily met the

varying situations confronting them during this crisis.
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APPENDIX A*

Text of a Letter Sent from President Eisenhower to Churchill

in April, .19 54

...I fear that the French cannot see the thing through, this
despite the very substantial assistance in money and material
that we are giving them. And if they do not see it through
and Indochina passes into the hands of the Communists, the
ultimate effect on our and your global strategic position
with the consequent shift in the power ratios throughout Asia
and the Pacific could be disastrous and, I know, unacceptable
to you and me,..This has led us to the hard conclusions that
the situation in Southeast Asia requiring us urgently to take
serious and far-reaching decisions...

...Our painstaking search for a way out of the impasse
has reluctantly forced us to the conclusion that there is no
negotiated solution of the Indochina problem which in its
essence would not be either a face-saving device to cover a
French surrender or a face-saving device to cover a Communist
retirement.
broad strategic implications for us and for you to be
acceptable...

The first alternative is too serious in its

Somehow we must contrive to bring about the second
alternative... In our view this possibility shoul d now be met
by united action and passively accepted...

I believe that the best way to put teeth in this concept
and to bring greater moral and material resources to the
support of the French effort is through the establishment of
a new, ad hoc grouping or coalition composed of nations which
have a vital concern in the checking of Communist expansion
in the area.

countries, France, the Associated States, Australia, New
Zealand, Thailand and Philippines...

I have in mind in addition to our two

The important thing is that the coalition must be strong
and it must be willing to join the fight if necessary,
not envisage the need of any appreciable ground forces on
your part or our part...

I do

Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate For Change (New York:
Doubleday & Co., 1963), pp. 346-347.

*From:
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If I may refer again in history, we failed to halt
Hirohito, Mussolini and Hitler by not acting in unity and
in time. That marked the beginning of many years of stark
tragedy and desperate peril. May it not be that our nations
have learned something from that lesson?
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APPENDIX B*

Nehru's Proposals for the Remedying of the Situation in Indo-

China, April 25, 1954(1)A climate of peace and negotiations has to be
promoted, and the suspicion and the atmosphere of threats
that prevail ought to be dissipated. To this end, the
Government of India appeals to all concerned to desist from
threats, and to be combatants to refrain from stepping up
the tempo of the war.(2)A cease-fire,
of India proposes:
given priority on the agenda of the Indo-China Conference;
and (b) a cease-fire group be constituted consisting of the
actual belligerents, namely France, and her three Associated
States and Viet-Minh.

To bring this about, the Government
(a) that the item of a "cease-fire" be

(3)Independence,
proclaim that it is essential to the solution of the conflict
that the complete independence of Indo-China, that is, the
termination of French sovereignty, should be placed beyond
all doubt by an unequivocal commitment by the Government of
France.

The conference should decide and(4)Direct negotiations between the parties immediately
and principally concerned should be initiated by the
conference. Instead of seeking to hammer out settlements
itself, the conference should give the parties all assistance
to this end. Such direct concern and involve Indo-China
directly. These parties would be the same as would
constitute the cease-fire group.(5)Non-intervention. A solemn agreement on non-
intervention denying aid, direct or indirect, with troops
or war material to the combatants or for the purpose of war,
to which the United States, the U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom
and China shall be primary parties, should be brought about
by the conference. The United Nations, to which the decision
of the conference shall be reported, shall be requested to
formulate a convention of non-intervention in Indo-China

*From: Jawaharlal Nehru, India's Foreign Policy:
Speeches September, 1946-April, 1961 (Delhi:
Publication Division of the Ministry of Information
and Broadcasting, Government of India, 1961), pp.
399-400.

Selected
The



214

embodying the aforesaid agreement and including the provision
for its enforcement under the United Nations auspices.
States should be invited by the United Nations to adhere to
this convention of non-intervention.

Other

(6) The United Nations should be informed of the
progress of the conference. Its good offices for purposes
of conciliation under the appropriate Articles of the
Charter, and not for invoking sanctions, should be sought.
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APPENDIX C*

Memorandum Given to Dulles from Eden on April 30, 1954

Communism in Asia cannot, be checked by military
The problem is as much political as military:

if any military combination is to be effective, it must
enjoy the widest possible measure of Asian support.

1.
means alone.

We should aim to get the support of Burma as well
as Thailand, as the immediate neighbours of Indo-China.
But Burma will not come in unless the project commands some
sympathy from other Asian countries, particularly the Asian
members of the Commonwealth,

2 .

If we cannot win the active support of all the Asian
countries of the area, it is important that we should, at
the very least, secure their benevolent neutrality.

3.

To secure this widely-based Asian support, we must
prepare the ground carefully for what is, in any case,
intended to be a lasting defensive organization, not a
hastily contrived expedient to meet the present crisis.

4.

5. This does not mean that we desire to delay. On the
contrary, we have already been actively using our influence,
particularly with the Asian members of the Commonwealth,
with encouraging results. Pakistan and Ceylon have already
promised not to oppose a South-Eastern collective defence on
the lines we envisage, and we have succeeded in diverting
Mr. Nehru from his original intention of condemning it root
and branch. We have thus averted the danger that the Asian
Prime Ministers at Colombo would unite in condemning our
project, and have grounds for hoping for the actual support
of some of them.

Mr. Nehru's latest statement shows that his ideas
have moved closer to our own.

secure his endorsement of the kind of negotiated settlement
in Indo-China that would be acceptable to us.

6.
With persistence, we may even

While we do not believe that a French collapse in
Indo-China could come about as rapidly as the Americans
appear to envisage, this danger reinforces the need to lay

7.

*From: Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden: Full
Circle (Cambridge, Mass,: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1960) , pp. 122-123,
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the foundation of a winder and viable defence organization
for South-East Asia.

We propose therefore that the United States and
the United Kingdom should begin an immediate and secret
joint examination of the political and military problems
in creating a collective defence for South-East Asia,
namely:
ments.

8.

(a) nature and purpose (b) membership (c) commit-
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APPENDIX D*

Final Declaration of the Geneva Conference on the Problem
of Restoring Peace in Indo-China, in which the Representa-
tives of Cambodia, the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam,
France, Laos, the People's Republic of China, the State of
Viet Nam, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the~
United Kingdom and the United States of America Took Part,
July 21, 1954

The Conference takes note of the agreements ending
hostilities in Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam and organizing
international control and the supervision of the execution of
the provisions of these agreements.

1.

The Conference expresses satisfaction at the ending
of hostilities in Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam; the Conference
expresses its conviction that the execution of the
provisions set out in the present declaration and in the
agreements on the cessation of histilities will permit
Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam henceforth to play their part,
in full independence and sovereignty, in the peaceful
community of nations.

2,

The Conference takes note of the declarations made

by the Governments of Cambodia and Laos of their intention
to adopt measures permitting all citizens to take their
place in the national community, in particular by
participating in the next general elections, which, in
conformity with the constitution of each of these three
countries, shall take place in the course of the year 1955,
by secret ballot and in conditions of respect for fundamental
freedoms.

3.

The Conference takes note of the clauses in the
agreement on the cessation of hostilities in Viet Nam
prohibiting the introduction into Viet Nam of foreign troops
and military personnel as well as of all kinds of arms and
munitions.
made by the Governments of Cambodia and Laos of their
resolution not to request foreign aid, whether in war
material, in personnel or in instructors, except for the
purpose of the effective defence of their territory and, in
the case of Laos, to the extent defined by the agreements
on the cessation of hostilities in Laos.

4.

The Conference also takes note of the declarations

*From: Great Britain, Foreign Office, Further Documents
Relating to the Discussion of the Geneva Conference,
Misc. No. 20 (1954), Cmd.9239 (London:
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1954), pp. 9-11.

Her
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The Conference takes note of the clauses in the
agreement on the cessation of hostilities in Viet Nam to
the effect that no military base under the control of a
foreign State may be established in the regrouping zones
of the two parties, the latter having the obligation to see
that the zones allotted to them shall not constitute part
of any military alliance and shall not be utilized for the
resumption of hostilities or in the service of an aggressive
policy.
of the Governments of Cambodia and Laos to the effect that
they will not join in any agreement with other States if
this agreement included the obligation to participate in a
military alliance not in conformity with the principles of
the Charter of the United Nations or, in the case of Laos,
with the principles of the agreement on the cessation of
hostilities in Laos or, so long as their security is not
threatened, the obligation to establish bases on Cambodian
or Laotian territory for the military forces of foreign
Powers.

5.

The Conference also takes note of the declaration

6. The Conference recognizes that the essential
purpose of the agreement relating to Viet Nam is to settle
military questions with a view to ending hostilities and
that the military demarcation line is provisional and should
not in any way be interpreted as constituting a political
or territorial boundary. The Conference expresses its
conviction that the execution of the provisions set out in
the present declaration and in the agreement on the
cessation of hostilities creates the necessary basis for
the achievement in the near future of a political settlement
in Viet Nam.

The Conference declares that, so far as Viet Nam
is concerned, the settlement of political problems, effected
on the basis of respect for the principles of independence,
unity and territorial integrity, shall permit the Vietnamese
people to enjoy the fundamental freedoms, guaranteed by
democratic institutions established as a result of free
general elections by secret ballot,
sufficient progress in the restoration of peace has been
made, and that all the necessary conditions obtain for
free expression of the national will, general elections shall
be held in July 1956, under the supervision of an inter-
national commission composed of representatives of the
Member States of the International Supervisory Commission,
referred to in the agreement on the cessation of hostilities.
Consultations will be held on this subject between the
competent representative authorities of the two zones from
July 20, 1955, onwards.

7 c

In order to ensure that
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The provisions of the agreements on the cessation
of hostilities intended to ensure the protection of
individuals and of property must be most strictly applied
and must, in particular, allow everyone in Viet Nam to
decide freely in which zone he wishes to live.

8.

9. The competent representative authorities of the
Northern and Southern zones of Viet Nam, as well as the
authorities of Laos and Cambodia, must not permit any
individual or collective reprisals against persons who have
collaborated in any way with one of the parties during the
war, or against members of such persons' families.

The Conference takes note of the declaration of
the Government of the French Republic to the effect that it
is ready to withdraw its troops from the territory of
Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam, at the request of the Govern-
ments concerned and within periods which shall be fixed by
agreement between the parties except in the cases where,
by agreement between the two parties, a certain number of
French troops shall remain at specified points and for a
specified time.

10.

The Conference takes note of the declaration of
the French Government to the effect that for the settlement
of all the problems connected with the re-establishment and
consolidation of peace in Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam, the
French Government will proceed from the principle of respect
for the independence and sovereignty, unit and territorial
integrity of Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam.

11.

In their relations with Cambodia, Laos and Viet
Nam, each member of the Geneva Conference undertakes to
respect the sovereignty, the independence, the unity and
the territorial integrity of the above-mentioned States, and
to refrain from any interference in their international
affairs.

12.

The members of the Conference agree to consult
one another on any question which may be referred to them
by the International Supervisory Commission, in order to
study such measures as may prove necessary to ensure that
the agreements on the cessation of hostilities in Cambodia,
Laos and Viet Nam are respected.

13.
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