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Beyond Continents, Colours, and the Cold War: Yugoslavia, Algeria,
and the Struggle for Non-Alignment
Jeffrey James Byrne*

While historians are paying greater attention to the role of the post-colonial Third
World in international affairs, there is a tendency to focus on North South
relations and the discourse of the 1955 Bandung Conference. Relying principally
on Yugoslav and Algerian archival sources, this paper re-emphasises the dynamic
historicity of ‘Third Worldism’ and the significance of ‘South South’
connections. It explores the evolution of the Third World movement in the
decade following Bandung, when smaller countries and non-state movements
exerted greater influence while larger actors, such as India and China, quarrelled.
The founding of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) in 1961 represented a
victory for smaller actors who took a more provocative and subversive approach
to international relations, to the extent that NAM was a means for the weak to
wage the cold war on their terms. Over the following half-decade, Non-Alignment
supplanted Afro-Asianism as the primary organisational concept for the Third
World, confirming that the Third World was a political project with a potentially
unbounded membership rather than the expression of a non-Western, non-white
identity.
Keywords: cold war; Third World; decolonisation; Bandung Conference; NonAligned Movement; Algeria; Yugoslavia; Africa; Sino-Soviet split

I. Introduction
Third Worldism in general, and non-alignment specifically, remain difficult phenomena to assess in a comprehensive and satisfying manner. Grappling with the sheer
geographical scale of Third Worldism as an inspiration for political mobilisation and
the ubiquity of its invocation in different walks of life, scholars have variously
described it over the years as a movement, a project, an ideology, a trend, a vogue, a
mentalit
e, and so on.1 But in addition to the inherent unwieldiness of the subject,
Third Worldism as a field of historical inquiry has also long suffered from the limited
availability of primary sources. Consequently, while recent years have seen a growing
number of successful explorations of Third Worldism, often in particular national
contexts and often making use of new archival opportunities in the developing world,
scholars have traditionally tended to dwell on the grandiose rhetoric that Third
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World statesmen and stateswomen produced in such abundance, to the neglect of
other methodologies and lines of inquiry.2 As the political scientist Robert Vitalis
illustrates in a recent article, this near-exclusive focus on discourse analysis has produced a body of literature riddled with imprecision: analytical imprecision in the
sense that the Third World is often described with sweeping, un-disprovable generalities, as well as a more mundane imprecision over basic facts.3 In particular, the
mythology of the April 1955 Bandung Conference often occludes the historicity of
Third World internationalism as a whole, including the geopolitical context of that
particular event and the changing contexts of subsequent meetings of a similar
nature.4 When judged solely by its loftiest rhetoric, it is only natural for one to conclude that Third Worldism was either a fairly hypocritical talking shop for dictators
that had little tangible effect on international affairs, or, conversely, a celebration of
post-colonial identity that was terribly important in some vague way that cannot be
explained to your students’ satisfaction.
In reality, of course, ‘Third Worldism’ was a framework created by political elites
in order to achieve political goals. Though this project had extremely ambitious goals
(perhaps over-ambitious), it was also a doctrine for pragmatic and practicable foreign policies. As one Algerian diplomat insisted to his colleagues in the early 1960s:
‘We cannot do anything just by shouting slogans, our leadership must come from
what we do.’5 Relying chiefly on the archives of Algeria and the former Yugoslavia
to delve beyond public rhetoric, this paper explores the evolution of non-alignment,
or positive neutralism, in the decade following Bandung. In two distinct phases from Bandung to the Non-Aligned Movement’s founding in Belgrade, September
1961, and then from Belgrade to the non-event of the Afro-Asian summit in Algiers,
or ‘Bandung 2’, in 1965 - the participating governments resolved two fundamental
questions about the meaning and purpose of non-alignment (and, by extension, of
the Third World project more broadly). Contrary to the public rhetoric of all concerned, the two debates concluded in a manner that departed from the agenda set at
Bandung.
More specifically, the first phase, 1955 61, which concluded with the formal
founding of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) at Belgrade, also saw propagation
of a new understanding of non-alignment that I will call ‘insurgent neutralism’. The
founding of NAM was a victory for smaller, more insurgent countries like Yugoslavia and Egypt at the expense of their Indian ally, which until that point had probably
exerted the greatest spiritual and moral influence in the elaboration of Third Worldism. The inherently different geopolitical concerns of a large potential great power
like India, in comparison to those of the smaller countries and non-state national-liberation movements like the Algerian FLN, led to a more provocative and intentionally destabilising concept of non-alignment than that advanced by Jawaharlal
Nehru and his colleagues. Particularly notable, given that the public rhetoric of
NAM continued to advocate the Third World’s disengagement from the cold war
and the end of the arms race, was the fact that many of these (comparatively) smaller
countries and liberation movements practised non-alignment as a policy of engaging
and exploiting cold-war tensions to their own ends.
The second phase, roughly 1962 to 1965, was one in which NAM vied with AfroAsianism as the primary organising principle in Third World affairs. Although this
choice was one imposed on the majority of developing countries as an extension of
the feuds between China and India, on the one hand, and China and the Soviet
Union and Yugoslavia on the other, it did entail a consequential existential debate.
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The question was whether the Third World was the expression of an identity - an
explicitly southern, non-white, poor, and post-colonial identity - or whether it was a
political project that welcomed any country or organisation that shared the same
goals. Seeking to marginalise their Soviet and Yugoslav rivals, the Chinese leadership
most vociferously argued for a basically racial, or geographical, definition of the
Third World’s constituency. However, this effort to, in a sense, recast the cold war as
a racial war ultimately failed to convince even its main intended audience in black
Africa. The failure to orchestrate a second Afro-Asian summit in Algeria in 1965 left
the Non-Aligned Movement as the primary manifestation of Third World mobilisation, and paved the way for the movement’s geographical expansion.
II. Bandung to Belgrade: the rise of insurgent neutralism
Although the Belgrade Conference that founded the Non-Alignment Movement in
September 1961 is often portrayed as a successor to the 1955 Bandung meeting, in
reality it reflected a geopolitical project distinct from, and to some degree competitive
with, the Afro-Asian solidarity movement. Unlike Bandung, the primary organisers
of the Belgrade summit were the Yugoslav and Egyptian governments, with their
Indian partners showing real ambivalence about the endeavour. There was also only
a partial overlap of countries that participated in the two conferences, so the Belgrade meeting cannot simply be described as an expansion of Bandung’s constituency. Indeed, Belgrade reflected a three-pronged evolution of related changes in
Third World affairs since 1955: the Westward shift of its geographical centre of gravity away from Asia toward Africa and Latin America; a new willingness to include
non-state national-liberation movements in diplomatic events; and, thirdly, the
growing influence of smaller countries, such as Yugoslavia and Egypt, that
responded to quite different geopolitical imperatives than those of a country like
India, which had hitherto been the prime mover of the Third Worldist trend in spiritual as well as political terms. The experiences of the Algerian Front de Liberation
Nationale (FLN) during this period reveal how the combined effect of these three
changes was to make Third Worldism a more aggressive force in international
affairs, in spite of its pacifist rhetoric. Non-alignment, in particular, became a much
more provocative doctrine than its practitioners publicly admitted to. Although the
speech-makers at Belgrade deliberately echoed the rhetoric of Bandung and insisted
on the continuity of their purpose, the 1961 conference was nevertheless a triumph
for those who understand non-alignment as a means for weak countries and movements to fight the cold war, rather than to abstain from it.
Although the figures that came to be seen as the original architects of non-alignment - India’s Jawaharlal Nehru, Yugoslavia’s Josip Broz Tito, and Gamal Abdel
Nasser of Egypt - had each espoused the principle of neutrality for several years prior
to the 1955 Bandung Conference, it was the latter event that established it as a
cornerstone of the post-colonial approach to international affairs. As is also true of
other aspects of the Third Worldist movement, the popular and scholarly reification
of all things related to Bandung ensured that the version of non-alignment propagated in 1955 overshadowed the concept’s subsequent evolution and practical application. Above all, the high-minded (which is not to say insincere) speeches of the
Bandung participants portrayed non-alignment as an inherently pacifist and stability-promoting doctrine that stood in opposition to the West’s history of interminable
conflict, of which the cold war was merely the latest and most dangerous
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manifestation. Sukarno, the Indonesian President and host of the conference, set the
tone for the rest of the proceedings with his passionate opening speech that portrayed
the Third World as a vital moral force that would save the world from the dangers of
imperialism, war, and nuclear annihilation. The developing nations, he predicted,
would transform international life by mobilising ‘all the spiritual, all the moral, all
the political strength of Asia and Africa on the side of peace’.6 With Nehru’s arguably the most influential voice on the subject of neutralism and non-alignment, the
twenty-nine heads of state in attendance called not only for the cold war’s excision
from the Southern Hemisphere - specifically in the form of military alliances with the
industrialised nations - but also for its cessation on a global scale through collective
military de-escalation. The Cold War, they argued, was a multi-faceted menace for
the developing countries: it had already brought conflict to Korea and Vietnam; it
carried the menace of even more devastating nuclear conflict; and it distracted the
rich world from the much more pressing problem of the economic disparities between
North and South. Even a solid ally of the United States such as the Philippine delegate, Carlos Romulo, called for a reduction in cold-war tensions, or d
etente, on the
premise that the two superpowers should redirect the costs of their arms race into
economic assistance for the developing countries.7
All in all, it seems fair to say that the rhetoric Bandung and the vision of nonalignment expressed there were emphatically opposed to the expansion and continuation of the cold war. Yet there were indications that at least some of the attendant
leaders might not share this view in practice. Most glaringly, their unanimous condemnation of military alliances contradicted the fact that most of their countries
were already in formal military collaboration with the United States, the Soviet
Union, or one of the major European powers. Carlos Romero’s intervention suggested a more fundamental contradiction. On the one hand, he decried the Cold War
as a distraction from the needs of the developing world, yet by challenging Washington to respond to Soviet influence in Asia by offering a ‘Marshall Plan for the Third
World’, he was also implicitly suggesting that superpower competition, rather than
d
etente, could benefit the poorer nations.
Furthermore, the Bandung Conference and the concept of neutrality espoused
there largely reflected Indian and, to a lesser extent, Chinese, geopolitical interests at
that time. On the one hand, India and the other Asian countries conceived of the
conference as a means to manage Communist China’s growing involvement in
regional and world affairs. That is, although the national leaders who attended the
conference ostensibly directed their comments towards the two superpowers, their
espousal of a peaceful, rules-bound approach to international relations was also for
the benefit of the Chinese delegation, led by Zhou En Lai, who represented a country
of enormous latent power. In turn, pariahs with respect to the United Nations system, the Chinese leadership was eager to assure their neighbours and the wider world
of their unthreatening intentions.8 Consequently, it was something of a happy, unintended consequence for the conference organisers that Bandung immediately
acquired such an exalted, mythic status throughout the Southern Hemisphere.
Moreover, without denying the genuine moral impulse behind their advocacy of
non-alignment, especially on Indian officials’ part, it was also true that it was India
and China’s common interest to minimise the superpowers’ involvement in Asian
affairs. Recent scholarship drawing on both countries’ archives has shown how,
when Nehru visited Mao Zedong in Peking in 1954, the leaders of the world’s two
most populous countries agreed that it was their common destiny to dominate Asian
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affairs, once their domestic modernisation drives had undone the damage of centuries of colonial subjugation and developmental retardation. From the vantage of
Delhi and Peking, therefore, the Cold War was a force that could only delay their
inevitable and natural geopolitical expansion. ‘America and some European
countries’, Nehru told Mao, ‘have seen Asian countries becoming strong and are
envious. They envy China becoming strong, they also envy India becoming strong.’9
It helped, of course, that India and China were also large enough countries that they
did not need to worry about attracting Soviet or US largesse; at least one of the two
superpowers was sure to provide significant economic aid even in the event of a substantial d
etente.10 As Nehru later acknowledged: ‘If we had been some odd little
nation somewhere in Asia or Europe … [our non-aligned foreign policy] … would
not have mattered much. But because we count … [e]verything we do becomes a matter for comment … [W]e are potentially a great nation and a big Power.’11
While this entente between Delhi and Peking was short lived, the Great Power
rationale for expulsing the cold war from Asia (or even the entire Third World) certainly continued to appeal to Indian policy-makers. The belief that India already had
at least one foot in the door to the exclusive club of Great Powers informed Delhi’s
open preference for a less provocative and destabilising approach to international
affairs. As the historian Mithi Mookerjee has argued recently in the pages of this
journal, Nehru and his officials initially applied a mediating, almost legalistic mentality to international relations, employing a discourse of justice while assuming a role
akin to that of advocate for the Third World. Nehru cautioned his peers in Asia and
Africa against stoking international tensions on the basis that ‘the moment we enter
into the sphere of strong language and condemnation, we cease to have any real
effect. Immediately, whether we wish it or not, we become parties to the Cold War,
and the appeal to reason or to the emotions of the other party is lost.’12 In other
words, in seeking to minimise the cold war’s effect on the Southern Hemisphere,
Indian policy-makers’ ideological inclinations converged with their conception of the
national interest.
In the wake of Bandung, Nehru collaborated with Egypt’s new President, Gamal
Abdel Nasser, and Josip Broz Tito of Yugoslavia to elaborate on and demonstrate
their shared commitment to cold-war neutralism. Through a series of head-to-head
meetings, the three leaders formed a conspicuous triumvirate in international affairs
in the years between Bandung and Belgrade. The fact that the three men had powerful and charismatic public personas, though very different styles, helped strengthen
the impression that non-alignment was a rising force. In a laudatory account of
Nasser’s diplomacy in this period, the Egyptian journalist, Muhammad Haykel,
described the three as ‘an unlikely casting for Porthos, Aramis, and Athos, and yet
they behaved like the Musketeers: “All for one, and one for all.”’13 Their alliance
typified the appeal of Third World internationalism in a more general sense. On the
one hand, there was limited scope for substantive co-operation between three poor
countries with separate regional concerns - although the substantial Yugoslav and
Indian contingent in the United Nations Emergency Force in the Sinai Peninsula,
brought in at Nasser’s request after the Suez Crisis, was an example of how their solidarity could be given more concrete expression.14 But at the same time, geographical
separation also made it all the easier to form an alliance because the three were not
directly competing or clashing with one another. On the contrary, their relationship
opened up new opportunities for diplomatic expansion: it lent credibility to the claim
that India was a major force in global affairs; it provided a valuable outlet for
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Yugoslav foreign policy, for which there was little scope in Europe; and it reinforced
Nasser’s bid for leadership in the wider Arab world.15
Yet there was a subtle but consequential divergence among the ‘Three Musketeers’ even in the early stages of their collaboration. The Yugoslav and Egyptian leaders exhibited greater inclination for what their Indian colleague later dubbed the
‘agitational’ interpretation of their shared doctrine. When Tito visited India in
December 1954, he and Nehru debated the finer points of a joint declaration on
global affairs. Notably, it was the Yugoslav leader who first attached the qualifier
‘active’ to the term ‘non-alignment’, to which his counterpart assented.16 For his
part, Nasser admitted that his own conversation with Nehru in Delhi the following
April, while on the way to the Afro-Asian Summit, was revelatory for him and led
him to understand that ‘the only policy for us would be [one] of positive neutrality
and non-alignment.’ Even so, he noted on another occasion, at Bandung he had not
shared the Indian Prime Minister’s insistence on ‘true neutrality’ in the sense of total
abstention from military alliances, as he (Nasser) believed in the possibility of pursuing a non-aligned course ‘between isolationist neutrality and NATO type pacts’.17
While the degree of disagreement between Nasser and Tito, on the one hand, and
Nehru, on the other, should not be exaggerated, subsequent developments proved
that such moments were early indicators of a nuanced yet significant difference of
opinion over non-alignment.
Indeed, in the years immediately subsequent to Bandung, India’s Great Power
aspirations and preference for avoiding confrontation frequently contradicted the
experiences of its two partners in neutrality. Most importantly, during the 1956 Suez
Crisis, it was the intervention of the two superpowers that allowed Nasser to seize his
greatest triumph from the jaws of an imminent catastrophe. It was certainly true that
many observers elsewhere in Africa concluded from Suez that Third World actors
could profitably exploit cold-war tensions by pitting the superpowers against one
another and against the European imperialist powers. The prominent Kenyan
nationalist leader, Jaramogi Oginga Odinga, later attested to Suez’s influence by
observing: ‘It was the abortive Suez adventure in 1956 … that united all of Africa
and Asia and the Arab World.’18 In the late 1950s, Ghana’s Kwame Nkrumah and
Guinea’s Ahmed Sekou Toure both fostered relations with Washington and Moscow
in order, first, to reduce the influence of the former colonial power in their countries
and, second, to encourage a sense of competition between the Americans and Soviets
with respect to economic aid. Nkrumah’s Volta River Dam project, which oscillated
between Western and Soviet support, became one of the most memorable examples
of the economic cold war in the Third World (as did, for different reasons, Moscow’s
delivery of snow ploughs to the airport in Conakry).19 In each case - Suez, Ghana,
Guinea - nationalists in Africa saw the cold war as an opportunity to gain some
advantage in their lopsided, confining relationship with the retreating imperial
powers of Britain and France. In other words, in the context of the colonial dichotomy, the cold war was a ‘third way’ to pursue an anti-imperial agenda.
The war in Algeria proved to be one of the issues that most clearly exposed
India’s more cautious approach to international affairs in comparison to its Yugoslav and Egyptian partners. Indeed, Nehru was initially opposed to liberation movements like the FLN even attending the Bandung meeting because of the hostility it
may provoke in the West. He had explained apologetically to one Algerian envoy
that with the conference already threatened by ‘all sorts of plots’, it was imperative
that the participants avoid controversies like the Algerian question.20 Over the next
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few years, India did extend significant public and practical support to the Algerian
nationalists, but the latter became increasingly dissatisfied with what they saw as a
persistent timidity in Delhi. In particular, Nehru refused to risk a full rupture with
Paris by formally recognising the FLN as the representative of a sovereign nation.
Receiving another FLN envoy in March 1958, the Indian Prime Minister pled impotence in the face of French intractability. ‘We have done all that we can,’ he offered,
rather weakly, ‘but [if] France won’t budge … what can we do?’21 As they dined with
some Yugoslav diplomats in Tunis that same month, senior figures in the Algerian
nationalist movement made clear that they did not at all agree with Nehru’s suggestion that he might be better placed to help them, in the long run, if he stayed on good
terms with the new French President, Charles De Gaulle.22 From the FLN’s perspective, India was a friend and ally, but a frustratingly unassertive one that consistently
failed to do as much as it could - or should - for Algeria.
In contrast, on this particular occasion in March 1958 as well as several others,
the FLN’s leaders assured the Yugoslavians of their warmest appreciation for
Belgrade’s efforts on their behalf. The Algerians described their friends across the
Mediterranean as their closest non-Arab allies: an effusive statement of approval
given that the FLN’s public insistence on the unsurpassable ‘fraternal’ quality of its
relations with other Arab peoples.23 The gratitude the Algerians showed to Yugoslavia is particularly notable because, in political terms, Belgrade maintained a diplomatic position on Algeria that was largely indistinguishable from Delhi’s. That is,
Yugoslavia practised de facto recognition of the FLN as the representative of the
Algerian nation, but like India still heeded France’s stern warnings against going so
far as to announce its formal, de jure recognition of the movement. In fact, while critical of Nehru’s reluctance to antagonise Paris, the Algerian rebels sympathised with
the Yugoslav government’s concerns in that same regard.24 One reason for this seeming inconsistency is that the Algerian nationalists simply held potential allies to different standards: as a middle-sized European communist country, they expected less
from Yugoslavia in terms of anti-colonial solidarity than they did from India, a
major Asian power and former colony. The second reason is that the Yugoslavs
diverged from the Indians in another vital respect: they were willing to provide food,
medicine, and military supplies to the Algerian mujahideen. Obtaining material support for the war effort was as important to the FLN leadership as the task of securing
diplomatic recognition, and on this matter the Yugoslavians and the Egyptians (who
had provided the Algerian rebels with armaments from the beginning of their struggle) showed themselves significantly less risk averse than their Indian counterparts.25
Indeed, while the FLN wished that Delhi would get its hands dirty and ‘enter the
fray’ (sortir de sa r
eserve), so to speak, Indian diplomacy explicitly pursued what it
considered to be a wiser, more measured approach to anti-colonial controversies.26
In the words of one sympathetic analysis written several years later, India ‘became
more emphatic in this period [the late 1950s] than ever in rejecting agitational
approaches in international politics and having, instead, the diplomatic approach of
a sober type commensurate with her dignity and self-respect’.27 The Congo Crisis in
1960 1 brought another notable demonstration of Indian restraint. After the overthrow and assassination of the Congolese Prime Minister, Patrice Lumumba,
Kwame Nkrumah’s Ghana and Nasser’s government both angrily withdrew their
troops from the United Nations peace-keeping forces in the country, with Cairo’s Al
Ahram accurately conveying Ghananian and Egyptian attitudes by comparing the
UN’s role in Congo to that of the French Foreign Legion in Algeria. Ghana and
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Egypt both then began to support the Lumumbist rebel government in the east of
Congo. In contrast, Nehru earned US approval by working to restore the UN’s credibility, spearheading the creation of a new peace-keeping force, and refused to recognise the rebel government.28 It is crucial to recognise that a fundamental difference
of strategic interests underlay each of the ‘Three Musketeers’ approach to the Third
World movement and non-alignment. Whereas Nehru considered India to be a latent
Great Power whose natural heft in global affairs could only be diminished by the
interference of the superpowers, Nasser and Tito (and even more so the Algerian rebels) saw the Third World scene as a means to amplify their much smaller countries’
geopolitical influence in multiple regions - a goal that often required taking more
provocative or divisive positions on issues like Algeria and Congo.29
Fundamentally, divergent conceptions of ‘non-alignment’ were emerging among,
on the one hand, smaller countries and non-state liberation movements, and on the
other hand, a powerful country like India that already had many of the interests of a
‘status quo’ power, since its leadership expected to soon join that exclusive club, if it
were not already a member. For Nasser, his bold turn to Czechoslovakia for armaments, and then to the Soviet Union for military and economic assistance, had been
vindicated by the triumph at Suez, Moscow’s subsequent willingness to substitute for
the West in funding the Aswan Dam project, and then in 1962, the Kremlin’s very
active support for Egypt’s intervention in the Yemeni Civil War.30 Alternatively,
Yugoslavia ‘enjoyed’ a unique and awkward position in Europe, the odd-one-out
among the communist countries that had little choice but to pursue active relations
with both sides in the Cold War, accruing significant economic benefits in return. In
both cases, active engagement and risk-taking, rather than shrinking from Cold War
controversies and attention, produced significant positive results. Likewise, even the
Algerian nationalists decided to brave the cold-war maelstrom, calculating that
entering an alliance with China and then, it was hoped, the Soviet Union would not
make an enemy of Washington, but actually compel the Americans to support their
cause. ‘As long as Western leaders are not absolutely convinced,’ argued one of the
FLN’s diplomats, ‘that Algeria’s political orientation threatens the current equilibrium in North Africa … they will not apply decisive pressure on France.’31 Crucially,
growing numbers of Third World forces shared this concept of non-alignment that
exploited and even exacerbated the cold war. It was from that perspective, for example, that Sukarno admitted to the Algerian revolutionaries, in early 1960, that he
shared their fears that d
etente between Washington and Moscow would be a negative
development for the Third World.32
As Nehru had feared, therefore, the Belgrade Conference in September 1961 did,
on the whole, constitute a significant victory for the more ‘agitational’ approach to
Third World solidarity. Yugoslavia and Egypt were eager to link non-alignment
with some of the most contentious and polarising crises in the Third World. The
selection of invitees had been largely determined by each country’s positions with
regard to the divisive Cuban and Congolese situations, and the so-called ‘radicals’
drove the agenda for the most part, such as Ghana, Egypt, Mali, Yugoslavia, Cuba,
and Indonesia.33 Against the Indian Prime Minister’s wishes but with the firm support of Sukarno and Nkrumah, among others, both the Algerian FLN and the rebel
Congolese government in Sharpeville were invited to attend with the status of sovereign governments - a major diplomatic coup for both.34 An internal FLN report
enthused that their participation in the Non-Aligned Summit would be ‘practically
the first time that Algeria is participating on an equal footing in an international

920

J. Byrne

conference of such importance’; the movement’s leaders would later regard it as an
even more significant accomplishment than their presence at Bandung, five years
prior.35 Contrary to the tenor of that earlier meeting, and with fourteen other African liberation movements also attending as observers, Belgrade represented an
emphatic validation of the use of violence in the struggle against imperialism. Moreover, the status of the Algerian and Congolese delegations blurred the lines between
sovereign states and non-state actors in a manner that troubled many post-colonial
political elites and which the Bandung organisers had studiously avoided. Unlike
those leaders of newly independent states who were interested above all in strengthening an international order that buttressed their authority, destabilisation was the
fundamental purpose of groups like the FLN.
The Indian delegation soon found itself leading a rear-guard action (though not
without support from some other Asian governments in particular) to ensure that the
final declaration did not wholly reflect the radicals’ agenda.36 Perhaps counter-intuitively, the moderates endeavoured to make sure that the declaration did not focus on
anti-colonial questions to the exclusion of recent cold-war developments such as the
construction of the Berlin Wall and a massive Soviet hydrogen-bomb test on the eve
of the summit. The Algerians, again, exemplified the effort to bind non-alignment to
‘radical’ anti-imperialism, declaring in their address to the assembly that:
We cannot imagine that a country can avail itself of the advantages of a non-alignment
policy without fully pledging itself to the peoples struggling for independence. Nor do
we think that a country can fight for liberation from colonial domination without placing its liberation movement within the independent and dynamic framework of nonalignment.37

However, while being thoroughly sympathetic to the anti-colonial cause, Nehru
and his colleagues were also eager that the Non-Alignment Movement not give the
impression of overlooking the Soviet Union’s sins against world peace while taking
positions on Third World questions that officials in Washington interpreted as basically anti-Western. The debate over the Belgrade declaration essentially came down
to whether non-alignment was primarily a critique of the cold war or, alternatively,
an expression of anti-imperialism, cold-war ramifications be damned. (In that
respect, the Belgrade meeting is underappreciated as a step towards the conflation of
‘anti-imperialism’ and ‘anti-Americanism’).
While Nehru won the short-term battle over the content of the Belgrade final declaration, such diplomatic niceties did not convincingly conceal the fact that the more
provocative and subversive faction had the dominant voice in the Non-Aligned
Movement. Whereas the 1955 Afro-Asian summit was largely the product of a fleeting Delhi Peking axis, only one of those two great countries participated in Belgrade
(and reluctantly at that). The Yugoslav government’s public documentation pointedly described the September 1961 event as ‘a conference of small and medium-sized
countries’.38 Rather than bending over backwards to demonstrate even-handedness
in the East West rivalry, the radicals took ownership of the cold war to achieve their
own goals. In short, Belgrade celebrated the neutralism of the insurgents.
III. Belgrade to Algiers: the Third World as a non-racial project
The next phase in the evolution of non-alignment, roughly from the founding of the
Non-Aligned Movement at Belgrade to the end of 1965, saw intense disagreement
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about the nature and purpose of the entire Third World concept. Newly emboldened
by the Belgrade meeting, the smaller and medium-sized countries found yet more reason to resent ‘great power chauvinism’ as China, the Soviet Union, and India started
to hijack Third Worldist diplomatic functions in order to play out their rivalries.
Most damagingly, fearing that the Non-Aligned Movement was a tool of their ideological opponents within the Communist world, the Soviet Union, and Yugoslavia,
the Chinese leadership attempted to derail that project and champion the Afro-Asian
identity instead. Far from being synonymous, Afro-Asianism and non-alignment
became two distinct and, in the minds of some, competing expressions of Third
World solidarity. Although the majority of participants in the Third World endeavour resented efforts to separate Afro-Asianism and non-alignment as mobilising concepts, and strenuously denied any incompatibility between the two, the reality is that
Afro-Asian collapsed as an organising idea with the failure to hold a second headsof-state summit, or ‘Bandung 2’, in Algiers in the summer of 1965. At that point,
Non-Alignment became the undisputed bedrock of Third Worldism as an organised
and sustained political project.
While this period of discord was largely the product of Great Power rivalries, it
also took the form of an important existential debate on the ‘Third World’ as an
organising principle. Schisms within the communist world drove this debate, as
Peking, Moscow, and Belgrade started to compete intensively with one another for
the friendship of developing countries.39 On the one hand, the Chinese leadership
championed the ‘Afro-Asian’ identity specifically in the hope of excluding the Soviets
and the Yugoslavs, now their bitterest ideological foes, from Third World affairs.
Starting in roughly 1962, the Chinese government waged a determined propaganda
campaign in Africa that portrayed the Soviet Union as being every bit as neo-imperial as the United States. While there was certainly a political and economic rationale
to their campaign, Mao Zedong and his subordinates did not shy from explicitly
racial language either, telling Africans that ‘[t]hese Europeans are all the same … we
non-whites must hold together’, as one Kenyan newspaper reported.40 In contrast,
accusing their Chinese counterparts of bigotry reminiscent of the colonial era, Yugoslav and Soviet representatives insisted that anti-neo-colonialism was a collective
endeavour, or project, that should be open to any who shared the same goals - even
if they should be white or European. While the communist countries’ competing
positions were plainly self-serving, their feud did nevertheless query the nature of the
Third World. Was it chiefly an expression of post-colonial identity, or was it a programme of action?
The Algerian perspective on this debate is particularly revealing because the leaders of that newly independent country, from July 1962, sincerely believed that the
Third World’s unity and convergence was vital to their national interests. Algeria’s
first Prime Minister (later President), Ahmed Ben Bella, was the energetic figurehead
of his country’s foreign policy, but the new Algerian elite, drawn almost entirely
from the ranks of the FLN, shared a broad consensus on international affairs. While
they felt that Third World unity was a desirable goal in itself, in order to maximise
their collective power, the Algerians also believed that their country was particularly
well placed at the intersection of multiple regions and international agendas. Algeria,
they calculated, could enjoy an influence quite disproportionate to its size and wealth
by acting as a bridge between sub-Saharan Africa and the Arab world, Africa and
Europe, non-alignment and Afro-Asianism, and the socialist and anti-colonialist
movements. Matters of principle aside, from a practical perspective this strategy
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required that Algerian diplomacy be assertive in multiple domains, since little influence accrued to the meek, no matter how fortuitously located. Already committed to
Afro-Asianism and Non-Alignment, in the first year of independence alone Algeria
forged a strong alliance with Cuba, played a pivotal role in the founding of the
Organisation of African Unity (OAU), served as a base of support for guerrillas
from Latin America, Africa, and Palestine, and became one of the very few noncommunist countries in which the South Vietnamese National Liberation Front
maintained an office.
It bears noting that Western observers, both at the time and after the fact, rarely
appreciated that there was a rational and realistic basis for such a poor country’s
seemingly provocative and over-ambitious approach to international affairs. For
example, when Ben Bella warned the UN General Assembly on 9 October 1962 that
Algeria’s liberation struggled had ‘surpassed its national context in order to serve,
henceforth, as a point of reference to all peoples still under colonial domination’ and
promised all possible assistance to anti-colonial causes in southern Africa and Palestine, British and US officials attributed it to the ‘first flush of enthusiasm’ and condescendingly predicted that the young head of state would soon abandon his ‘naive
ideas’ and ‘revolutionary cliches’ in order to focus on Algeria’s own affairs.41 Despite
these confident prognostications, however, Algiers quickly earned the moniker
‘Mecca of Revolution’ (probably coined by the nationalist leader from Guinea-Bissau, Amilcar Cabral) by dint of the shelter and assistance that Ben Bella’s government provided to a wide array of revolutionary and nationalist movements, and also
because the city served as a point of contact between African rebels, on the one
hand, and potential benefactors such as Yugoslavia, Cuba, and China on the other.
‘Conscious of Algeria’s weight in Africa and the Arab world’, the Algerian Ambassador at Belgrade, Redha Malek, reported in August 1963: ‘The Yugoslavians would
like to strengthen their own cooperation with African and Arab countries through of
their good relations with us. For this reason they are especially interested in Algeria
developing a close rapport with African countries south of the Sahara.’42 Ironically,
relations with France, the former colonial occupier, offered another early validation
of the Algerian calculation that its activist foreign policy could be a net asset, rather
than a burden on scarce resources. For Paris, too, valued Algiers as an entry-point to
the Southern Hemisphere, with one senior French official going so far as to describe
the country as ‘the “narrow doorway” through which we enter the Third World …
[with whom a] quarrel … risks undermining the efforts of our diplomacy in the whole
world.’43 For this reason, France continued to supply its former colony with very
substantial quantities of economic assistance. In other words, there was good reason
for the Algerian government to believe that a less ambitious foreign policy could
directly hurt their economic interests.
In practice, therefore, Ben Bella and Algeria’s diplomatic team consistently strove
to expand the various Third World groups they participated in - arguing that the
Afro-Asian movement should extend to Latin America, for example, and that the
northern, Arab countries should participate in the continental African unity projectwhile also encouraging co-operation and co-ordination between those groups. Algeria, like Egypt, tried to rally sub-Saharan Africa to the cause of Palestinian nationalism, while simultaneously also putting anti-colonial causes in southern Africa on the
agenda of the Arab League. Algiers participated in the on-going Non-Aligned and
Afro-Asian themed meetings with equal enthusiasm, arguing for their symbiosis on
the basis that the non-aligned countries ‘see themselves as the successors and
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maintainers of the Bandung principles’ and that ‘the interaction between the two
movements is so deep that we can say that Non-Alignment is the adopted child of
Afro-Asianism.’44 The basic Algerian philosophy on world affairs, as Ben Bella
explained to Tito when he visited Belgrade himself in March 1964, was to unite all
‘progressive forces’ regardless of geographical or cultural barriers. The new Organisation of African Unity should be a paragon of non-alignment, he said, and the
Soviet Union should be welcomed to the Afro-Asian movement as an objective ally
in the battle against imperialism.
It soon became apparent that China’s hostile relationship with both the Soviet
Union and Yugoslavia was the greatest obstacle to the Algerian vision of Third
World solidarity - even more so than controversies like the Sino-Indian and Indonesian-Malaysian confrontations. On the one hand, a state of competition between
Great Powers could be a boon for smaller countries, and the FLN themselves had
already exploited Sino-Soviet tensions in the latter stages of their independence
struggle. Since the Belgrade Conference, however, the costs of the Sino-Soviet split
had begun to outweigh the benefits even for those accustomed to profiting from such
rivalries. It was not just that Moscow and Peking had become the two greatest benefactors of the more radical wing of the Third World scene; more problematic still
were the ways in which their dispute exacerbated other lines of fracture. Reportedly,
Nehru wrote to Nasser that ‘China’s main purpose seems to be disrupt the policy of
non-alignment which has gained widespread support, not only among the AfroAsian countries, but also from the Great Powers. I think our own conflict with China
should be seen against this background.’45 Meanwhile, as tensions within the Communist world became more public and acrimonious, diplomats from China, the
Soviet Union, and Yugoslavia started to hijack Third Worldist diplomatic functions
with their recriminatory shouting matches. The governments of smaller countries
complained that Communist battles had spoiled the Afro-Asian Peoples’ Solidarity
Conferences in Moshi, Tanganyika, in February 1963, as well as in Algiers, in March
1964.46 The French newspaper, Le Monde, captured one African attendee’s frustrations with the latter event:
We are not Marxist-Leninists, and most of us haven’t read a line of ‘The Capital’. So
what interest can we have in your doctrinaire quarrels? I have had enough of this situation where whenever I eat my sandwich I am accosted by someone who wants to know
my opinion on the Soviet stand, and when I drink my coffee, by someone who asks me
about the Chinese arguments. I want to be able to eat in peace!47

Algiers was particularly troubled by the Chinese government’s racial line of
attack against the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. With a sub-Saharan African audience especially in mind, Peking argued that a white, northern, and industrialised peoples like the Russians and Yugoslavs could not truly understand or share the
problems of the Southern Hemisphere. ‘Our circumstances are fairly similar’, Mao
Zedong said, ‘… so when we talk to you, there is no feeling that I bully you or you
bully me, nobody has a superiority complex, we are both of a colored race.’48 These
efforts to stoke racial tensions greatly concerned Soviet and Yugoslav officials. One
expert in Moscow complained that as a result of China’s cynical exploitation of the
continent’s sensitive colonial legacy, black Africans ‘now relate to all whites with suspicion, and they know very little about the Soviet Union’, although in reality part of
the problem was that those Africans who did get to know Soviet society, typically by
studying there, frequently encountered crude and virulent racism.49 Likewise, when
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Ben Bella visited Yugoslavia in March 1964 and had lengthy discussions with Tito on
international affairs, his host railed against the suggestion that ‘all blacks are good
and all whites bad’ and ‘the wrongheaded idea of divisions according to race merits
the strongest censure.’50 The danger to Yugoslavia’s Third World policy was twofold: on the one hand, China denounced the principle of non-alignment on the premise that it was inherently moderate and weakened the anti-imperial cause, while at
the same time the racial angle was an attack on Yugoslavia’s credentials that lay
beyond the realm of political or strategic debate. But the collision of race and politics
also frustrated the Algerian preference, which was shared by many of their peers in
the Southern Hemisphere, to further the convergence of different strands of Third
Worldist mobilisation, including Afro-Asianism, non-alignment, Arab nationalism,
and pan-Africanism.
It was in this fashion that the dispute between communist countries exacerbated
the key existential debate within the Third World movement in this period, roughly
the early- to mid-1960s. Was ‘Third Worldism’ fundamentally an expression of geographical, cultural, or racial identity - a declaration that ‘we are here’? The mythology of Bandung, already deeply embedded in the political culture of the Southern
Hemisphere by this point, arguably reflected that understanding of the term by celebrating the symbolism and atmospherics of the 1955 conference, rather than the narrower geopolitical circumstances and motivations. Or, alternatively, was the Third
World a political project, open to all who shared its goals? The leaders of Algeria and
Yugoslavia agreed that the Non-Aligned Movement should be an expression of this
political, goal-oriented, and geographical unbounded conception of anti-imperial
solidarity. Ben Bella told Tito, during a visit to the latter’s homeland in March 1964:
A correction to the idea of nonalignment needs to be brought about, as well as an
enlargement of the circle of nonaligned states … All the countries that signed the charter
adopted at the Addis Ababa conference and all African countries that adopted the resolution about nonalignment could participate at the [next] conference. Of course, in addition to Asian countries, Latin American and European countries, among them Finland,
would participate at that conference too. We also think that ideas about continents and
skin color need to be overcome because progressive forces exist all around the world.51

The Algerian position was informed by the FLN’s experience of receiving support
from diverse and distant quarters - including China, Cuba, and Yugoslavia - during
its own war of independence. As Ben Bella succinctly stated at an earlier point in his
discussions with his Balkan counterpart: ‘The conceptualization [of solidarity] has to
be political, and not racial.’52
Additionally, though, the Algerians quietly shared the Yugoslav concern that
racial dynamics might be an obstacle for their diplomacy in sub-Saharan Africa.
Like Nasser’s Egypt, perhaps even more so, Algeria considered Africa a vital and
natural domain in which to pursue its goals. The two Arab countries were deeply
involved in continental diplomacy - the second OAU meeting took place in Cairo in
the summer of 1964 - while also being members of the more radical grouping, with
countries like Ghana and Congo-Brazzaville, which enthusiastically supported the
various guerrilla movements and liberation parties in southern Africa.53 Rapidly
expanding their contacts and representation south of the Sahara, the political elites
of both Arab countries stressed their African identity and roots for benefit of domestic and foreign audiences. Nasser had written in 1956’s Philosophy of the Revolution
that the Egyptian people were deeply committed to the fight against imperialism
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south of the Sahara because ‘we ourselves are in Africa … we who are the guardians
of the Continent’s Northern gate - we who constitute the connecting link between
the Conintent and the outer World.’54 Likewise, before his death in late 1961, Frantz
Fanon had urged Algeria to unite Africa, describing Algiers as ‘the continental city’.
When asked by a Kenyan journalist in 1963 whether he worked primarily ‘for Arab
Unity or for African Unity’, Nasser insisted that he saw no contradiction between
the two.55 Indeed, a journalist present for the Algerian President’s address to the
founding conference of the OAU reported that he had never felt ‘such a profound
sense of African unity as when I listened to Ben Bella, tears in his eyes, visibly moved,
urge his listeners to rush to the assistance of the men dying south of the equator’.56
The prominent Kenyan nationalist, Tom Mboye, needed no further convincing. ‘I
have come to believe that the great majority of Arabs in North Africa look on themselves as African’, he wrote, ‘… [and] Nasser, Ben Bella and [Tunisia’s Habib] Bourguiba demonstrated fully at the Addis Ababa conference their commitment to PanAfricanism.’57
Still, China’s efforts to stoke racial animus risked exacerbating long-standing
trans-Saharan sensitivities. Certainly, there was significant diversity of skin colour in
North Africa, with some communities in the southern regions being quite darkskinned. Accordingly, the head of the Egyptian delegation to the Conference of Independent African States in Monrovia told the attendees in August 1959 that Egyptians
had historically ‘freely intermixed with peoples all along the River Nile, up to the
innermost heart of Africa, in the Great Lake Region. We have mixed blood in our
veins. I shout it to the world and I am proud of it.’58 Yet Ben Bella captured
the more common view when he told Tito that ‘we are white like you, maybe a little
more brown.’59 In fact, when Mali’s President, Modibo Keita, visited Algeria in
the summer of 1964, his hosts made a concerted effort to assuage his suspicions of
white Africa - and of Nasser in particular - by demonstrating that ‘Africanism [was]
deeply embedded in the popular consciousness.’60
That said, inhabitants of the Arab littoral could be guilty of condescension or
appearing to possess a sense of superiority with regard to black Africa. For example,
during his incarceration in the Algerian War of independence, Ben Bella shared with
his cellmates his hope that ‘in two or three generations, Arab civilisation and the
Arabic language could become the point commun of all the countries of Africa.’61
Likewise, Egyptian officials had a tendency to air publicly the sentiment that they
felt a responsibility to ‘help spread the light of knowledge and civilization’ or become
‘the bridge of civilization and culture’ to sub-Saharan Africa.62 In this respect, Cairo
and Algiers’ sense of revolutionary mission and their claim to be the torchbearers of
progressivism on their continent ran the risk of echoing older, European and Arab
discourses that rankled on the other side of the Sahara.
Ernesto ‘Che’ Guevara’s mission to join the rebellion in eastern Congo, in the second half of 1965, offered proof that a spirit of Third World solidarity provided no
inoculation from transcultural misunderstandings and misguided presumption.
Though the Argentine’s self-appointed mission had dim prospects in any case, given
the objective facts on the ground in Congo, it was also rather arrogant to believe
that, lacking any familiarity with the local language or culture, his mere presence
would provide an inspiring and instructional example to the Congolese. His own
account of the adventure can make for uncomfortable reading, although Guevara
does not shy from self-criticism. Notably, his Algerian and Egyptian allies had tried
to deter him from going. According to Mohamed Haikal, the Egyptian President
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warned the Argentine that ‘if you want to become another Tarzan, a white man coming among black men, leading them and protecting them … it can’t be done.’63
In fact, by that point Egyptian diplomacy had experienced some chastening
moments itself. Those opposed to the radical Arab countries’ activities in black
Africa, or to the growing influence of their Yugoslav and Cuban allies, sometimes
tried to exploit historical and racial sensitivities. For example, many found the Arab
countries’ campaign to persuade the rest of Africa to break ties with Israel in solidarity with the Palestinians to be heavy-handed and presumptuous. The Foreign Minister of Sierra Leone, Dr John Karefa Smart, observed sharply in early 1964 that
‘African members of the League will have to decide soon where they stand. Are they
in the Middle East or in Africa?’64 Algeria and Egypt also openly stirred unrest and
abetted dissidents (along with like-minded allies such as Ghana and Mali) in several
non-Arab African countries that pursued, in their view, neo-imperialist policies. At a
contentious OAU meeting in March 1965, with the continent again riven by the ongoing crisis in Congo, the Senegalese Foreign Minister complained pointedly that
some countries were practising ‘a kind of internal imperialism in Africa’ by trying to
overthrow regimes they disliked.65
Moise Tshombe, the Congolese Prime Minister, dubbed ‘imperialism’s walking
corpse’ by the radical countries who hoped to overthrow him, tried to capitalise on
anti-Arab sentiment in black Africa in the most direct and unambiguous fashion.66
Arriving in Paris after the October 1964 Non-Aligned summit in Cairo, where the
hosts had humiliatingly placed him under what amounted to house arrest, Tshombe
told reporters that Nasser was ‘motivated only by a feeling of domination vis-a-vis
the Congo and black Africa’.67 Rather more creatively, he staged a ‘re-enactment’ of
Arab slave-raiders descending ruthlessly on a nineteenth-century Congolese village
for a crowd of 50,000 in Leopoldville’s main stadium.68 Of course, Tshombe’s own
use of white South African and Belgian mercenaries, supported by the US Central
Intelligence Agency, to crush the rebellion in Eastern Congo was devastating for his
standing within Africa, while also lending more credibility to China’s insistence on
the necessity of armed guerrilla struggle against Western imperialism.69
On the whole, however, China’s effort to, in a sense, fight the cold war as a race
war failed quite dramatically in 1965. In general, the Third World’s ethno-racial
topography did not correlate with political dynamics in a consistent or neat way. For
example, guided by political rather than ethnic or linguistic identity, in January 1964
Algeria and China supported the mostly black African, left-wing revolution in Zanzibar against the predominantly Arab sultanate.70 Conversely, as early as 1964 5, the
Algerians and the Chinese seemed to prefer alternate factions in Angola’s fragmented
nationalist scene: the Algerians approved of the MPLA’s description of itself as a
post-racial and inclusive movement, whereas Peking backed the unabashedly tribalist
Jonas Savimbi.71 At the same time, the Kenyan President, Jomo Kenyatta, was
becoming ever more concerned by Chinese support for left-wing forces in East Africa
that included, he suspected, his own Vice-President, Jaramogi Oginga Odinga. Odinga’s call for the rapid ‘Africanization’ of Kenya’s politics and economy contradicted Kenyatta’s declaration that the country’s white community would actually
need to grow in the near future in the pursuit of industrialisation and development.
Meanwhile, Senegal’s Leopold Sedar Senghor epitomised the way that some of
Africa’s elites took pride in their n
egritude as well their contributions to a more cosmopolitan conception of French or British culture; such constituencies were not
receptive to the idea of a strict Western/non-Western dichotomy.72
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Of course, multiple factors were involved in all of these situations, but that was
precisely the problem for China’s emphasis on a racial, or at least implicitly racial,
definition of anti-imperialism: racial dynamics simply did not map onto political
ones in any clear or consistent pattern. In the African context in particular, domestic
considerations gave most of the continent’s new national elites ample reason to focus
on purely political structures and purely political raisons d’^
etre, rather than racial or
cultural-identity-driven politics that, even with its simple white/non-white emphasis,
Chinese propaganda seemed to encourage. Few were the African countries that by
the mid-1960s did not already face internal racial, ethnic, linguistic, or religious tensions. Most of the continent’s new elites were also susceptible, in one way or another,
to having the reductive anti-colonial discourse, even with racial overtones, turned
against them by minority interests. Moreover, in Eastern Africa, Indian and Chinese
minorities were themselves increasingly the subject of inter-communal discrimination
or even violence. Ultimately, as one African diplomat said to explain the failure of
the Chinese line by late 1965: ‘Here in Africa, if you’re not black, it makes no difference what color you are.’73
In the end, China’s inability to find much support for its racial argument contributed to the collapse of Afro-Asianism as an organising principle. The majority of potential participants in the Second Summit of Afro-Asian Heads of State (‘Bandung 2’),
scheduled to take place in Algiers in June 1965, favoured including the Soviet Union in
the meeting, including the Algerian host government.74 While the coup d’
etat against
Ben Bella on the eve of the conference provided the immediate justification for a delay,
Peking withdrew its support for staging it at a later date because of the likelihood of
Soviet participation. The fact that the USSR and Yugoslavia were important allies and
providers of aid to many developing countries was probably decisive, but the Chinese
government’s racial rationale for their exclusion also rankled. Ultimately, the politics
of identity was dangerous territory for most post-colonial states, whichever camp of
the cold war they tilted toward. It left the Non-Aligned Movement, with its inclusive
political agenda, as the sole manifestation of ‘anti-imperialist’ or ‘anti-neo-imperialist’
solidarity.
IV. Conclusions
The Non-Aligned Movement experienced a lull in activity in the late 1960s, as a
result of the contentions discussed above as well as the demise (political or literal) of
many of the first generation of Third Worldist statesmen, including Nehru (who died
in May 1964), Ben Bella, Nkrumah, Sukarno (all victims of coups), and Nasser
(whose influence was much diminished after the disaster of the 1967 Arab-Israeli
War). But the resurgence that the movement experienced at the close of the decade
up the mid-1970s - a period that later proved to be the high point of its influence in
international affairs - was the consequence of the great existential debates examined
in this paper. The success of a provocative yet inclusive concept of Third World neutralism enabled the great expansion of NAM’s membership to include nearly every
country in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, in addition to some European countries,
while still retaining the capacity to mobilise effectively this massive coalition behind
a single cohesive agenda. Granted, this expansion was facilitated by the movement’s
new focus on economic, rather than purely political issues. Most developing countries agreed on the need to protect their variant of economic nationalism (whether
defined as socialism or state capitalism) from the integrated liberal economic order
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constructed by the United States, Western Europe, and Japan.75 Yet even so, the
destabilising ‘insurgent neutralism’ that first asserted itself at Belgrade in 1961 continued to set the agenda of the enlarged NAM.
Indeed, non-alignment’s 1970s zenith was not due, as commonly claimed, to newfound credibility in the context of superpower d
etente and the West’s sense of economic crisis following the collapse of the Bretton Woods system. Instead, NAM’s
activism in this period can be seen an anti-systemic rebellion against d
etente - and specifically against the economic dimensions of the East West rapprochement that raised
the spectre of the industrialised world erecting a barrier of trade agreements that
encircled the globe and rebutted the aspirations of the poor South. The movement’s
public pronouncements on d
etente were notably ambivalent given that the countries of
the Third World had been calling for an end to the Cold War and to the arms race
since Bandung, if not earlier. For example, echoing previous (discreet) expressions of
concern by the likes of Ben Bella, Sukarno, and others that d
etente might destroy the
poor countries’ main source of leverage in the international sphere, the new Algerian
president, Houari Boumedienne, opened the September 1973 NAM summit in his capital with the observation that recent co-operation between Moscow and Washington
looked very much like a superpower ‘pretension to reign over the world’.76 In that
spirit, the final declaration of the Algiers meeting argued that the improvement of relations between East and West, ‘[have] had little appreciable effect on the development
of the developing countries’. The global economic order, the declaration continued,
was essentially the old imperial system adapted in order to ‘perpetuate in another
form their stranglehold on the resources of the developing countries and to ensure for
themselves all kinds of privileges and guaranteed markets for their manufactured
products and services’.77 Although it is a subject for investigation at a later time, there
is reason to think that the Third World’s economic policies of that time— the New
International Economic Order and even the oil-price hikes — were actually efforts to
re-intensify the sense of competition and rivalry between the great powers.78
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