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Executive Summary

The United States and China have followed nearly parallel paths as
providers of foreign aid over the past seven decades. Although these
programs were ostensibly aimed at Third World economic develop-
ment, both China and the United States have leveraged their aid
programs to further their own national interests, but have used very
different strategies. The United States has largely provided foreign
aid with the aim of stabilizing

the world order and to advance
its interests, initially as part of a China and the US have used

broader Cold War strategy and their aid programs for their
more recently as part of its War

on Terror. Its approach has been own national interests, but have

to develop patron-client relation- used very different strategies
ships with recipient countries,

using aid to build alliances and
promote economic and political liberalization. The Trump admin-
istration has now proposed cutting foreign aid by up to one-third in
favor of an “America first” policy.

China, on the other hand, has used its foreign aid program pri-
marily to strengthen its position as a leader of the Global South, with
a hands-off political approach, emphasizing reciprocity and solidarity
with its foreign aid recipients. At the same time as the United States
cuts its aid program, the Chinese government is ramping up its own
foreign aid and investment programs. For example, the Belt Road Ini-
tiative (BRI) is supported with a Chinese government commitment
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of $40b to the Silk Road Fund to expand both overland and maritime
trade links of China with Europe, Central and South Asia, and Africa.

This is not a new direction for China, but rather an articulation of
a further step in a constant trajectory that this study explores. China’s
foreign aid program had its beginnings with Chinese Premier Zhou
Enlai’s entrance on the global stage at the Asian-African Conference
at Bandung, Indonesia, in April 1955. This conference saw the po-
litical leadership from 29 developing countries come together over a
week to look beyond the Cold War alliances they were part of and
map out a path for an assertive voice from the Global South. The
first clause of the Bandung declaration called for increased South-
South “...economic cooperation on the basis of mutual interest and
respect for national sovereignty.” China took this call to heart and
commenced a program of foreign aid starting with Egypt in 1956 and
expanding into the rest of Africa and Asia.

This is quite different from the US aid trajectory, which this study
argues had its origins in the Cold War with aid to Greece and Tur-
key in early 1947 to prevent them falling into the Soviet camp, and
from there was used to build anti-Soviet alliances. Despite President
Truman’s Point Four Program of 1949 for increased foreign aid for
development, a skeptical Congress kept aid volumes low and tied aid
to the Cold War security agenda of the Eisenhower administration.
The Kennedy administration moved beyond the focus on security and
matching Soviet efforts, introducing a development agenda for the
“free world” based on promoting free market capitalism and opposing
state-led development. This was despite the economic successes of the
state-led policies of Japan and South Korea, and later China. With
the end of the Cold War in 1989, the focus of the US aid program
shifted to democratization under President Clinton. Under George
W. Bush, after the September 11 attacks, it was expanded to support
the War on Terror.

This study tracks the development of Chinese aid since the 1970s
when it was reaching over 70 countries and, most notably, constructing
the TAZARA railway, a flagship project of 2,000km linking the cop-
per mines of Zambia to Tanzanian ports, thus bypassing the colonial
remnants of Rhodesia and South Africa. With this one project China
made an unambiguous statement of solidarity with the Global South.

After a hiatus in the 1980s when China’s own rapid growth was
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given priority, its aid program increased in the 1990s following the
Tiananmen Square violent crackdown and the associated condemna-
tion of China from the West. Here the focus was not only on build-
ing solidarity, but also trade and investment linkages as well. In the
2010s, there has been a further expansion of China’s foreign aid with
the BRI program aimed at building closer economic and trade rela-
tionships across Asia and making use of excess capacity in Chinese
industry.

The study concludes with a discussion of the West’s reduced lever-
age, not only in promoting globalization and the broader neoliberal
agenda, but also in the broader liberal regime around social justice,
gender justice, human rights, environmental norms, and other hard-
won global agreements. The influence of the United States is being
challenged by China, which has been using its foreign aid to expand
its global influence in ways that are quite different from the United
States and the West. The question is how will the United States, and
the West more broadly, respond to this challenge in a time of deep aid
cuts and in the context of rising nationalism and more authoritarian
states that are increasingly rejecting the post-war liberal world order.






China and the United
States as Aid Donors

Past and Future Trajectories

Introduction

The Trump administration’s 2018 budget proposes to cut US foreign
aid by one third, making it the largest cut in foreign aid since the end
of the Cold War. It also comes at a time when China is using its aid
program and other official flows to assert its influence across Asia and
Africa, most recently with its Belt Road Initiative. For the United
States to cut its aid program so drastically at this critical juncture
will effectively cede the field to China after a decades-long “aid race”
in which each vied for influence in the Global South using the “soft
power” of foreign aid. An exploration of this history will shed light on
why a continued and strong foreign aid engagement with the Global
South is important.

First, it will be useful to map the origins of both foreign aid pro-
grams and show how they developed up to the 1980s. An impor-
tant aspect of this is China’s development leadership of the Global
South, particularly in the 1970s when the West was challenged by
UNCTAD, the New International Economic Order, and more asser-
tive Southern voices. The 1990s and the 2000s saw China cement its
political solidarity relationships with economic ones at a time when
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the United States largely ignored China and focused on democratiza-
tion (mainly in Eastern Europe) and the War on Terror. This discus-
sion provides an important background for a discussion of how the
Trump administration’s aid cuts limit the use of the US aid program
in better engaging with China and the Global South to strengthen
and advance some of the liberal values that are under threat by rising
nationalism. Instead, China’s hands-off approach to bilateral relations
will go unchallenged in an era of growing authoritarianism.

An Overview

The rise of the United States and China as foreign aid donors, the
United States from the mid-1940s and China from the mid-1950s,
followed surprisingly similar paths but with some important differ-
ences. While the United States as a modern bilateral donor' had its
origins in the immediate post—World War II context, with an aid
program to Turkey and Greece in 1947, and President Truman’s Point
Four Program in 1949, the US aid program did not increase substan-
tially until the mid-1950s when the Soviet Union started a foreign aid
race to build alliances to complement the arms race. Similarly, until
the late 1980s the US program was an adjunct to the Cold War, and
the foreign aid program complemented the US security strategy by
developing and cementing Cold War alliances. In the early 2000s the
US aid program expanded again with its focus on the War on Terror.

For China, the Asian-African Conference in Bandung, Indone-
sia, in April 1955 marked its first step in establishing a foreign aid
program beyond support for its immediate communist neighbors.
Bandung was also the first step by developing countries, acting as a
collective group, in articulating their own development cooperation
agenda, marking the beginning of South-South cooperation. China
immediately took up the challenge, beginning a foreign aid program
to Egypt in 1956.

The Chinese aid program, after a few halting steps in the 1960s,
grew rapidly from the early 1970s until it stabilized in the 1980s,
then grew rapidly again from the 1990s until the present day. From
the 1990s, the focus of the Chinese program shifted from cementing
political and diplomatic relationships to more direct economic coop-
eration to build strategic partnerships, culminating in the 2010s with
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the Belt Road Initiative (BRI) across Asia and Africa, using a mix of
foreign aid, other official flows, and foreign direct investment (FDI).

For both the United States and China, their foreign aid programs,
while ostensibly about Third World economic development, were
very much driven by their respec-

tive national interests. For the US,

Cold War rivalry meant that build- ~ Both foreign aid programs

ing alliances and protecting allies
was a central part of its aid program

in its early years. For China, it was respective national interests

were very much driven by their

a pathway to regaining its status
as a respected voice on the global
stage after what Zhou Enlai in the 1950s referred to as the “century of
humiliation,” and then to building economic ties to realize Xi Jinping’s
China Dream, a reference to China’s former glory.

The strategies adopted by China and the US, however, were very
different. The United States adopted more of a patron-client relation-
ship with its aid recipients, which included their adoption of free
market capitalist economic systems and, from the late 1980s, broader
democratic principles in their political systems. While the United
States did give aid to communist countries from the outset, most
notably to Yugoslavia in 1949, it tended to promote economic and
political liberalization among its allies and aid partners. China, on
the other hand, was less interested in the nature or the economic ap-
proaches of the partner government, but rather emphasized solidar-
ity in developing its long-term political and economic relationships.
While these often were around developing trade and investment re-
lationships, this was not always the case, as increasing China’s status
as a leader of the Global South was also important. The only politi-
cal condition China placed on its development partners was support
of a One China Policy, restricting official recognition of Taiwan. It
was not until the 2000s that a China-based model of development,
the so-called Beijing Consensus, was articulated. It focused on filling
both soft and hard infrastructure needs, for improved connectivity
within and across Asia and Africa.

China’s programs, like those of the US, were global in nature, but
focused on Africa until after the Cold War, when China increased
its focus on South, Central, and West Asia. There was less historical
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baggage in building relationships with Africa than with many of the
countries in Asia, and with over 50 independent, mostly nonaligned
countries, Africa could have a more united voice. Asia during the
Cold War was more politically divided, with many countries allied
with either the Soviet Union or the US.

The Origins of US Foreign Aid Programs

The US foreign aid program can be traced back to the early part
of the nineteenth century, with the Monroe Doctrine that built on
notions of manifest destiny and American exceptionalism in its ex-
pansion westward into the Pacific and southward into Latin America
(Picard and Buss 2009; Coles 2002; Zoysa 2005). These ideas, Zoysa
argues, have their origins in the values and Puritan beliefs of the first
European settlers to arrive in Plymouth, MA in 1620. The United
States sent technical missions abroad from the 1830s onwards, and
by the 1870s a number of foreign governments turned directly to the
United States for aid. However, until the 1940s, the focus was mainly
on Latin America and flagship projects such as the Inter-American
Highway of the 1920s, and some development programs in the Phil-
ippines in the 1920s and 1930s (Picard and Buss 2009; Liska 1960).

In the 1940s the focus was on reconstruction following the dev-
astation of World War II, which would be led by the nascent World
Bank in concert with the International Monetary Fund, which had
oversight of the global financial system (Lavelle 2013; Engel 2012;
Caufield 1996). This vision quickly unraveled when the Soviet Union
took a more belligerent approach to the political rehabilitation of
Europe, and effectively annexed much of Eastern Europe, setting up
Soviet-style governments in those countries (Koslowski and Kratochwil
1994; Vieira 2016). In 1946, communist insurgencies in Greece, as
well as Soviet pressure on Turkey for disputed territory and unfet-
tered maritime access to the Mediterranean Sea, threatened both gov-
ernments. If these strategies were successful and Greece and Turkey
moved into the Soviet orbit, the West’s Middle East allies and its oil
supply would be threatened. In early 1947, the UK, which was too fi-
nancially strapped to provide support to Greece and Turkey, asked the
United States to supply economic and military aid. This first postwar
US foreign aid program led to the Truman Doctrine of 1947, which
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rejected US isolationism in favor of containing communist aggres-
sion (Tansky 1967; United States Congress 1957a, 1957b; Picard and
Buss 2009; Lancaster 2008; Morley and Morley 1961).

Following the provision of economic and military support to
Greece and Turkey, the Truman government expanded the foreign aid
program to the rest of Europe and beyond, but this time with a devel-
opmental rather than a military objective. While Truman’s Point Four
Program of 1949 still tied the foreign aid into a broader framework
of security, it also introduced the idea that “...trade and civilisation
were inseparable” (Caufield 1996, 48).? The themes of Point Four
were “poverty, economic growth, and democracy and freedom against
Soviet Communism” (Picard and Buss 2009, 88). Even though the
aid from the US Point Four Program was to be in the form of tech-
nical assistance rather than large-scale grants or loans (Picard and
Buss 2009; Wood 1986), it only passed Congress by one vote (Wood
1986). This was an early demonstration of the ambivalence the US
Congress continues to have for foreign aid (Hagen and Ruttan 1988).
Around the same time, Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia split from Stalin,
and after much soul searching the United States provided its first for-
eign aid (including military aid) to a communist state in 1949, largely
without conditions (Lees 1978; Liska 1960).

The Marshall Plan, however, was set up to be separate from the
foreign aid program and aimed at: rebuilding Western Europe and
Japan as a group of US allies to contain communism; stimulating the
US economy via increased industrial exports to Europe; and access-
ing raw materials from developing countries through their European
patrons (Wood 1986; Morley and Morley 1961; Hagen and Ruttan
1988). The Marshall Plan thus resulted in large flows to developing
countries from their colonial powers (Picard and Buss 2009). In ad-
dition, the Marshall Plan and the US aid program had an ideologi-
cal agenda of not only containing communism, but also challenging
the statism and national capitalism that prevailed through much of
Western Europe (Loayza 2003; Wood 1986). Wood argues that this
“has been the real threat economic aid has been used to counter rath-
er than communism” (Wood 1986 66). The anti-statist agenda has
been a continuing implicit, if not explicit, objective of the US aid
program ever since. The Marshall Plan, however, had limited success
in pressuring European governments away from state-led economic
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recovery, and what the United States saw as stifling regulations. It
was, however, more successful in freeing up trade within Europe, and
in giving a greater role to the private sector in the recovery and re-
building processes (Wood 1986; Kunz 1997; Esposito 1994; Grant
and Nijman 1997).

In the early 1950s, despite the promise of Truman’s Point Four
Program, a skeptical Congress and a more national security—con-
scious Eisenhower administration made cuts in foreign aid in favor
of increased military spending, and it was to be nearly another de-
cade before US and Western foreign aid increased and became more
sharply defined, with a development objective rather than a security
objective (Hagen and Ruttan 1988; Parker 2006; Picard and Buss
2009).

During the first half of the 1950s, Asia experienced what Parker
(2006, 872) called a “...seemingly endless crisis in the region [and
further afield], as from north to south along the East Asian coast,
fighting waxed and waned.” The idea of using foreign aid as a soft
power tool to contain communism did not appeal to the US admin-
istration in the same way as the British Commonwealth—led Colom-
bo Plan. The Colombo Plan® was a mix of technical support and
training, and probably the first example of South-South cooperation.
Likewise, Japan was using its reparation payments to countries it had
occupied during World War II for broader development objectives as
well as for containing communism. Hara Yasusaburo, then president

of the Nippon Kayaku Corporation, observed:

...we can contribute to the economic development of South-
east Asia in the name of reparation payments; we can help pre-
vent the propagation of communism. With reparations, we can
kill two birds with one stone. (quoted in Suchiro, 1999, 88).

The US approach to foreign aid and development in the Global
South in the 1950s was largely hands-off: “...the Eisenhower team’s
basic approach to the Third World: a focus on covert and/or psycho-
logical operations, hints at economic aid, the use of pro-American
proxies, and where possible a light touch” (Parker 2006, 883). This
approach was also due to the Congress being fearful of a possible
Marshall Plan to the Global South on a grand scale, and concern at
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the high cost of the Korean War. US aid at that time was very much
on a modest scale, and went hand in hand with military assistance
(United States Congress 1957a; Tansky 1967). US General Alfred
Gruenther noted in 1952 that “...the economic and military aspects of
defense...defy separation [in modern warfare]” (quoted in Hagen and
Ruttan 1988, 3). Foreign aid was used to “...support a system of in-
terlocking anti-communist alliances beginning with NATO” (Morley
and Morley 1961, 9).

The only development aspect to the US aid program was to “...
afford friendly leaders an opportunity to maintain their authority
and legitimacy by delivering better services to their citizens” (Picard
and Buss 2009, 87). The
intended outcome of the
program was greater po-  1he intended outcome of the US aid
litical stability rather than

. program was greater political stability
economic growth, and

any activities had to be  rather than economic growth

argued on grounds of the

American military interest

rather than developmental need (US Congress 1957, 13). The pro-
portion of military aid to development aid rose from 24 percent in
1951 to 66 percent in 1953, after Eisenhower took office (p. 8). The
clear exceptions to this were the Colombo Plan, mentioned above, to
which the US contribution was modest, and food aid.*

By the mid-1950s, the United States was facing the Soviet Union
as a direct competitor in using foreign aid as soft power and, as Secre-
tary of State Dulles noted, “...with more guile and less force” (Hagen
and Ruttan 1988, 5), while at the same time an economic downturn
in the US limited budgetary options. Eisenhower was concerned with
the rise of Soviet economic aid to developing countries but was unsure
as to how to respond: “US policymakers took the Soviet challenge to
heart but were very uncertain of where else to take it” (767d.). Despite
the clear pressure on US strategic interests, Congress remained reluc-
tant to give Eisenhower the foreign aid funding he required and so he
had to look further afield.

Eisenhower approached other Western donors and allies, such as
Japan, to pick up the slack. As a result, Western aid doubled in the
five years 1956-1960 from what it was over the previous five years



Patrick Kilby

(Morrison 1998; Jain 2016; Griffin 1991). The Eisenhower admin-
istration then launched a Western partnership for development co-
operation, the Common Aid Effort, to cement Western support for
foreign aid (Scott 2015), and put pressure on other Western donors
to support the US anti-Soviet effort (White 1974). The idea was to
burden-share among Western allies to increase the volume of Western
development aid in the face of what was seen as a Soviet aid onslaught
(Verschaeve and Orbie 2015a; Westad 2005; Tansky 1967).°

The Soviet foreign aid effort started after Stalin’s death in 1953
and grew quickly, marking a brief period of soft power rivalry with
the United States (Goldman 1967; Tansky 1967; Lancaster 2008).
While Soviet aid outside the communist bloc did not match US aid
in volume, its strategic use led to the perception that Soviet aid was
both substantial and effective (Hattori 2001; Orr 1988; Goldman
1967). Inside the Soviet bloc, the aid effort was considerable, with
large volumes of Soviet aid to support China’s industrialization in the
1950s, which Westad refers to as the Soviet “Marshall Plan to mod-
ernize China” (2005, 69).

Flagship projects, which the United States and the World Bank
declined to fund, such as the Aswan High Dam in Egypt, gave the So-
viet Union propaganda wins and developing countries a clear choice
as well as the ability to bargain the terms of Western aid (White 1974;
Wood 1986). Soviet aid was in the form of loans at half the inter-
est rate of US aid, and because repayments were not required to be
made in a convertible currency, barter arrangements were common.
In some cases, according to Goldman (1967), US aid was recycled
to the Soviets: the loan repayments were made with US PL 480 food
aid, which the Soviet Union then sold on the world market, keep-
ing the foreign exchange (Goldman 1967, 72). Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev even made the point that without Soviet aid there would
be much less Western aid, and so the Soviet Union should get some
of the credit for that (Tansky 1967; Wood 1986).

The United States was also hampered in its soft power diplomacy
by the perception within developing countries that the US govern-
ment policy to its own people of color was fundamentally racist. The
US racial segregation battles of the 1950s gave the impression to de-
veloping countries that the US aid program was influenced by what
was seen as racially-based values, which the Soviet Union, and later
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China, played up in their propaganda efforts to the Global South
(Jones 2005; Angelo and Davies 2015; Westad 2005; Abraham 2008;
Parker 2006; Jones 2005; Brazinksy 2017).

In 1961, the logjam in the US Congress on foreign aid was broken,
in part due to the importance the new president, John F. Kennedy,
placed on it, and in part to the persuasive skills he brought to the
table (Hagen and Ruttan 1988). The Kennedy administration went
beyond the idea of burden sharing and called for a renewed push for
more foreign aid, by calling for a UN-led Decade for Development
(Kennedy 1961). Kennedy also introduced a new approach to inter-
national development in the form of the Partners for Progress pro-
gram, to offer a positive alternative to the Soviet Union’s aid program
(Kennedy 1962; Hagen and Ruttan 1988). It was a marked shift from
the 1950s philosophy of the Mutual Security Act which stipulated
“...that aid could only be extended to strengthen the free world” and
complement military aid (Orr 1988, 741). The US aid program was
consolidated into a new agency, AID, and the Peace Corps program
was started as an extension of soft power (Hagen and Ruttan 1988;
Labouisse 1961). The aim of AID in the early 1960s was “linking
the twin ideological foundations of capitalist economic growth and
political resistance to international communism” (Essex 2008, 234).
This harked directly back to the Truman Point Four Program and the
separation of development aid from military aid. Foreign aid was to
be used in support of market-based capitalism, and in Kennedy’s case,
to include the promotion of US exports and investment in Africa
(Angelo and Davies 2015).

While the Kennedy program represented a permanent shift in US
aid policy to focus on longer-term development, with grants rather
than loans for programs and over longer periods, the commitment to
increased funding was short-lived. As the Soviet Union reduced its
aid program, so did the US, so that by 1968 the budget outlay for for-
eign aid was half of what it was in 1962 (Shapiro and Weiner 2002;
Fleck and Kilby 2010). There were even questions in Congress of the
need for an aid program at all when the US economy was stagnating
(Fleck and Kilby 2010; Essex 2008; DAC Secretariat 1970; Picard
and Buss 2009). Interestingly, the rapid increase in the Chinese aid
program in the 1970s did not prompt a commensurate increase in

the US aid program (Fleck and Kilby 2010); the US-China détente
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of 1972 may have played a part in this decoupling. In the 2000s,
the Bush administration’s policy shift to a security focus in foreign
aid harked back to the Eisenhower administration policies with the
increase in the aid program to fund the War on Terror (Howell and
Lind 2009; Moss, Standley, and Roodman 2005).

Since the 1970s the US aid program has followed a similar philos-
ophy: while it was a projection of US power, it was also a projection
of US liberal values and its manifest destiny in pursuing them. Later,
at the end of the Cold War, democratization in recipient countries
was added to the list of liberal values being promoted (Zoysa 2005;
Picard and Buss 2009). During the Cold War, it made political sense
for the United States to support authoritarian regimes as they were
more reliable partners, and certainly seen as preferable to left-wing
or even left-leaning democracies such as India or Chile in the early
1970s (Hook and Rumsey 2016; Liska 1961).

While Soviet Union funding of foreign aid fell sharply in the
1960s, and the US program followed suit, the Chinese aid program
increased and offered a quite different strategy to the US policy of
Cold War containment of communism and the promotion of US
values. While Mao Zedong spoke of exporting revolution, first Pre-
mier Zhou Enlai was embarking on a diplomatic campaign across
the South to build Southern solidarity to challenge both US and So-
viet hegemony (Samy 2010; Larkin 1973; Huisken 2013; Brazinsky
2017). Key to Zhou’s approach were the ideas of partnership and
solidarity, which are enshrined in the Five Principles of Peaceful Co-
existence (1954) and the Eight Principles of Foreign Aid (1964) (Gill
and Huang 2006; Varrall 2016; Mawdsley 2012). In keeping with
these principles China has consistently challenged the Western liberal
views of democracy and human rights (Mawdsley, Savage, and Kim
2014). Zhou used the Geneva Peace Conference of 1954 and the
Bandung Conference of 1955 to position China as a leader in build-
ing solidarity across the South, with foreign aid playing a central part
of that process (Brazinsky 2017). In the 2000s this solidarity was
strengthened with closer economic cooperation and higher levels of
Chinese aid as well as foreign direct investment both from state and
private sources, at first in Africa and then extending to West, Central,
and South Asia in the 2010s with the Belt Road Initiative.
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Bandung and the Origin of Chinese Foreign
Aid Programs

China’s foreign aid program had its origins in the dissatisfaction with
what the Global South saw as Western hegemony in the postcolo-
nial development processes. The Bandung Conference and ideas of
South-South cooperation had their origins in a series of meetings
from the turn of the twenti-

eth century. Prior to the de-
colonization of the late 1940s China’s program had its origins in
into the 1960s, the emerg-

ing developing country lead-
ers had been active in trying South saw as Western hegemony

dissatisfaction with what the Global

to have their voices heard

in global forums, beginning

around 1900. This included the first Pan-African Conference held in
London in 1900 (Hongoh 2016), a peace conference in 1926 held at
Bierville near Paris that declared that “Asia must have a rightful place
in the consideration of world problems” (Birchall 2016; Appadorai
1955, 1), and the Brussels anti-imperial conference of 1927 where
the Indian independence leader Jawaharlal Nehru took a leading role
(Abraham 2014; Hongoh 2016; Acharya 2016).

These conferences followed what was seen as a snub at the Paris
Peace Conference of 1919 to the nationalist and regional aspirations
of Japan, China, and others in the refusal to include an anti—racial dis-
crimination clause in the Treaty of Versailles, or to give back the for-
mer German concession territory of Shandong to China (Kawamura
1997; Hongoh 2016; Brazinsky 2017).¢ Given the role to that date
of the “white” colonial powers in international relations and develop-
ment, the Indonesian President Sukarno noted in his opening address
at Bandung that it was “...the first international conference of co-
loured peoples in the history of mankind,” and the idea of oppressed
peoples dominated it (Jones 2005, 861; Parker 2006; Wright 1956;
Ampiah 2007; Hongoh 2016).

The post—World War II independence processes also built mo-
mentum for a Southern voice in global affairs. After the war, there
were a series of meetings of Asian and African leaders dealing with
issues of decolonization, leading up to Bandung. The Pan-African
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Conference of future African leaders in Manchester in 1945 (Cheru
2016) was followed by the Asian Relations Conference held in Delhi
in 1947. The Delhi conference challenged the notion of Western civi-
lization as the zenith, arguing in favor of the strength and enduring
history of Eastern civilizations, and put forward the idea of Arab-
Asian regional cooperation (Abraham 2008; Vieira 2016). One out-
come of the Delhi conference was the idea that “Asian knowledge’
would be offered to the world without conditions” (Abraham 2008,
201). The Baguio Conference in the Philippines followed in 1950
and went a step further and articulated Nehru’s brand of neutralism,
which he brought to Bandung and then to the nonaligned movement
(Ampiah 2007; Appadorai 1955). The Geneva Peace Conference of
1954, where the peace settlements for the Korean War and the Indo-
china conflict were thrashed out, established China and Zhou Enlai
in particular as important interlocutors on the world stage (Brazinsky
2017). This reputation was in evidence at Bandung and set in train
China’s rise as a leader of the Global South.

In April 1954 five South Asian leaders” met in Colombo and de-
clared that “colonialism was a violation of fundamental human rights
and a threat to world peace,” and set in train a process for a much
wider global conference than any that hitherto had been held (Jones
2005, 852). The Colombo declaration was also in part a response to
the US moves to establish the South East Asian Treaty Organization
(SEATO) as a bulwark against communism. SEATO had the prob-
lem of being dominated by Western (white) powers, with Thailand
and the Philippines as the only regional treaty partners (Parker 2006;
Jones 2005). As a result there was a strong anti-Western racial un-
dercurrent in the Colombo discussions despite most of the leaders
present being trenchantly anti-communist. Questions were raised as
to whether “white” countries in the region (i.e., Australia and New
Zealand) that had been observers at some of the planning meetings
should be invited (Wright 1956; Parker 2006; Jones 2005; Ampiah
2007). The West, likewise, wanted no part in the conference. Acharya
(2016, 343) quoted declassified cables about Australia’s involvement:

He [Prime Minister Menzies] takes a dark view of activities
which, under guise of peaceful co-existence, in fact are stir-
ring up colour prejudices (from a UK High Commission note
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in early 1955). Another British document points out that the
Australian government ‘neither wanted an invitation nor the
opportunity to refuse one.’

Similarly, the United States did not want to send observers and
kept an official distance, but could not prevent an African-American
congressman from attending (Parker 2006). The call for a clearer
voice from the South was led by Nehru and his passionate objec-
tions to SEATO, to counter what they saw as Western hegemony
(Acharya 2016; Fisher 1971). The heart of these objections was less
about containing communism than about US exceptionalism or its
manifest destiny (Zoysa 2005; Picard and Buss 2009). These were
ideas used by Jefferson in his intervention against pirates on the west
coast of Africa in the early nineteenth century: “the aim was both to
secure US commerce and impose American standards of behavior”
(Westad 2005, 21). To outsiders, SEATO also seemed to echo Rudyard
Kipling’s racially-based notion of the “white man’s burden” (Kipling
and Balestier 1899).% The Bandung Conference was held, in part, to
challenge both the notion of the United States’ manifest destiny and
the “white man’s burden” (Parker 2006).

The great achievement of that week at Bandung was to bring to-
gether political leaders from erstwhile adversaries in different political
camps to seek common ground. “The image of the torch of civiliza-
tions being passed to new continents outside Europe was omnipres-
ent among the Third World leaders at Bandung” (Westad 2005, 99).
Western allies, Soviet allies, and the nonaligned were represented,
agreeing to put their differences aside to reach a consensus (there
were no votes) and a single voice: “...endowed with metaphorical
power [and] indignation...against the injustices of the international
political system as designed at Yalta” (Ampiah 2007, 2). There were
29 attendees:’ those representing the three main Western alliances
(NATO, CENTO," and SEATO) and US bilateral allies and sup-
porters such as Japan, Ceylon, and South Vietnam; Soviet allies and
supporters such as China and North Vietnam; and a number who
were variously nonaligned. The key outcome of Bandung, after a
long, bitter debate about whether the Soviet Union was a colonial
power in Eastern Europe, was a clear statement against colonialism

“...in all its forms™"! (Acharya 2016; Parker 20006).
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The Bandung Conference represented the crossroads of several
key Cold War trends: the old specter of communism and the
newer one of neutralism; the vectors of anti-colonialism and
Third World nationalism; and a stirring consciousness of changes
in inter- and intranational race relations (Parker 2006, 888).

There was an attempt to have a follow-up conference to Bandung,
which would be more inclusive, with the idea being put forward by
China and Indonesia in the early 1960s. There was a preparatory
meeting in Indonesia in 1964 with the main meeting to occur in
Algiers in 1965. India was ambivalent about the conference as the
ongoing tensions it had with Pakistan and China had worsened. In
what was regarded as a spoiling move, India wanted the Soviet Union
to attend, which India knew China would not countenance. At the
very last minute the meeting was deferred and then later cancelled,

due to the politics of the Sino-Soviet

split, India’s ambivalence, and objec-

The key outcome of Bandung tions to China’s wish to set a radical

was a clear statement against

agenda for the conference (Abraham
2008; Berger 2004; Brazinsky 2017).

colonialism °...in all its forms’  There was a 50th anniversary confer-

ence in 2005, held in Bandung and

Jakarta with 106 countries from Asia
and Africa attending. The outcomes of the 50th anniversary confer-
ence are enshrined in the New Asian-African Strategic Partnership
(NAASP), which recommitted to the principles of Bandung and ex-
panded them into clearer statements based on three Bandung pillars:
political solidarity; economic cooperation; and sociocultural relations
(Assie-Lumumba 2015).

Bandung’s enduring legacy was to lay the groundwork for the
nonaligned movement. “[Bandung]...constituted the first major col-
lective assertion by a group of developing countries of t