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Introduction

NDIA’s foreign policies have revolved
around an “independent” strategy. Of-
ten called “nonalignment” and, less accu-
rately, “neutralism,” this strategy (which
may itself be called a policy) has provided
a subject for controversy within and be-
yond the South Asian state. The conflict
of opinion stems from varying and often
divergent evaluations of what ideals or
realities justify nonalignment, the policy’s
service to national prestige and security, the
merits of changes for its rationale, and the
means recommended by critics and defend-
ers. Indian diplomacy in the contest be-
tween the Western and Soviet blocs, the
need to find substantial economic help from
abroad, and the impact of the Sino-Indian
dispute on the country’s defense and honor
have generated much of the discussion of
nonalignment. These precipitating factors,
important as they are, do not, however,
fully explain the importance of the contro-
versy. For out of the debate have come
assessments and directives for India’s role
in world affairs, and these evaluations often
go beyond the immediate questions which
produced them.

Leading into any discussion of Indian
nonalignment are considerations of its
sources and the history of the free nation’s
external relations. Before independence in
1947, India had developed a body of ideas
and experiences available for subsequent
use in shaping its foreign policies. While
some of these notions and experiences did
not become important for India’s foreign
policy, others did influence its framework
and style. Among the currents transmitted
from the distant past was the Machiavellian
advice for rulers in Kautilya’s Arthadastra,
dating from the fourth century B.C. Few
observers believe that this kind of statecraft
has influenced free India’s external orienta-
tion. However, some Indians, for example
the diplomat and historian K. M. Panikkar,
have said that India should borrow from
Kautilya’s ideas. More credit is given to the
influence of Buddhist, Hindu, and Jain

endorsements of nonviolence, the traditions
of pluralism in Hindu society and thought,
and historical memories of great rulers,
especially Ashoka and the Mogul emperor
Akbar. Several observers have found that
these currents have, to some degree, marked
Indian nationalism and India’s foreign
policies.

Yet the leaders of modern India chiefly
responsible for constructing the directives
for India’s international conduct were in-
debted at least as much to Western sources
as to their own past. From the impact of
and the response to British liberalism and
other Western influences came the self-
awareness, social awakening and the politi-
cal stirrings of the nineteenth century that
eventually produced Indian nationalism.
Although traditionalist and anti-Western in
some respects, the growing demand for
imperial reform and the devolution of
power showed its large debt to Western
legal and political concepts, especially after
the founding of the Indian National Con-
gress in 1885. As the main vehicle for the
rising nationalism, the Congress party at-
tracted and advanced many of the leaders
who contributed to the foundations of In-
dian statehood — Dadabhai Naoroji, Gopal
K. Gokhale, Bal Gangadhar Tilak, and
Mohandas K. Gandhi. Divided on political
tactics and economic policy but eventually
united on dislike for British gradualism and
belief in Hindu-Muslim coexistence, in the
1920s the Congress party demanded full
sovereignty. With the demand came a re-
action against India’s position in world af-
fairs under British imperialism. Thus a
generation before his country’s freedom, the
scholar-patriot, Taraknath Das suggested
from exile in the United States that a lib-
erated India should renounce the balance
of power and undertake an independent
role in world politics.

Out of the specific contest of Indian na-
tionalism with British imperialism there
came a general mistrust of the imperial
powers and an overestimation of their

vii



viii

strength in international relations. The
Soviet Union, however, was welcomed as a
friend of anti-colonialism or viewed as no
threat of freedom movements. A growing
pride in the resurgence of Asia was another
important element in nationalist thought,
which found expression in Congress party
greetings to China’s Kuomintang. In the
1930’s the Congress spoke out against Ger-
man and Italian fascism. It also endorsed
interstate cooperation and looked forward
to a world organization cured of the hege-
mony of the major Western states discov-
ered in the League of Nations. Pervading
representative Congress thinking was the
belief that the achievement of Indian sov-
ereignty would release creative forces inter-
nally to cure religious communalism and
economic underdevelopment, and that ex-
ternally India’s ethical approach to life —
said to be proven effective in the nonviolent
struggle of the Congress party under
Gandhi’s leadership — would help to cor-
rect the ills of the world.

Of the influences shaping Indian nation-
alist consideration of world problems in the
critical two decades before freedom, Jawa-
harlal Nehru was crucial in formulating
and brmging them to bear on the Congress,
the ¥ndjan people, and the European rulers.
While adhering to Gandhian nonviolence,
he developed a neo-Marxian internation-
alism that Gandhi did not share. Travels
in Europe during the 1930s and several

'sappointments in the struggle for inde-
pendence enhanced his appreciation of
Marxist evaluations of world history. With
mdependence Nehru was the logical choice
for Prime Minister and Foreign Minister,
dual responsibilities he kept for seventeen
years until his death in May 1964.

Nehru hed 2 dominant role in creating
Indla's foreign policies and not merely in
restating or managing their content. This
function rested on his preeminent leader-
ship in India’s foreign and domestic affairs,
his full use of vast earned and delegated
powers, and his great skill in expressing his
beliefs about international relations in no-
tions widely valued in hjs country, for ex-
ample, the primacy of peace. In his com-
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manding position Nehru overshadowed his
cabinet, the diplomatic corps, and the
Congress party. Indicative of his extra-
ordinary power over his nation’s foreign
relations was the confidential manner in
which he could treat correspondence with
the Peking government on serious frontier
disputes until he permitted White Papers
to be published in 1959. After the 1962
border defeats inflicted by China, Nehru's
grasp was less certain, and demands grew
for a recasting of India’s foreign policies.

The creation of free India was at the cost
of a partitioning of the Indian subcontinent.
The process was accompanied by religious
upheavals and economic dislocation that
started Indo-Pakistani relations on an un-
promising basis. The Kashmir crisis com-
pounded the difficulties. In mid-1947 this
predominantly Moslem entity had a
princely Hindu ruler who preferred inde-
pendence from both Pakistan and India to
accession to one or the other under the
terms of the British withdrawal. In No-
vember, tribal raids from Pakistan caused
the Maharaja, Sir Hari Singh, to ask for
Indian military help. The New Delhi gov-
ernment supplied aid only after receiving
his formal request for accession to India
and promising on its intiative to hold a
plebiscite. The Indian Army secured two-
thirds of Jammu and Kashmir, despite the
introduction of regular Pakistani troops. In
addition to reasons of geography and senti-
ment, the Nehru government wanted to
hold the largely Muslim area in a multi-
religious Ingian state to demonstrate its
secular ideal which Islamic Pakistan denies.
India did not, however, find conditions
suitable for holding a plebiscite, and New
Delhi authorities rejected it as meaningless
after Pakistanis crossed the Kashmir cease-
fire line in 1965. Not directly relevant to
a study of Indian nonalignment, the Kash-
mir question has, nevertheless, complicated
India’s independent foreign policy.

When India’s constitution went into ef-
fect on January 26, 1950, and the state
adopted a republican form, the principles
to guide its foreign relations were declared
to the world through the document’s Ar-
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ticle 51. It enjoins India

to promote international peace and security;
maintain just and honorable relations between
nations; foster respect for international law and
treaty obligations in the dealings of organized
people with one another; and encourage settle-
ment of international disputes by arbitration.

These unexceptional ideas did not explain
the political dynamics of the country’s for-
eign relations, which produced demands to
be independent of the major blocs, to pur-
sue anti-colonialism everywhere, and to
advance economic and social development.
On nonalignment a few dissenting voices
were heard. In the Constituent Assembly,
Hirday Nath Kunzru argued that align-
ment with the West would best serve In-
dian intcrests through association with the
leading industrial powers. Looking to
Nehru, few Indian leaders agreed then or
later, and nonalignment became a basic
policy. Pressure on the Nehru leadership
to maintain this position came from the
left. The Communist party of India con-
tended that the Congress government had
a capitalist basis and led India away from
the social revolution that must follow sov-
ereignty. This view reflected the Russian
standpoint until shortly before Stalin’s
death that the newly liberated states must
choose between the socialist and the cap-
italist camps. From its emergence in 1949
until its coexistence diplomacy began in
1954, Communist China expressed a similar
interpretation of the Nehru government
and other nonaligned regimes.

The Korean War brought India more
fully into the world arena. Although India
endorsed the initial United Nations action
to defend South Korea, Nehru restricted
Indian aid to a medical unit and tried to
mediate the conflict. This Korean policy
disturbed the United States. India’s objec-
tions to military and territorial conditions
of the Peace Treaty with Japan in 1951 did
not improve official relations between New
Delhi and Washington. Subsequently pub-
lic criticisms in the United States rose when
India’s positions on numerous issues rang-
ing from arms control to Western rights in

Berlin overlapped with Communist posi-
tions. Outside of academic circles, there was
little American appreciation of India’s ad-
herence to the Five Principles of Peaceful
Coexistence, or Panch Shila, found in the
1954 Sino-Indian Treaty on Tibet and in
communiqués which India signed with
Communist and nonaligned states. Nehru's
initial acceptance of the Soviet version of
the 1956 Hungarian revolution caused sev-
eral Western observers to find a double
standard at work. For their part, Nehru
and his associates took special exception to
American military assistance to Pakistan
while refusing President Eisenhower’s of-
fer of similar aid to India. India also op-
posed the creation of defense blocs in the
Middle East and Southeast Asia which
included Pakistan. The Indian belief that
collective security provokes conflicts influ-
enced without controlling the Ten Prin-
ciples of the 1955 Bandung meeting, where
Nehru introduced Chou En-lai to Afro-
Asian leaders. This conviction persisted in
the policies of Nehru's successors, Lal
Bahadur Shastri, and Indira Nehru Gan-
dhi. The belief is inconsistent with the
outlook of the United States and its allies,
although controversies passed their height
in the mid-1950’s.

During the late Eisenhower period, the
United States began to accept nonalign-
ment as a fact of international life. Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s popular visit to India in
December 1959 helped to reduce Indian
doubts about United States objectives, and
the Kennedy and early Johnson years
brought a more definite official appreciation
of Indian efforts to solve economic and
social problems through democratic means.
Substantial American aid, economic, tech-
nical, and Public Law 480 surplus food
sales began to flow to India; and from 1962
to the 1965 hostilities with Pakistan when
it was discontinued, important military
supplies as well. India has found neither
the economic nor the military aid contrary
to nonalignment.

Despite improved relations, difficulties
have appeared in the 1960’s. The Kennedy
Administration was displeased over Prime
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Minister Nehru's failure to protest the
Soviet resumption of nuclear testing in
1961. In the middle of the decade, Indian
reliance on American food and the partici-
pation of American private enterprise in
India’s critical fertilizer and related indus-
tries were turned into domestic issues by
self-reliance enthusiasts and left socialists.
‘Different views on the political issues in-
volved in Vietnam and the use of violence
to solve them separated the Gandhi and
Johnson governments, although in Indian
public opinion there was no major concern
about the process and outcome of events in
Southeast Asia. The American postpone-
ment of Prime Minister Shastri’s visit
to Washington in 1965, interpreted by him
as a reaction to his government’s objections
to American bombings of North Vietnam,
offended Indian pride. Indian criticisms of
United States military policies were rein-
forced by Pakistan’s use of American weap-
ons in the April 1965 Kutch crisis and
during the wider September conflict be-
tween the two neighbors. Mrs. Gandhi’s
visit to the United States the following
spring when President Johnson announced
emergency food aid for drought-stricken

ndia improved mutual understanding, but
a subsequent delay in Washington’s ap-
proval of a conventional food pact brought
unease in India. American interest in In-
gas future was enhanced by the 1967

eneral Elections and the renewal of the
ongress

Mrs. G

nificant

Party’s mandate to govern under
andhi’s leadership despite its sig-
electoral losses in the Parliament
and the states. The United States’ decision
in Apnl 1967 not to resume military aid to
India or Pakistan led New Delhi to protest
that because Pakistan had received many
times more supplies than India had secured,
Rawalpindi would gain from the new policy
which permits only the sale of spare parts
for previously supplied equipment. How-
ever, should they agree on a common China
policy anfl if their relations with Pakistan
and Rus§1a do not collide again, India and
the United States might develop closer
political ties in and beyond Asia.

Within India few’ controversies about

foreign policy took place before the Tibetan
and Sino-Indian frontier crises of 1959
produced a loss of Indian lives, prestige,
and territory. Earlier, Prime Minister
Nehru had enjoyed the approval of a public
opinion characterized by extensive political
illiteracy and conformist political and intel-
lectual elites. The 1959 crises altered these
conditions, and Indians began to question
the usefulness of Panch Shila ideals. The
forceful absorption of Goa in December
1961 aided the Nehru government’s repu-
tation at home, in Afro-Asia, and the Rus-
sian bloc, but not in the West or in
China. A year later India’s China policy
collapsed in military reverses on the north-
east border. The Nehru government re-
quested and received immediate American
and Commonwealth military help. Few
Afro-Asian neutralists proved helpful to
India. Soviet arms came later. Indian
suspicions of Sino-Pakistani collusion were
confirmed when in March 1963 Pakistan
signed an agreement with People’s China
on a “common” frontier in Kashmir which
India claims in toto. Political results in-
cluded the resignation of Defense Minister
V. K. Krishna Menon, Nehru's associate
for many years. Even before China’s at-
tacks proved limited and Chinese troops
withdrew from seized areas under its uni-
lateral cease-fire, important voices had asked
for a reappraisal of Indian foreign policy.
Prime Minister Nehru began to show
doubts about the value of peaceful inten-
tions in world politics, but he focused on
Chinese guilt rather than on Indian errors.
Criticism came to a head in August 1963
during a debate on the first motion of cen-
sure against the Nehru government in the
Indian Parliament. M. R. Masani of the
anti-collectivist Swatantra party charged
that Indian nonalignment had collapsed
because of the government’s misunderstand-
ing of Communism together with faulty
diplomatic and security measures. The ag-
ing Prime Minister and his party overcame
the test and reaffirmed their philosophy of
nonalignment.

During and after the 1962 frontier diffi-
culties, India continued friendly relations
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with the Soviet Union. These relations
withstood the 1964 changes in Indian and
Russian leadership, with the new Soviet
regime under Kosygin fulfilling prior
pledges to supply military and industrial
aid to the Indian government headed by
Shastri after Nehru's death in the spring.
The Shastri ministry showed its gratitude
by efforts to secure Russia’s participation as
an Asian state in the indefinitely postponed,
second Asian-African conference which
was to have met in Algiers in the fall of
1965. On his visit to Moscow in May
1965, Prime Minister Shastri pointedly
thanked Russia for its respect for Indian
nonalignment. The only supplier to con-
tinue military aid to India during the Indo-
Pakistani hostilities of 1965, Russia secured
further political benefits as the peace-maker
who brought the two states to sign the
Tashkent agreement in January 1966 when
Shastri died, making their earlier cease-fire
meaningful through troop withdrawals. Al-
though there are many unknowns about
the future of Indian and Russian leader-
ship, the Sino-Soviet dispute, and Ameri-
can-Russian relations; because of Nehru's
bequest and India’s uncertain relations with
China and Pakistan, India is likely to con-
tinue its favorable interpretations of Rus-
sian power in Asian and world affairs.

In response to India’s working relations
with Russia and the West, People’s China
has accused India of double alignment. Al-
though the Chinese charge is part of an
on-going effort to discredit India, from a
military standpoint India’s position in world
politics makes it eligible for two nuclear
shields, a protection for which few states
are qualified. If India should want a nu-
clear defense, it does not have to look to
others. For India has its own impressive
nuclear program for peaceful purposes
which has grown in importance since
China exploded its first atomic device in
the autumn of 1964 and later moved for-
ward to acquire related capabilities. Some
Indian individuals and groups have called
for the national development of nuclear
weapons, among them the rightist Jan
Sangh party. The governing Congress

party, however, has periodically reaffirmed
its intent to keep India’s nuclear technology
within peaceful channels even as the In-
dian program moves toward the production
of plutonium without foreign participation
and inspection. Reasons for continuing a
self-denying policy include past Indian ef-
forts for nuclear pacifism, Western and
Soviet advice to remain non-nuclear, the
likely disturbance of neighbors by an In-
dian shift to nuclear weapons, and India’s
use of its potentiality to encourage nuclear
states to reduce their power. The last of
these was especially noticeable in 1966 and
early 1967 as Russia and the Anglo Ameri-
can states moved closer to an anti-prolifera-
tion treaty. If India becomes a nuclear
power, Indian nonalignment will be radi-
cally altered. The new status for India
would make a similar change less difficult
for nuclearripe countries; India would
have taken the main responsibility for dis-
regarding anti-proliferation opinion. Unless
the outcome of current instability in China
menaces Indian territorial security, India’s
development of nuclear arms appears un-
likely in view of its prevailing values and
its economic weakness, anti-proliferation
factors which do not depend on the con-
tinuation of Congress party rule.

In the perspective of the foregoing sketch
of India’s foreign relations since freedom,
the independent policy of the state may be
seen as a major, if not always a unifying,
point of reference.

Nearly all segments of Indian political
opinion — except the Swantatra party which
favors alignment with the West and gained
in the February 1967 General Elections —
support a continuation of nonalignment.
Yet the policy was and is subject to the
unsettling effect of contrary forces, such as
the challenge of China and domestic and
foreign criticism. In response there have
been defenses and restatements of the
policy. The selections in this book reveal
several criticisms and counter-arguments on
nonalignment. The concrete questions and
answers lead to other questions of this sort:
From what values or interests does non-
alignment originate? If there is agreement
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about them, what are the lessons of experi-
ence as to fulfilling the norms and interests
of nonalignment? Are there newer ideals
and stakes that must be served in changed
circumstances? For the older or the newer
ideals and concerns, what means of imple-
mentation are best?

Selections in Part One of this volume
reveal various explanations of the origins
of India’s independent foreign policy.
Among the important sources cited are tra-
ditional Hindu philosophy, the country'’s
nationalist history, and the realities of un-
derdeveloped and world politics. Within
these areas some specific forces said to point
to nonalignment are located in Gandhi’s
ethics, the international thought of Nehru,
India’s post-freedom opposition to Euro-
pean imperialism, and the search for ma-
terial aid from affluent states. Opinions
differ as to how much weight should be
given to a broad source or a formulation
within it. Themes introduced in these
selections often Teappear in more obvious
controversies about the values and perform-
ance of nonalignment.
ritics of nonalignment appear in Part
Two. The need for placing India’s for-
eign policy on a more “realistic” foundation
1S a general theme of many criticisms, sug-
gesting that a basic task for jts study is to
relate undetstandings of declared norms
and interests to various objections. Some
criticisms focus on the practice of Indian
fm‘gn Policy, while others examine its
premises. Ontroversy arises from assess-
ments of Nehpy’s pursuit of freedom for all
Peoples and his grasp of the nature of inter-
stfate relations. I this and other selections
o che book, interpretations of Nehru’s
nruence on his country’s external affairs
during and after his lifetime have a central
pla‘cc.a wnhout'monopolizing the discussion.
Critics of Indian nonalignment may notice
redeermr.lg features; but in ‘view of new
leadership and altered world conditions,
they may suggest changes in its means or
rationale.

A cross-section of defenses and restate-
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ments of nonalignment are grouped in Part
Three. They suggest that its theory or prac-
tice is either justified or can be reformed to
make it sound and effective. Explicitly or
implicitly, the writings draw on particular
judgments of the values and go’als of non-
alignment. The tests of India’s indepen-
dent policy by the forceful acquisition of
Portuguese India in 1961 and the Sino-
Indian hostilities of 1962 receive attention
from one or more of the selections. Al-
though Indian relations with Pakistan are
not considered at length in this or other
selections of this book, the ways in which
those relations impinge on Indian nonalign-
ment appear in some readings.

The final section, Part Four, offers two
summaries of Indian foreign policy. In the
first, a theory of the balancing of power
for the welfare of India and the world is
the framework for its evaluation of the
meaning and prospects of nonalignment.
The second uses an “Indian mind” stand-
point to begin a review of the diplomatic
record and the main issues of India in
interstate affairs. The first depends on a
relatively fixed theory which is applied to
policies and their justifications. Accord-
ingly, nonalignment will have to answer to
this theory or else be discarded. The other
approach is more organic, viewing non-
alignment as a natural product of Indian
values and experience. It finds that, like
other institutions in the Indian setting,
nonalignment will evolve with the times
yet continue certain norms and goals. Both
readings tend to accept the continuation of
nonalignment. They also reflect the influ-
ence of criticisms and restatements of non-
alignment. The ideas in these and the
other selections indicate that the debate
about Indian nonalignment continues as an
unfinished matter for the largest country
under a democratic charter and for those
governments and peoples concerned about
its future.

OoTE: Footnotes have generally been omitted
om the selections, except where needed to ex-
plain the text.]



The Conflict of Opinion

“In view of the basic metaphysics of India and the ethics that springs there-
from, it ought not to be difficult to understand India’s policy of nonalignment.
Although self-realization came only to a few at a given time, the Indian
nation as a whole cannot remain at any time uninfluenced by the spiritual
culture of this ancient land. We may not be able to trace all the lines that
connect our present with the past. Yet, we cannot doubt that there is a
connection — and a vital one.”

—T. M. P. MAHADEVAN

“. . . India’s foreign policy has been the product of the interaction of many
and varied factors — the traditional values of Indian society, the commitments
of the Indian national movement during the struggle for freedom, the nature
and structure of elite opinion in India, the geopolitical realities of the state as
it emerged from partition, the economic needs of a society urgently in need
of a take-off, and the internal political pressures and pulls generated by a
democratic system. Subject to the influences exerted by these factors, the
foreign policy has sought primarily to pursue India’s national interests as

conceived by the governing elite.”
— Sisir GupTa

“Speaking in the House in 1958 on Panchsheel, I said that it ‘was born in sin
in as much as by it we put the seal of our approval on the annihilation of a
free nation.” Our recognition of Chinese suzerainty over Tibet is in clear
contradiction to what our Prime Minister has often said: ‘Where freedom is
menaced or justice threatened, or where aggression takes place, we cannot and
shall not be neutral’ This is dynamic neutrality. In the case of Tibet we
have not been even neutral. We have dynamically sided with the aggressor.”

— AcHARya J. B. Krrearani:

“By applying principles and methods which were premature in the inter-
national society, India has not rendered any service to that improvement of
the international society which she rightly points to as the great need of
mankind. . . . Neutralism then turns out to be not a major contribution to a
more peaceful world or even only a peaceful India, but a tool of statecraft

that is risky and was mishandled.”
— WEeRNER LV

“Both before and after the Sino-Indian encounter, Nehru’s government was
determined to remain wmilitarily non-aligned, in the sense that it was unwill-
ing to enter a Western-sponsored alliance system. Similarly, Indian officials
reinterpreted their determination to remain diplomatically non-aligned. . . .
Ideologically, India’s non-alignment was another matter. In whatever degree
Indian or American opinion alike often seemed oblivious to the fact, Nehru's
government has always been committed to the West ideologically, in the

defense of freedom and democratic institutions.”
—CeciL V. Crass, Jr.
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The Conflict of Opinion

“. .. our nonalignment is understood and welcomed by members of one of the
power blocs. The countries of the West have begun to understand it, shifting
from their earlier attitudes of ridicule and hostility. They have . . . found it
of value in problems where cooperation between the two bloc countries has
been essential and in the lowering of international tensions. . . . Nonalign-
ment has thus provided an area (not geographical) of peace in a world where
the two blocs are poised against each other.”
— V. K. Krisuna MENON

“. . . the most precious element in the concept of nonalignment has been the
instinctive affirmation of India’s will to be genuinely independent and a
source of influence in her own right. If this is the role that India wills to
play, it is inevitable that she must strive to possess sufficient defensive military
power, including limited nuclear capability, so that her image is not blurred
by her vulnerability. It may sound strange to some, but it is true that limited
nuc?]ear armament has now become an inescapable requirement for the preser-
vatlon”of our real independence which constitutes the core of our nonalign-
ment.

— Ray KrisunA

“India herself is psychologically unprepared for the manufacture of nuclear
weapons. The old foreign policy of India basically remains intact, and, though
?‘lﬂ)]ected to various distorting forces, it shows a strong tendency to continue
;“ the channels foreseen for it by Nehru in 1946. It is most unlikely that
ndia will be the next country to enter the nuclear club; but if and when there

is another entrant she will feel obliged, though reluctant, to follow suit. . . .”

—ArTHUR LALL



I. SOURCES AND VALUES OF NONALIGNMENT

Indian Philosophy and the Quest for Peace

T. M. P.

MAHADEVAN

The independent policy of India, states T. M. P. Mahadevan, is
based directly on leading ideas of Indian philosophical traditions. The
author of this first selection, who is Professor of Philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Madras, discusses the meanings of nonalignment and then
examines its sources, which he discovers in the metaphysics of the ancient
Upanishads and the ethical teachings of Mohandas K. Gandhi. Professor
Mahadevan’s analysis is representative of those interpretations which
stress the ties between India's philosophical achievements and its con-

temporary role in world affairs.

IN his very first speech as Prime Minister
of the Republic of India, Sri Jawahar-
lal Nehru said, replying to the debate on
the President’s Address to the Houses of
Parliament: “A country’s foreign policy
ultimately emerges from its own traditions,
from its own urges, from its own objectives
and more particularly from its recent past.”
In order to understand the foreign policy of
India, one must inquire into India’s tradi-
tions, urges, and objectives, as well as into
its recent past. This is what I propose to do
in this paper. But before undertaking the
task of such an inquiry, let me state what
India’s foreign policy is.

The policy of Independent India towards
the rest of the world has been described as
a policy of neutrality or non-alignment. The
word “neutrality,” however, is not adequate
to express that policy. The Prime Minister
said in the speech I have already quoted
from: “I dislike the word neutrality, be-
cause there is a certain passivity about it
and our policy is not passive.” On a later
occasion he observed,

I have . . . ventured to point out that
whatever policy we were pursuing was not
just merely neutral or passive or negative, but
that it was a policy which flowed from our
past history, from our recent past and from
our National Movement and from the various
ideals that we have proclaimed from any point
of view, whether long-term or short-term that
you may apply to the circumstances existing
today.

The other word “non-alignment” is prob-
ably not so misleading. But whatever term
is used, it must be made clear that India’s
foreign policy is neither passive nor nega-
tive. Situated as the world is today, no
country can thrive on passivity and nega-
tion. And, in spite of what critics of India
may hold, the genius of Indian culture is
not passive, nor negative.

It has been rightly said that a country’s
foreign policy is but a projection of its home
policy. In a dictatorship, for instance, the
dictator wants to make his position secure
by compelling his subjects abjectly to sur-
render to him. For this purpose he creates

From T. M. P. Mahadevan, “India’s Policy of Nonalignment,” The Indian Year Book of International
Affairs: 1953, pp. 89-90, 92, 96105, selections. Reprinted by permission.
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one crisis after another, both at home and
abroad, and gets his country involved in
foreign adventures. India achieved her
independence on August 15, 1947, after a
long non-violent struggle; and she has re-
solved to follow the democratic way and
adopt a republican form of government.
Any newly liberated country will have to
face and solve successfully intricate and dif-
ficult problems at home. In the case of
India, these problems became formidable
and assumed huge proportions because of
the partition and its black trail of man’s
inhumanity to man. Under these circum-
stances, it was wise and natural on the part
of the new government of India to have
decided not to get their country unneces-
sarily involved in power politics. Almost
from scratch a nation had to be built. From
the framing of a constitution and the draft-
ing of a five-year plan to the minutest de-
tails of rehabilitating displaced persons,
relieving distress caused by famine, floods,
etc., the government had to tackle innu-
merable problems in a constructive and
expeditious manner. “The first thing we
kept in view,” said Sri Nehru in'one of his
parhamentary speeches,

was to build our own cou
tions and not to

which did not dire

ntry on solid founda-
get entangled in matters
¢ ctly affect us — not that we
ire not interested in those matters, but the
urden of these entanglements would be too
great and the problems we had to face in our

own country were big enough for
an
to face. . . . 8 & y county

A short-sighted country with an eye on

1ts own immediate advantage may want to
exploit the already inflammable situation
and align itself with one side or the other.
Or, believing in the diplomacy of power
politics, and being impelled by considera-
tions of its own interests, a nation may join
one or the other of the blocs. India does
not fall into either of these categories. It is
not her way to adopt a policy that is merely
expedient. And she is convinced that a

reversion to power politics will only lead to

another global war which wi]] surpass all

the previous wars in ghastliness and horror.
Speaking about the bleak prospect of a
Third World War fought with atomic weap-
ons, Sri Nehru described the atom bomb
as a symbol of the incarnate evil and said:
“If the force of circumstances compels us,
compels the world to use it, it means that
the world has surrendered to evil com-
pletely.” So, it becomes “the duty of every-
one to try his utmost to prevent the horror
of a Third World War from descending
upon us.”

The key to India’s foreign policy, then,
lies in her desire to do all she can to prevent
a world catastrophe. In one of his addresses
to Parliament, President Rajendra Prasad
observed: “While aggression has to be met
and evil cannot be condoned, it has to be
remembered that war itself is an evil which
brings greater evils in its train.” To prevent
war from overtaking humanity and to pro-
mote the cause of world peace — this is the
aim of India’s foreign policy. “It is the firm
policy of my Government,” said Dr. Prasad
in his very first message to Parliament,

to maintain peace and friendship with all the
nations of the world and to help in every way
possible in the maintenance of world peace.
The Republic of India inherits no enmities or
traditional rivalries with other nations and
my Government intends continuing a policy
directed towards securing peace in the world

and avoiding any alignment which leads to
hostilities with any nation.

. . . The Great Powers were at first sus-
picious of India’s foreign policy. But now
there is increasing appreciation of India’s
“simple and straightforward” policy and
many countries are coming to recognize
“the honesty and integrity” of this policy.
In his address [October 17, 1949] to Co-
lumbia University of the City of New York,
our Prime Minister gave expression in a
single sentence to the essence of India’s
foreign policy. He said,

The main objectives of that policy are: the
pursuit of peace, not through alignment with
any major power or group of powers, but
through an independent approach to each con-
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troversial or disputed issue; the liberation of
subjecct peoples; the maintenance of freedom,
both national and individual; the elimination
of racial discrimination; and the elimination of
want, disease and ignorance which afflict the
greater part of the world’s population.

Having explained, in outline, the salient
features of India’s foreign policy, let me
proceed to show that that policy has its
foundations in India’s culture and tradi-
tions, in her religio-philosophic ideology, in
her immediate and remote past. This does
not, however, mean that India favours a
conservative outlook or that she wants to
go back instead of moving forward. “In
whichever direction we may grow we have
to grow out of the roots from which our
nation finds sustenance,” observed Sri
Nehru in one of his Parliamentary
speeches, and added,

It is true also that one cannot remain in the
roots all the time but one has to grow branches,
green leaves and beautiful flowers and there-
fore one has to adapt oneself and learn from
other countries a great deal.

In order to understand the significance
of India’s foreign policy, one must turn first
to her immediate past — the period of strug-
gle for freedom under the leadership of
Mahatma Gandhi. He gave to India, and
through India to the world, a new concep-
tion of politics. The essence of that con-
ception is that the end cannot justify the
means, and that everything must be fair in
politics. He organized the national fight
for independence on the basis of non-vio-
lence, and by the success that crowned his
efforts, he showed to the world that political
objectives can be, and should be, achieved
through spiritual means. It was no narrow
nationalism that moved Gandhiji® to action.
He was convinced that if India won her
freedom through non-violent means, it
would be the largest contribution that any
single nation would have made towards
world peace. “I do believe,” wrote Gandhiji
in Young India on August 11, 1927,

1 A term of affection. [Editor’s note.)

"3

that if India has patience enough to go
through the fire of suffering and to resist any
unlawful encroachment upon its own civiliza-
tion which, imperfect though it undoubtedly
is, has hitherto stood the ravages of time, she
can make a lasting contribution to the peace
and solid progress of the world.

He wished “to see India free and strong so
that she may offer herself as a willing and
pure sacrifice for the betterment of the
world.” This, he was convinced, was pos-
sible only if India followed the way of non-
violence. “If we are to be saved and are to
make a substantial contribution to the
world’s progress, ours must emphatically
and predominantly be the way of peace.”
And, Gandhiji knew perfectly well that
India was a fit instrument for delivering the
message of non-violence to the world be-
cause from time immemorial she has had
an unbroken tradition of non-violence.

If India and the world were to be totally
non-violent, there should be universal dis-
armament and government should wither
away. Gandhiji was aware that mankind
was not ready for the practice of complete
non-violence, and that on the attainment
of independence by India her armed forces
would not be disbanded. So he was advo-
cating only a limited form of non-violence
— “non-violence restricted to the purpose
of winning our freedom and therefore per-
haps for preaching the regulation of inter-
national relations by non-violent means.”

The example of India, thought Gandhijj,
would lead to a better world; and the lessons
learnt by India in her non-violent struggle
with Britain would be useful in the resolu-
tion of international conflicts. The Mahatma
was looking forward to the day when India
would live on the friendliest of terms with
all the nations of the world, be they big or
small, and when she would render her good
offices in making the nations live in peace.
His notion of complete independence for
India was not “isolated independence but
healthy and dignified interdependence.”

The ideal set by Gandhiji for our country
is a very lofty one, even with the limitations
of which he himself was conscious. It is
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but natural, therefore, that in our attempt
to follow in the footsteps of the Mahatma
we should fail sometimes, and fail griev-
ously. Yet, there is no denying the fact that
Gandbhian ideology is a powerful force influ-
encing our outlook and policy. The Father
of the Nation taught us to avoid looking at
national and world problems through blood-
shot eyes, and exhorted us to “keep our
eyes clear.” “If I have gained any experi-
ence in the last thirty or forty years of my
public life,” said Sri Nehru in a speech in
Parliament on February 3, 1950, “it is this,
and certainly if I learnt my lesson from the
Great Master who taught us many things
it is this that a crooked policy does not pay
in the end.” Long before he became Prime
Minister of India and assumed charge of
foreign affairs, Sri Jawaharlal Nehru was
specializing in the framing of a policy based
on Gandhian principles; for, year after
year, at the sessions of the Indian National
Congress it was to him that the task of
dra'fting the foreign policy resolution was
assigned. And, what he is doing now is to
traqslate that policy into actual practice.
India, u}lder his guidance and with the
legacy given her by Gandhiji, is pursuing
a course in international politics unprece-
den.ted in the history of the world — a course
which may be described as ethical and
spiritual.

No discussion of Indjan olitics woul
probably, be complete, i nol:eference we(rié
made to Kautilya’s Arthasastra2 A question
that would'readily be asked is this: is not
the Gandhian ideology fundamentally op-
posed to the Kautilyan conception of poli-
tics? It is presumed that no moral consid-
erations weighed with the Chancellor of
Chandragupta Maurya in his policies and
actions concerning the affairs of state. It is
also taken for granted that there is no alter-
native Indian or Hindy point of view in
politics to that of Chanakya Kautilya.

It is interesting to note, in this connec-

2 Essays on the maintenance of political
attributed to an adviser to Kingp C}l; ;;ilmp?:;g
Mau?’a who lived about 322298 zc. [Editor's
note.

tion, that even such a sympathetic student
of Indian lore as Heinrich Zimmer goes
wrong in his understanding of the political
philosophy of India.® Drawing his material
mainly from Kautilya, he paints a horrid
picture of the Hindu conception of politics
which he calls “the philosophy of success.”
What he finds in the ArthaSastra is an
advocacy of “the rule of the fish” in politics.
“When we review the theories and devices
of the Hindu master statesman,” says
Zimmer,

we behold the ancient style of despotism in all
its power and weakness, and begin to under-
stand something of the sinister backgrounds
of the Indian political scene: the ever-recur-
rent tragedy, the constant perils of the indi-
vidual, the total lack of security, and the
absence of all those rights which we cherish
today as pertaining to our basic human free-
dom. In such an atmosphere of threat, dread,
and sudden moves, métsya-nyana prevails, “the
law of the fish”: the law of life unmitigated
by moral decency, as it prevails in the merciless
deep.

The king, then, has to be ruthless in his
actions against his enemies, and liquidate
them by all means possible. Rulership is
not for the tender-hearted or the weak-
kneed prince. The would-be conqueror
(vijigisu) should be an expert in the art of
playing the game of political chess. He
should so arrange his moves that no power
or combination of powers would be able to
defeat him. The kind of political geometry
which will enable the king to maintain and
augment his position is known as the
mandala, which is the formula for the ar-
rangement of foreign alliances and coali-
tions based on “a pattern of concentric rings
of natural enemies and allies.” By playing
off one force against another, by a judicious
adjustment of weights and counter-weights,
the aspirant for universal empire should
achieve his end. There is no question of
moral decency here. That policy is good
which pays. In inter-statal politics it is “the
3 The reference is to a leading Sanskrit scholar

and his book, Philosophies oglndia, ed. by Joseph
Campbell (New York, 1951). [Editor’s note.]
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primeval law of nature” that remains in
operation, uncontrolled. It is, in short, the
law of the jungle, if “law” it may be called.
Zimmer speaks, with disgust, of “the blank
pessimism of the Indian philosophy of pol-
itics, untouched as it is by any hope or
ideal of progress and improvement,” and
traces to this source

the basic tendency of escape from secular life
which characterizes the tradition of classic
Indian thought — the holy way of moksa—
the serious search for release from the perils
and pains of earthly bondage, through the
attainment of some kind of metaphysical
equanimity.

And, finally, referring to the contemporary
world-situation he makes the unkindest cut
of all in the following words:

What is going on today in a large portion of
the world would seem, in the light of this
book [i.e. Artha$dstral, to amount to a total
Asiatization of political affairs, both interna-
tional and domestic. And the laws are seen
again to be what they were in ages past.

Let me point out, even at the outset, that
the kind of political strategy that Kautilya
recommends to the prince is not something
which is peculiar to India or Asia. Right
from the dawn of history in Europe one
finds there an almost continuous struggle
for dominance by one power over another.
With the rise of Christendom, even the
church entered the arena of political strife.
And when, with the opening of the modern
era, church hegemony was put an end to,
the various nation-states became rivals
in their earth-hunger and power-madness.
The history of the last three hundred
years is one of Western powers exploiting
Oriental peoples and prospering at the
latters’ expense. When the eyes of nations
become blind with a passion for political
domination, no value is attached to the
sameness of race, religion or tradition.
The struggle for colonies was mainly
between European nations. And in the
two world wars the chief belligerents were
Western nations. So, the West need not

come to Asia for a training in matsya-nyaya.
Zimmer himself recognizes this when he
says, “This is a law no less well known to
the West than to India.”

As regards Kautilya, in order to arrive at
a fair judgement, one must take into ac-
count the age in which he lived and the
part he had to play in the political revolu-
tion of his time. The fourth century sB.c.
was an unsettled age in India. Alexander
had invaded the country. The Nandas had
become unpopular, corrupt and weak. It
was at that time that Chandragupta Maurya
rose to power with the assistance of
Kautilya. And, the Mauryan revolution
was justified in the sense that the whole of
North India became unified, and the Indus
Valley was emancipated from foreign yoke.

It is against this background that we
must attempt an estimate of Kautilya. His
Artha$astra is not a treatise on political
philosophy. It is a guidebook on statecraft.
Kautilya, certainly, does not prescribe the
law of the fish for the affairs of a state. On
the contrary, he insists that the rule of law
must prevail in the state. Even the sov-
ereign must submit to law. Says Kautilya,
“Whatever sovereign, even one whose dom-
ination extends to the ends of the earth, if
of perverted disposition and ungovernable
senses, must quickly perish.” Dharma or the
rule of law supplants the law of the jungle.
A state cannot function in the absence of
mutual goodwill, forbearance, and co-op-
eration among individuals and groups.

Even Zimmer acknowledges that this is
the Indian — and Kautilyan — view. Only he
would still say that “this peaceful pattern
of well-controlled, harmonious human de-
cency” can never be transferred, according
to the Indian conception, to the larger field
of the nations. Here too it would be an
advantage to understand the context in
which the Arthasastra was written. Kautilya
was not confronted with the problem of
international relations, as we use the term
today. All that he was concerned with was
the unification of the country under a cen-
tral authority. He does not profess to lay
down a code of conduct for the nations.
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But this much is true, that for the purpose
of achieving the end of political unity, he
was prepared for the adoption of any means,
whether right or wrong, moral or immoral.
This, however, ought not to be taken as the
typical Hindu view. Later writers like
Bana have criticized Kautilya. It is not the
teaching of the Indian philosophy of politics
that even as between states the rule of
the beasts should prevail. Artha or polity
should be rooted in dharma or righteous-
ness. That kings and statesmen in India, as
elsewhere, relied often on the expedient
rather than on the good might be a fact.
But that does not mean that the wise men
of India commended or condoned unethical
ways of achieving and safeguarding po-
litical power. The ideal of Rama-rajya as
depicted in the epic, Ramayana, and the
conduct of Emperor Asoka, after the Ka-
linga war are some of the glowing examples
to which one should turn for understanding
the spirit of the Indian philosophy of poli-
tics. To characterize the Indian conception
of politics as pessimism is, therefore, unjust.
And, to say that the gloomy view of life in
th'e secular state is responsible for the doc-
trine of sannyasa (which Zimmer calls
escape) is to convey no meaning at all.
Sannyasa does not stand for defeatism or a
sense of frustration. The sannydsin is not
the one who runs away from the world or
from life. On the contrary, it was his coun-
sel that used to be sought even in matters
concerning the state. And, when we come
to the Gandhian ideology, we have a thor-
ough integration of the Spirit of sannyasa
with every aspect of political life,
Probably, many may not object to an
attempt to show that our foreign polic
stems from the teachings of GandhijiP Bu)t’t
many may not know that that policy réﬂects
—however imperfectly — the philosophic
culture and religious tradition of IndiaP
The most lofty heights of metaphyei 1
realization were reached by ¢} Lty
: > Yy the seers of the
Upanishadswhich have been aptly described
as the Himalayas of the soul. Here We com
across a view of Reality which has no araf
lel in any other thought-system of the ‘gol-]d

Brahman or Atman which are the expres-
sions used in the Upanishads for the ulti-
mate Reality is unconditioned, undifferen-
tiated, non-dual spirit. It is a nirguna,
qualityless, in the sense that it cannot be
defined in terms of any of the known attri-
butes. To qualify it, to predicate any char-
acteristic of it, is to negate its non-duality.
To indicate its nature, without involving it
in limitations, the Upanishads adopt the
via negativa and say “It is not this, not this”
(neti neti). This, however, does not mean
that Brahman is a contentless vacuity. The
Supreme Reality is the plenitude of being
(sat), pure consciousness (cit), and uncon-
ditionad bliss (ananda). Such terms should
not be understood in their ordinary sense.
They represent the highest concepts the
mind of man has succeeded in evolving to
indicate the nature of the supreme Spirit.
Words and ideas are but poor vehicles to
make us understand the highest truth. One
understands by being it, and not through
the ordinary channels of knowledge. That
was why an Upanishadic sage, as reported
by Shankara, remained quiet when asked to
explain the nature of the Self (Santo’yam
atma). Peace is the name by which the
Self is to be known. It is perfect peace
because there is no “other” to it. It is non-
dual (advaita). Consciously or uncon-
sciously, India has been influenced by this
ideal of a reality where there is no room for
struggle or strife —a reality that is not di-
vided, that is not-two (advitiya). Mahatma
Gandhi once wrote, “I believe in advaita, 1

believe in the essential unity of man and, for
that matter, of all that lives.” Sri Jawaharlal

Nehru, in his Discovery of India has ex-

pressed his predilection for advaita. QOne

of the members of Parliament gave expres-

sion to his hope that the principle of our

foreign policy is “the neutrality of the spirit

which we would like the world as a whole

to adopt.”

The ideal of Indian spirituality is sage-
hood which is the state of equanimity and
sameness of attitude towards all beings. An
oft-quoted verse of the Bhagavadgita reads
thus: “The wise ones look with the same
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eye on a brahmana possessed of learning

and humility, a cow, an clephant, a dog,

and even a dog-eater” (v. 18). The con-
cluding stanzas (56fF) of chapter two of the
Gita, the recitation of which used to form
an invariable feature of Gandhiji’s prayer-
meetings, give a description of the sage
whose wisdom is secure (sthita-prajiia).
The wise one who has attained to perfect
knowledge has an equal-vision which is
unperturbed when confronted with the
opposites of pleasure and pain, praise and
blame, etc., which are the inevitable con-
stituents of life. He has risen above the
passions that storm and distract the soul,
and is firmly established in the “peace that
passeth understanding.” His inner placidity
never gets disturbed, for he has no wants
or desires. In him all enjoyments find their
consummation, even as in the ocean all the
waterways merge themselves. The moral
of the whole description is that the sage is
not swayed by attachments and hatred.
Similarly, the Lord of the Gita says about
himself that he is the same to all beings,
and that there is none hateful or dear to
him (ix, 29).

The concept of sameness (samatva),
however, does not mean that either the sage
or God is indifferent to the good of the
world. The perfect being is ever solicitous
of the welfare of all beings. The sage loves
all and elevates all. Writing about the
Vedantic ideal, Deussen* observes that to
the question “Why should I love my neigh-
bour as myself” the answer of the Upani-

4 Paul Jacob Deussen, author of Outlines of Indian
Phx'losoihy: The Philosophy of the Vedanta
to which reference is made. [Editor’s note.]

shads is: Because your neighbour is your-
self.

Or, in the words of the Bhagavadgita: he who
knows himself in_ everything and everything
in himself, will not injure himself by himself,
nahinasti atmana atmanam. This is the sum
and tenor of all morality, and this is the stand-
point of a man knowing himself as Brahman.

That humanity is one family — nay, that
all living beings constitute one kindred
group is a fundamental teaching of Hindu-
ism. This is the reason why such great
empbhasis is laid on the practice of ahisisa.
Though this term has a negative form “non-
violence,” it has a positive implication
which is “active love towards all beings.”
It is this glorious ideal of universal love
and total peace that is expressed in the
Hindu prayer:

sarvas taratu durgani, sarvo bhadrani paSyatu,
sarvas tad-buddhim apnotu, sarvas sarvatra
nandatu.

“May all beings safely cross the hazards
and hardships of lifel May all see the
beaming face of happiness! May all gain
the knowledge of Truth. May there be
universal rejoicing!”

In view of the basic metaphysics of India
and the ethics that springs therefrom, it
ought not to be difficult to understand
India’s policy of non-alignment. Although
self-realization comes only to a few at a
given time, the Indian nation as a whole
cannot remain at any time uninfluenced
by the spiritual culture of this ancient land.
We may not be able to trace all the lines
that connect our present with the past.
Yet, we cannot doubt that there is a con-
nection —and that a vital one.
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SISIR GUPTA

. In contrast to the first selection’s emphasis on one major origin of
Indian nonalignment, this reading suggests that several formative influ-
ences were involved. Sisir Gupta is Research Secretary of the Indian
Council of World Affairs and the author of studies dealing with Kashmir
and other problems in Indo-Pakistani relations. His analysis also differs
from the Mahadevan essay in finding that national interest has been the
maijor guide for India’s foreign policy. Yet Sisir Gupta also believes that
!ndlo has v9|ues to offset its material weakness and to make it a reform-
Ing power in international politics.

Interpreting his country's foreign affairs after a decade and a half
of experience, he pays special attention to India's relations with the
great blocs and to a comprehensive view of the Sino-Indian controversy.
f\s do other Indian scholars and publicists who adhere to a national
Interest perspective, Sisir Gupta offers reasons to explain and justify

nonalignment which are at least as didactic as they are practical.

INDIA’S foreign policy has been the prod-
uct of the interaction of many and
varied factors — the traditional values of
Ind%an society, the commitments of the
Indian national movement during the
struggle for freedom, the nature and struc-
ture of elite opinion in India, the geopoliti-
cal realities of the State as i emerged after
partition, the economic needs of a society
urgently in need of 5 take-off, and the in-

ternal political
ed bron s pressures a

the influenc

foreign poli

‘ nd pulls gener-
emocratic system. Subject to
Ces ﬁxerted l;ly these factors, the
POUCy has sought primari -
sue India’s national igterepsts as l?c])r:(c)egzzl
by the governing elite. It is in terms of this
prmary motivation that the enunciation

and evoluti ia’ i i
and ¢ vci)el:\f::c::]r.l of India’s foreign policy has

In one of his

1 : .
Parliament, theear Yy speeches in the Indian

Prime Minister stated:

Whatever policy

] you may lay down, the art
qf cc_mdﬁuctl‘ng the foreign affz):irs of a co:n::y
lies in finding out what is most advantageous

From Sisir Gupta, Indig and Re

to the country. We may talk about interna-
tional goodwill and mean what we say. We
may talk about peace and mean what we say.
But in the ultimate analysis, a government
functions for the good of the country it gov-
erns and no government dare do anything
which in the short or long run is manifestly to
the disadvantage of the country . . . whether
a country is imperialistic or Socialist or Com-
munist, its Foreign Minister thinks primarily
of that country. . ..

It was not possible for the new Govern-
ment of India, however, to define India’s
national interests in the way of the out-
going Raj. On the contrary, they were
bound by their past commitments as well
as the present realities to totally reevaluate
these concepts. In the first place, the suc-
ceeding Government of India was not as
powerful as the previous one. Secondly,
India’s partition had considerably reduced
the geographical extent of the Indian State.
Thirdly, the very upsurge of national sen-
timents which led to the freedom of India
was bound to be felt elsewhere and ex-

e e oupt, India and R gional Integration in Asia (New York, 1964), pp. 1-11, 14-26, selec-
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pressed in the form of resentment to any
new approach of domination. Fourthly,
India’s emergence in the world coincided
with the emergence of a vast ideological
confrontation in the world, which was
backed by the changed power realities of
the European and American continents.
Lastly, much of the old strategic concepts
were ruled out by the development of
nuclear arms and the emergence of air
power as the major weapon of war.

Functioning within these limitations,
India had to evolve a foreign policy which
would advance not only her own security
but, what was immensely more urgent for
her, the status of the country in interna-
tional politics. It was through the advance-
ment of this status that India sought to
attract attention and sympathy for her and
similarly-placed countries and also to un-
derline the significance of the new coun-
tries in the context of global politics. One
might indeed say that in the early years of
her foreign policy India was pursuing the
understandable search for a short cut to
international status.

Speaking in the Indian Parliament on 8
March 1948, Nehru said:

. . our responsibility is very little. We may
have acted well or badly on the international
stage, but we are not, frankly speaking, influ-
ential enough to affect international events
very much.

A vyear later, speaking at a public meeting
in New Delhi, the Prime Minister said:

We are as an independent country, a fairly
young country at present . . . and therefore
our foreign policy is gradually developing and
there is no particular reason why we should
rush in all over the place and do something
that comes in the way of this gradual
development.

Speaking in the Parliament on 6 Decem-
ber 1950, Nehru said: “The fate of the
world depends more on the USA, the
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and
China than on the rest of the world put
together.”

In a penetrating analysis of the ultimate

needs of India’s functioning in world
affairs the veteran Indian Civil Servant,
G. S. Bajpai, then the Secretary General
of India’s External Affairs Ministry, wrote
in 1952:

India then has to develop her strength to sup-
port her foreign policy. The inherent good-
ness of that policy is insufficient to sustain or
further it. On this view the inference that
politics cannot be divorced from power holds
true also for India. . . . Today, India is the
major stabilizing factor for peace in Asia; the
measure of stability that she can impart to this
part of the world is not a matter of good
intentions but of power. . . . It is not power
but its misuse or abuse which is morally repre-
hensible. . . . Thus viewed the ideal of bal-
ance of power is nothing evil or incompatible
with India’s highest ideals.

It is consciousness of the inability of
India to play any significant role in the
traditional sense of diplomacy backed by
power that governed much of the foreign
policy thinking and behaviour of the
country.

It is not, however, the prospects of an
inevitable reconciliation with the status of
insignificance that the Indian leaders
faced. Much as the country was militarily
insignificant, it represented an entirely new
element in world politics, of which the
potential strength was of great importance.
Two factors made India strong in her for-
eign policy functioning: in the first place,
as virtually the first and the biggest of the
newly-freed countries of Asia and Africa,
her voice was bound to count for some-
thing in a world where decolonialization
was on the agenda; and, secondly, by itself,
India represented a vast country with a
huge population, the future of which was
bound to affect the course of an important
section of mankind.

This consciousness of India’s strength
was particularly apparent to the Indian
Prime Minister who had been known for
his capacity to view events in the canvas
of history. In one of his early speeches, he
said:
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The fact of the matter is that in spite of
our weakness in a military sense . . . India
even today counts in world affairs. . . . If we
had been some odd little nation somewhere
in Europe or Asia it would not have mattered
much. But because we count and because
we are going to count more and more in the

future, every thing we do becomes a matter
for comment.

Dwelling on the positional importance of
India, Nehru said in another speech:
“Now that period and epoch (of European
domination) has ended and India now
comes, I think, into the forefront in na-
tional events and world affairs.”

It is the announcement of this arrival of
India in the international arena which was
evidently the major preoccupation of the
Prime Minister in so far as his early
speeches are concerned. In carrying out
this immediate post-Independence ‘task, the
Prime Minister of India stressed two as-
pects: the crucial role of Asia in world
affairs of the impending decades; and, the
pivotal position of India in Asia.

Declaring the need for recognizing that
a revolution was under way in Asia, Nehru
carefully emphasized the nature of this
revolution and the difference between the
problems of Asia and the relatively more-
developed regions of the world. In fact
mu?h of the essence of India’s foreign,
policy outlook is contained in the early
iﬁeeches of Jawaharlal Nehru proclaiming

e emergence of Asia.

Inaugurating the Asian Relations Con-
ference in New Delhi on 23 March 1947
the Prime Minister of India said: ’

We stand at the end of an era a
threshold of a new period of historyr.l%tggdx%e
on the watershed which divides two epoch%
of human history and endeavour, we can look
back on our long past and look forward to the
future that is taking shape before our eyes.
Asia after a long period of quiescence has
suddenly become important again in world
affairs.

The theme continued to dominate his
speeches throughout the early years of

Indian freedom; he took particular care to
stress it before his Western audiences.
Speaking at the eleventh session of the
Institute of Pacific Relations on 3 October
1950, Nehru said:

While people readily agree that Asia has, to
a certain extent, become the focal point of
world tension, they relegate the Asian prob-
lems to the positions of relative insignificance
and tend exclusively to emphasize the impor-
tance of European and other world problems.
. . . In the perspective of things to come they
were wrong in not devoting the requisite
attention to the problems of developing Asia.

This complaint was made earlier. “Even
in the councils of the United Nations, the
problems of Asia, the outlook of Asia, the
approach of Asia, have failed to evoke the
enthusiasm that they should.”

The need to underline the problems that
the Asian situation posed was one of the
first tasks of Indian foreign policy. The
problems of Asia were not the problems of
Europe and any attempt at the identifica-
tion of the two was bound to understate
the Asian case in the world. As Nehru put
it:

There are many ways of distinguishing be-
tween what may be called the approach of
Asia and the approach of Europe. Asia today
is primarily concerned with what may be
called the immediate human problems. In
each country of Asia —underdeveloped coun-
tries, more or less — the main problem is the
problem of food, of clothing, of education, of
health. We are concerned with these prob-
lems. We are not directly concerned with
problems of power politics.

Again: “Asia compels attention in many
ways. . . . But what is most needed is an
understanding that Asia is going through a
process of change and that it is in ferment.”
The problems of Asia were primarily social
and economic, and as the political domina-
tion by Europe was ending, long-term prob-
lems were being thrown up by the revolu-
tionary ferment. . . .

It is the policy of nonalignment in the
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cold war which lent to Indian policy the
distinctive characteristics which have at
once made it controversial and complex.
It is not relevant here to describe the
foreign policy in detail or to indicate the
specific Indian views on major world prob-
lems dividing the grcat Powers. What
needs to be emphasized in connection with
the subject-matter under review, however,
is that the policy of nonalignment was basi-
cally an instrument of pursuing the goals
of India’s national interests; it is, therefore,
not the negative aspect of this policy of
remaining aloof from the cold-war align-
ments but the more positive attempt im-
plicit in this policy of emerging as the area
of agreement between the great Powers of
the world, which should be considered the
core of India’s foreign policy.

The national needs of India were well
stated by Nehru himself: “. . . in the long
run, it is to the advantage of India to try
to attract to itself the sympathy and the
hope of millions of people in the world
without offending others.” Nonalignment,
as such, was relevant to the extent that any
Indian decision to line up in the cold war
might tend to freeze that part of the world.
India’s primary interest was not in arrest-
ing the revolution that was inevitably un-
folding itself in the area but to so mould
it as to be consistent with the needs of
world peace and freedom. In this sense,
India’s foreign policy is inextricably bound
up with the internal approach to her prob-
lems. The three basic planks of India’s
State policies — nonalignment in world
affairs, a democratic and liberal political
system, and an increasing governmental
participation in the economic life of the
community in order to force the pace of
economic growth —are all meant to serve
the twin objectives of unleashing the revo-
lution and phasing it, objectives which
could become the basis for her friendly pos-
ture to both the great Powers of the world.

Most of these objectives were well stated
by Nehru himself, although the burden of
his office increasingly made him circum-
spect in his speech. Referring to the initial

disadvantages of a policy of nonalignment,
he said:

. . . there was suspicion in the mind of one
group that we were really allied to other
groups . . . and the other group thought we
were rcally allied to the other group in secret
though we were trying to hide the fact.

Nehru said in a tone of apparent confi-
dence on 4 December 1947:

Nonetheless, that [nonalignment] is the only
honourable and right position for us to take
and I am quite sure that by adopting that
position, we shall ultimately gain in national
and international prestige, that is to say, when
we take a long view of the situation, not a
short view of immediately getting a vote here
or there. . . I have no doubt that fairly soon,
in the course of two or three years, the world
will find this attitude justified and India will
not only be respected by the major protago-
nists in the struggle for power, but a large
number of smaller nations which today are
rather helpless will probably look to India
more than to other countries for a lead in such
matters. . . .

Again:

Our policy will continue to be not only to
keep aloof from power alignment, but to try
to make friendly cooperation possible. Fortu-
nately, we enter upon our independence as a
country with no hostile background in regard
to any country. We are friendly to all coun-
tries . . . we approach the whole world on a
friendly basis and there is no reason why we
should put ourselves at a disadvantage, if I
may say so, by becoming unfriendly te any

group.

Underlying this policy is an assumption
which was not shared by many other coun-
tries in the world: the nature of the Com-
munist bloc is neither monolithic nor is
there any inevitable expansionist tendency
of the Communist bloc as a whole. What
is more, to the extent that communism
poses a social, economic, and political chal-
lenge internally in all these countries, it
has to be answered in social, economic, and
political terms. An undue emphasis on the
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military challenge might not only detract
attention from these spheres of policy but
prove self-defeating by eroding the flexi-
bility and vitality of the democracies in
Asia. A posture of status quo for any Asian
Cor African) country would isolate it from
the main historical trends in the region
and leave communism as the only ideol-
ogy seeking radical solutions for difficult
situations. . . .

From . . . statements made by the Indian
Prime Minister, it is clear that in the Indian
conception of the Communist problem,
the military aspects of the challenge of
communism were relatively unimportant;
what is important, however, is to establish
the superiority of the democratic system,
even for Asian and other backward coun-
tries. In this sense the rise of Communist
China, though posing a problem for India
in many fields, was not entirely an evil.
Between them, communism and’ nonalign-
ment performed the very necessary func-
tion of underlining the nature of the basic
problems faced by Asia in its phase of re-
surgent revolution. The divergence be-
tween the Indian and American outlook in
the matter of China emanated from this
basic evaluation of the nature of the new
[Chinese] State.

It must be added, however, that it would
not be entirely correct to say that India did
not take into account the military prcblem
that China posed for her security; as early
as December 1950, the Indian Government
made it clear that it recognized the threat
when it unilaterally extended guarantee to
the northern neighbour, Nepal. The Him-
alayas involved India’s security and none
would be allowed to cross it (into Nepal)
without confronting India. Also significant
was the initiative that India took in arrang-
ing Commonwealth economic and military
aid to Burma [in 1949] to stave off the
Communist threat. It was a tactic there-
fore —vital in the context of the overall
requirements of India’s national interests —
to understate this aspect of the problem in
order to be able to meet with international
support the more challenging task of com-
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peting with China in other spheres.

In the internal sphere there was little
softness demonstrated in the treatment of
the Communists, although they were
allowed to function freely after 1951, when
they gave up their aim of immediate revo-
lution in India. In fact, the Prime Minister
of India has in his speeches and statements
maintained a constant offensive against the
local Communist party as well as the Com-
munist doctrines as a whole. Speaking
shortly after the Bulganin-Khrushchev visit
to India [in 1955], Nehru said:

Let us come to the Communists — these brave
revolutionaries whose revolution consists not
in application of intelligence but in trying to
find out what is happening 5000 miles away,
and trying to copy it, whether it fits in or not
with the present state of India. . . . Unfortu-
nately, our friends of the Communist Party
of India have so shut their minds and have
so spent all their time and energy in learning
a few slogans of the past that they are quite
unable to appreciate what is happening in
India. In fact, these great revolutionaries of
the Communist Party of India have become
great reactionaries.

Talking in 1960 to an Indian journalist,
Nehru said in a reference to Marxism:

There is no proletariat of the Marxist concep-
tion in America . . . although the logical rea-
soning of Marx was correct, other factors have
intervened. The sum of them . . . that is
these new factors and particularly the two
features I have mentioned of political democ-
racy and technological advance . . . have pro-
duced a new set of conditions and Marxism
must be reviewed in this new context.

Earlier [in 1958], Nehru had made a co-
gent criticism of the Marxist philosophical
system and the irrelevance of it in the new
situation while enunciating his “basic ap-
proach” to politics; the publication of this
brought a sharp retort from the Communist
world, accusing Nehru in classical Marxist
terms of practising violence on the prole-
tariat while professing nonviolence, etc.
In fact, the publication of these Nehru-
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Yudin! exchanges made it clear that a sec-
tion of the Communist world was prepar-
ing for a decisive onslaught on the Nehru
position in politics. . . .

One of the basic assumptions of India’s
foreign policy on which much of its valid-
ity rests is that the Communist world is not
only not monolithic but that hopes must
be placed on its ultimate disintegration and
the rise of liberal forces inside the Com-
munist world. One of the possible reasons
for India’s initial enthusiasm for China was
the fact that Soviet Communism under
Stalin had described India as the lackey of
imperialism and attempted to foment re-
volts within India. The fact that Mao's
revolution was self-propelled in nature
meant a possible breakthrough in Commu-
nist solidarity and rigidity. In spite of the
obvious difficulty for any official statement
to mention it, Nehru said in the Indian
Parliament in December 1950:

China is in a position to shape her own des-
tiny and that is a great thing. It is true that
she is controlled by the Communists as Russia
is. It would be interesting to know whether
or not their type of communism is the same as
Russia’s, how she will develop, and how close
the association between China and Russia
will be.

The Indian Press went further than this in
explaining this. The Tribune wrote that
the U.S. position in regard to China “only
serves to promote the interest of the Soviet

Union,” and added:

Few Americans seem yet to grasp the obvious
fact that Mr. Nehru’s China policy is not
designed to strengthen Communist imperial-
ism but to weaken it by demonstrating to the
Feople of China that their friends are to be
ound not among the Communist States alone
but everywhere.

This initial hope in China was replaced
by a hope in the prospect of liberalization
in the Communist Party of the Soviet
1 M. Yudin, Russian Ambassador to China in

1958, who responded to Nehru's criticism of
Marxism. [Editor’s note.]

Union, after the process of destalinization
had been started by the Twentieth Con-
gress of the party. Welcoming the change,
Nehru made a statement in the Indian
Parliament:

I should like to take this opportunity of draw-
ing the attention of the House to a very im-
portant cvent in recent weeks. I refer to the
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union which met recently in
Moscow. There can be no doubt that this
Congress has adopted a new line and a new
policy. This new line, both in political think-
ing and practical policy, appears to be based
upon a more realistic appreciation of the
present world situation and represents a sig-
nificant process of adaptation and adjustment.
. . . We feel that the decisions of the Twen-
tieth Congress of the Soviet Union are likely
to have far-reaching effects. I hope that this
development will lead to a further relaxation
of tension in the world.

It is during the subsequent years of the
growing China-India rivalry and conflicts
that this approach was further underlined
in Indian policy statements. During his
last visit to the United States [in 1961],
the Indian Prime Minister was reported to
have remarked in his off-the-record conver-
sations that “Mr. Khrushchev sees India as
a future bulwark against China and that it
is in the Soviet interest to help restrain
Peking.” Naturally, much of this hope re-
mains unstated publicly; but there have
been enough official statements to show
the extent to which the USSR is depended
upon in the conflict with China.

The basic Indian assumption would seem
to be that as the Soviet society is transform-
ing itself from a backward to an advanced
economy and the pent-up consumption
urge of the Soviet people is seeking satis-
faction, there is bound to be an increasing
stake felt by the Soviet Union in the peace-
ful resolution of world problems. . . . / Apart
from this assumption in regard to the poli-
tics in the Communist world, India has
emerged as a factor in that politics and it is
obviously one of the objectives of its for-
eign policy to continue to be so. It is the
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least publicly talked of aspect of the moti-
vations of Indian policy; for, obviously,
public expression of this can become self-
defeating. But pieces of evidence suggest
that India regards it as of tremendous con-
sequence to be able to remain an item of
controversy inside the Communist bloc.

It may be said with some justification
that in the whole debate in the Communist
world over the nature and role of what has
been officially described in recent Commu-
nist documents as the “national democra-
cies,”? India has been the focal point of
conflict. The Chinese decision to make a
direct assault on relations with India can-
not be separated from the fact that it was
necessary for her struggles within the Com-
munist bloc to prove that the neutral na-
tions like India were not in reality neutral
and posed a longterm problem for the
Communists.

The fact that India has joined issue with
the leftwing Communists in the inner
debate of the Communist world is clearly
illustrated from the following extract from
a speech by Nehru in the Indian Parlia-
ment in late 1959:

China is very, very far from normality, and
that is our misfortune and the world’s mis-
fortune. . . , That is, strength, considcrable
strength, coming in an abnormal state of
mind. . . . That is why you find a marked
difference between the broad approach of the
Soviet Union and the Chinese approach. I
do not think there is any country in the world
which is more anxious for peace than the
Soviet Union. . . . But I doubt if there is any
country in the world . . . which cares less for
peace than China today. . . . The world is
changing and I can conceive of the two great
colossuses today, the Soviet Union and the
United States, coming very near to each
other, as they are slightly coming. . . . This
talk. about international capitalism and inter-
national communism, reflecting an old slogan,
merely prevents us from thinking straight and
understanding the changed world.

2 A category of ex-colonial nations identified at
the November 1960 meeting of world Communist
parties in Moscow as “progressive” and capable of

evelopment into the socialist camp. ditor’s
note.]

It is also to be noted here that the nature
of the Soviet and Chinese advice to the
Indian Communist Party has been differ-
ent; also different has been the official
Indian attitude in the matter of the Com-
munist Party’s links with Moscow and
Peking. In the last Congress of the Indian
Communist Party at Vijayawada, held in
April 1961, the Chinese could not attend
the conference but the chief Soviet guest at
the Conference, Suslov, was accorded wel-
come by officials of the Indian Government.

Just as India has not remained non-
aligned in the internal conflict of the
Communist world, she has found herself
involved in the politics of the Western
bloc. It is now known that both in the
Indo-Chinese and the Korean conflicts,
India was regarded as a friend by the Brit-
ish Government, while she was sometimes
regarded as an unwanted intruder by the
United States. . . .

Even when the crisis in Egypt began [in
1956], India attempted to understate the
British role in fomenting the crisis; but as
the crisis advanced and ultimately resulted
in the invasion, Indo-British relations suf-
fered a setback. It is of interest to note that
it is in this period that, following the
Indian Prime Minister’s visit to the United
States in December 1956, the relations be-
tween India and the United States began
to improve.

It is this aspect of India’s foreign policy
—the attempt to remain a factor in inner-
bloc politics while remaining generally
nonaligned in the cold war — which needs
to be emphasized. For, no policy evolved
for a closer association of nations of the
[Asian] region or the nonaligned in general
which would tend to take the unity of the
rival cold-war blocs and their inclination to
wage this cold war for granted would be
consistent with the needs of India, or with
her conception of the needs of the neutral
or the nonaligned world.

These needs as conceived by India are of
paving the way for greater international
cooperation through the mitigation of cold
war and the underlining of those issues in
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world politics which should be able to
transcend the cold war. The hopes of back-
ward regions of dclivering the goods inter-
nally depended largely on their capacity to
utilize the growing surplus of the advanced
countries generated by a vastly improved
technology and the constant technological
revolution under way. The need for these
countries was not so much to exert the
strength that they potentially possessed but
to invoke international cooperation in the
solution of their vital problems. In this
respect India’s approach was distinguish-
able from that of some other countries
which would defy both the great Powers
and regard them as monsters rather than
attempting to devise possible bases for their
cooperation, at least in the field of the
problems of the underdeveloped world.

This assumption that any mitigation of
the cold war and the arms race was bound
to throw up arecas like India as the problem
areas of the world demanding cooperation
from all developed regions, irrespective of
their ideology, led to the Indian emphasis
both on the possibility and desirability of
U.S.-U.S.S.R. rapprochement. There was
an obvious area of agreement between the
two great Powers, according to India, and a
common stake in certain spheres of world
developments. . . .

The Indian interest in U.S.-U.S.S.R. rap-
prochement was heightened by the feeling
that among the visible areas of agreement
between the Power blocs, particularly the
great Powers, India was a major item. In
his reply to a question whether the big
Powers could make India the laboratory of
the next phase of Soviet-American eco-
nomic coexistence on the basis of helping
to reconstruct the underdeveloped world,
Nehru said in 1960:

. . . both are cooperating with us in a big
way. There is Bhilai® and there are American
projects, British projects, Canadian projects,

3 A Russian-built, public iron and steel complex.
After the United States declined for reasons of
technical feasibility, Russia agreed to help build
a second complex at Bokaro which is scheduled
for completion in late 1970. [Editor’s note.]

German projects in our development plans.
. . . The important fact is that there is reali-
zation of what you called economic coexis-
tence, although at present it is developing
more on a competitive than cooperative basis.
But the latter is bound to follow.

Again, towards the end of the conversa-
tion, the Prime Minister said:

. . . today there is an almost universal under-
standing and appreciation of what we are
trying to do on the economic plane . . . that
is planning under a democratic pattern of
socialism. This has set a new pattern for Asian
and African development and it is significant
that economists and other experts from both
the worlds, particularly the West to which
economic planning is something foreign, are
extremely interested in development plans
and progress. . . . This makes India itself a
kind of an area of agreement betwcen the
opposing ideological forces. Without boasting
about it we can claim to be the only under-
developed country trying to do it in a big
way. ...

It may be pertinent to sum up the Indian
view of the world in the following terms:
apart from the generally recognized line
dividing the world, that between the Com-
munist and the non-Communist world,
there is another and a more formidable,
albeit subdued, dividing line at work. This
is the line dividing the developed and the
underdeveloped world. What makes this
line more pernicious and explosive in the
long run is that it broadly coincides with
two other lines dividing the peoples of the
world; it so happens that the developed
world is in the main the white and the
underpopulated part of the world and the
under-developed the coloured and the over-
populated. If this line is taken into account,
it cuts across the line dividing the Commu-
nist and the non-Communist world. From
the viewpoint of this division, the Indian
and the Chinese pattern of development
have different connotations; it is inherent
in the nature of Chinese development,
based on the mobilization of manpower by
whipping up an entire sleeping population
and putting them to spartan discipline to
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build up State power, that where conflicts
exist they will be sharpened. It is the
dynamic of the Indian approach to develop-
ment, based on the cooperative utilization
of the surplus of the developed regions,
that it will stress international cooperation
and peaceful resolution of conflicts. To the
extent that the Chinese approach is bound
ultimately to challenge the structure of
world politics, there is a common stake of
the great Powers to promote the Indian ex-

periment. Her proximity to China, the size
of her population and the inevitable influ-
ence that she exerts on other peoples of the
region make India somewhat like the devel-
oped nations’ model farm in the under-
developed world. The basic objectives of
India are to remain in this position and
demonstrate the possibility of solving the
problems of similarly-placed countries with
the cooperation and sympathy of the great
Powers of the world.



II. CRITICS OF NONALIGNMENT

Inconsistencies and Failures

ADDA B. BOZEMAN

The American image of India as a philosophical civilization is the
point of departure for this critical evaluation of Indian foreign policy.
Adda B. Bozeman is Professor of History, Law and International Relations
at Sarah Lawrence College and author of Politics and Culture in Inter-
national History. Her appraisal focuses on Nehru's political thought as
the main source of the premises on which nonalignment rests. She finds
a paradox between the Indian leader's international assumptions and
what he expected of his nation's political system. She also discovers a
pattern of inconsistencies between India's declared intentions and its
actual behavior in the cold war. The question of how well the Nehru
government provided for national security is also considered. Overall,
this analysis represents those criticisms of nonalignment that judge it
faulty because of ideological preference and inattention to territorial

security.

CCIDENTAL nations had distinct im-

ages of India long before they rec-

ognized the new republic ten years ago. To
Herodotus and his contemporaries India
was the scene of fabled wonders; to devout
Christians in the Middle Ages it was the
likely site of Paradise; and to the learned of
later enlightened centuries it was above all
the abode of superior wisdom. In fact,
nothing about India seems to have attracted
Western scholars so much as the religions
and philosophies that originated in the sub-
continent millennia ago. The fundamental
principles of Hinduism, Jainism, and Bud-
dhism were analyzed and exposed with
scholarly care during the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, as Western
minds, increasingly convinced of the essen-
tial “materialism” of their own heritage,
made a steady pilgrimage to the repositories
of the great spiritual truths that India held.
Subjects of a more materialistic nature, on

the other hand, such as the actual manifes-
tations of the great religions, the social
systems that had developed in the shadow
of the ancient philosophies, and the forms
of government that had molded Indian
attitudes toward politics before the advent
of British rule, while they were the objects
of wide scholarship in England, received
scant attention in continental Europe and
the United States. By neglecting these
realities and over-evaluating the religious
and philosophical factors in Indian life and
thought, an image was gradually fashioned
of the Indian nation as essentially spiritual
in its orientation and therefore righteous
in its conduct.

This stereotype was not dislodged during
India’s struggle for independence. On the
contrary, there is reason to believe that it
was reenforced, especially in this country,
by the new impression India made as a
liberty-loving nation. For the objectives of

From Adda B. Bozeman, “India’s Foreign Policy Today: Reflections on Its Sources,” World Politics,
10 (January 1958), 256263, 265—272, selections. Reprinted by permission.
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the fight for freedom as well as the methods
employed on its behalf were generally re-
garded in the West as ethically right, even
though the issue of righteousness was being
judged not in terms of Indian religion and
philosophy — with which modern Indian
nationalism has no connection —but in
terms of Western liberalism — which is the
spiritual anchorage for modern Indian
movements toward liberty. Any discrep-
ancy between the common Western con-
ception of India and the Indian reality was
thus covered up when India entered the
society of established states and set out to
create itself in its own image.

'It takes a long time for a new state to
8a1n a sense of its own identity, and it takes
even longer for established states to identify
the nature of the new state. For the evi-

ence required for this type of recognition
accumulates slowly as the new nation mani-
fest-s itself in domestic and foreign affairs.
It is therefore more difficult to interpret
than that conventionally required for an
assessment of the mere fact of statehood.
ose in the West who thought they had
recognized India’s true identity before 1947
were somewhat disturbed by such early
mamf’estations of the Indian state as New
Ke hl S approaches toward the problems of
ashmir and Hyderabad. But it took the
nited Nations debate in 1956-57 on
cc?;;-‘;eé aggression in Hungary to shake their
Conscigncle in the 1dea! to which they had
o usly or unconsciously held fast, that

3 was a Particularly righteous nation.

Opin?o‘,: 1t lSI Interesting to note that public
edly behlindndla did not rally wholeheart-
nationn, igen:_te government'’s view of t'he
toward 1 'ty as expressed in its policy
ot rd the Hun'ganan case. Several Indian
oF tirZi and pohti?ians were highly critical
United fNCS}lntrys voting 1.'ecorf:l in the
e debateaoloni; and something '11}(e a pl}b-
ol D the merits of India’s foreign
Policy seemed in the offing. Illustrative of
the criticisms then voiced was that of
Frank Moraes, the author of Mr. Nehru'’s

biography, who wrote:

I must confess to a sense of acute embarrass-
ment when India abstained in the General
Assembly in November on the vote con-
demning Russia’s action in Hungary, and to
discomfiture and dismay when we actually
opposed the proposal that the Sovict troops
should be asked to withdraw from Hungary.
Neither of these actions can be satisfactorily
explained, certainly not by the devious tech-
nical pleas which Mr. Krishna Menon so com-
batively raised. . . .

Similar views were expressed elsewhere in
the press. In fact, Mr. Nehru was pohte}y
taken to task for lecturing other nations in
international ethics by expounding what
T. S. Bawa has called the Code de Nel.mc
in international relations, and for betraying
this code in the conduct of his own nation's
foreign policy. This public debate, if such
it may be called, grew fainter when the
Kashmir issue united Indians of all political
opinion. It stopped altogether durir{g'the
[1957] election, when the Prime Minister
counseled the Bombay electorate to vote for
Mr. Krishna Menon because he would re-
gard the outcome of this particular vote as
an approval or disapproval of his govern-
ment’s general stand in foreign affairs.

It is within this context that this study
of the sources of contemporary Indian 'for-
eign policy was conducted. The conclusions
reached will be presented here by outlining
(1) several basic policy statements that the
government has made officially; (2) actual
policies that are discernible in the present-
day record; and (3) the sources of reference
that seem to determine Indian thought and
action in the field of foreign affairs.

Certain guiding principles for the con-
duct of international relations were laid
down by the Indian National Congress 1n
1920 and 1927. Resolutions were then
passed to the effect that India would coop-
erate with other, especially neighboring,
countries; that India would not become a
party to an imperialist war; and that she
would never join a war without the consent
of her people. These principles were elabo-
rated after 1947 largely through the mech-
anism of the Prime Minister’s speeches —
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Nehru speaks often, usually extemporane-
ously, and at great length —until they
could be summarized in the now-familiar
statement that India stands for “positive
neutralism and nonalignment with major
power blocs.” Other official statements of
policy goals are the Charter of the United
Nations, to which India subscribed, and
the so-called panca sila,! now the principal
official reference in foreign affairs. These
five precepts were set out in April 1954 in
the preamble to the Sino-Indian Agreement
on trade with Tibet. They were subse-
quently confirmed in a joint statement by
Nehru and Chou En-lai, and have since
been restated in numerous bilateral declara-
tions made by India on the one hand, and
Asian and Eastern European states, includ-
ing the Soviet Union, on the other. The
panca sila, which the Prime Minister has
explained as India’s answer to the doctrine
of security pacts, lists these five norms of
international behavior: (1) mutual respect
for each other’s territorial integrity and sov-
ereignty; (2) nonaggression; (3) noninter-
ference in each other’s individual affairs;
(4) equality and mutual advantage; and
(5) peaceful coexistence and economic
cooperation.

Within the framework of these and other
verbalizations, the following actual policies
or positions have become discernible:

(1) The incorporation of Kashmir. It
should be noted, however, that in Indian
opinion this is not a foreign-policy issue,
for Kashmir is regarded today as an integral
part of India.

(2) The retention of some degree of
control over the foreign relations of neigh-
boring Nepal.

(3) The promotion of the strength and
solidarity of all Asia — indeed, of the entire
non-Western world.

(4) The fght against colonialism and
imperialism. The Indians — for that matter,
most Asians — seem to define “imperialism”
as any manner of control exercised by white
over nonwhite nations. Frank Moraes eluci-

1“Panch Shila” and “Panchsheel” are other varia-
tions. [Editor’s note.]

dates this interpretation in the following
passage:

Quite frankly, the concept of Soviet imperial-
ism or colonialism makes little impact on the
Asian mind, which has always equated colo-
nialism with colour. Colonialism, to Asia and
Africa, spells the domination of white Powers
over the coloured countries of the earth. The
Japanese, it is true, were also condemned by
India as colonialists in China. But pre-war
Japan, according to the Asian thesis, was so
wedded to Western techniques of production
and power that her imperialism was a parallel
projection on the political plane. Moreover,
the traditional concept of colonialism fixes its
main motivations in an urge for sources of
cheap raw materials and for cheap and plenti-
ful manpower.

In Asian eyes no one of these tests applies
to Soviet imperialism or colonialism. The
countries behind the Iron Curtain are Euro-
pean and white with the exception of the
Soviet Asian republics which claim to be
equal and autonomous units of the U.S.S.R.
Colour does not enter into this form of impe-
rialism. . . . Nor are the Iron Curtain nations
reservoirs of cheap manpower or sources of
cheap raw materials. . . .

(5) Hostility to close political relations
with any of the Western nations. The most
recent manifestation of this attitude is In-
dia’s growing alienation from Britain. The
threat that India might leave the Common-
wealth, which came originally from the
extremists, notably the Communists, is now
not discounted as a future possibility in
Congress Party circles. This became evi-
dent in the Lok Sabha debates of March
1957, when the Commonwealth did not
have many champions.

(6) Solicitation of foreign aid, notably
from the United States and other Western
nations. This goal is being pursued with
increased vigor, for the second Five Year
Plan counts on the receipt of Rp. crores 800
(1 cr.=10 million) from foreign aid
sources.

(7) The establishment of India as a
great power. It is difficult not to agree with
A. D. Gorwala when he writes:
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Another significant influence on the minds
of the elite is what might be called the “great
power complex.” The vastness of India and the
memory of its ancient glories arouse in them a
desire to embark on schemes that will appear
appreciable from contemporary . . . standards
anywhere in the world. Hence, forgetting
basic things, or regarding them as secondary,
they concentrate on grandiose attractions like
enormous buildings, huge international con-
ferences, the pomp and outward paraphernalia
of governments, splendid representation in
foreign lands, luxury consumer services. . . .

Now it cannot be said that these policies
are consistent in all instances with the
guiding principles as they have been offi-
cially stated. Nor can it be said that all of
these policies are mutually compatible. For
example, while India claims to be neutral
in the great controversies of the day — can
a nation that has great-power aspirations
ever be neutral in international relations?
—she has in fact shown herself partial to
the totalitarian regimes when they were
ranged 'against democratic governments.
This point has been made rather emphat-
ically by Frank Moraes:

Thg one criticism, however, which can be
made against our policy of non-alignment is
not that it is unsuited to the needs of our

country or unrealistic, but that in implement-

Ing 1t we have often laid ourselves open to
the charge that we are inclined more in favor
of t}le totalitarian countries such as Russia and
Clh}na 'than of the democracies. The com-
plaint is often heard — and 1 personally feel it
»> ‘egitimate — that in cases where we might

ave given the benefit of the doubt to the

demgcra'cies, we have chosen to give it to the
totalitarian countries,

A further manifestation of partiality is the
steady support, undifferentiated by consid-
€ration of objective issues, which India has
gtven to Asian and African nations in their
relations with those of Europe and America.
It can be argued, in fact, that the Bandung
alhancg itself is an “alignment” with one of
the major world powers, i.e., China.

) f one examines the policies that are de-
signed to promote the solidarity of all Asia,

the sovereign equality of all nonwhite na-
tions, and India’s own prestige as a great
power, one finds several other striking
inconsistencies. The most obvious violation
of the spirit of Bandung is surely India’s
bitter enmity toward her Asian neighbor,
Pakistan. And one may also refer, in this
context, to the condescension with which
India treats Nepal, and to those cracks and
fissures in India’s common front with Cey-
lon and Burma, which are due primarily to
the distrust in which India’s great-power
aspirations are held by the weaker nations
of the region.

Lastly, one may doubt the logic of a fo.r-
eign policy that seeks to procure economic
assistance on a vast scale from the Western
democracies and at the same time persists in
discriminating openly against these nations.

Now it may be interjected at this point
that the proper test of a policy is not its
inner logic but its total external success in
promoting the economic and political secu-
rity of the state. But how successful is
India’s foreign policy in these respects? The
record discussed here indicates that the twin
causes of neutrality and Asian solidarity
have not been furthered appreciably in the
past years. And while India has thus far
been successful in bolstering her economic
security by eliciting aid from the West, she
has come dangerously close to exhausting
the tremendous reservoir of good-will which
has released the flow of economic assistance
in the past. But the chief failure of India’s
foreign policy was registered in the realm
of political security, when China succeeded
in driving a hard bargain in the matter of
Tibet, the panca sila notwithstanding; for
India was then forced to acquiesce in a
political arrangement that implied the for-
feiture of long-standing strategic advantages
on the all-important northern frontier.

These and other incongruities, ambigu-
ities, and failures have not been explained
either by the Indian government or by In-
dian critics of the political scene. Indeed, a
Western student of Indian politics cannot
help but register amazement at the ease
with which conflicting arguments and ref-
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erences are accepted by even the most in-
formed section of the Indian public. In the
absence of any Indian lead in this respect,
it is therefore perhaps not too presump-
tuous for an outsider to inquire into the
sources that determine or explain Indian
attitudes toward the conduct of interna-
tional relations.

The foreign policy of any modern state
devolves from implied or explicit references
to strategic, economic, and ideological con-
siderations, and aims at the preservation
and furtherance of the national interest.
But the conceptual sources and political
definitions of the national interest vary
from country to country, as do the mean-
ings and emphases given to the factors
that influence its determination. The In-
dian government has been less outspoken
than most other governments in defining
the national interest in strategic terms, but
even a cursory glance at India’s northern
boundary will convince an observer that
considerations of military security must be
a primary concern in New Delhi. This
impression is borne out by the actual mea-
sures that have been taken in order to
repress the revolts of the Naga Hostiles®
and to keep the peace in Bhutan, Sikkim,
and Assam, and by the obvious and under-
standable, but not openly admitted, Indian
interest in controlling the strategically vital
valley of Kashmir.

That India’s national interest is wound
up inextricably with its economic develop-
ment goes without saying. Although this
connection has not been made explicit
whenever the government has explained its
foreign policies to the public, it has been
stressed by the Prime Minister when he has
had occasion to‘theorize about the essence
of all foreign policy. A speech he delivered
on December 4, 1947, at the Constituent
Assembly in New Delhi, contains the fol-
lowing passage: “Ultimately, foreign policy
is the outcome of economic policy, and un-

2The Nagas are a tribal people in the northeast-
ern reglon of India, some of whom have violently
resisted political integration. [Editor’s note.]

til India has properly evolved her economic
policy, her foreign policy will be rather
vague, rather inchoate, and will be groping.”

Most foreign policy statements since 1947
have been presented in deliberately political
and ideological terms. It seems justifiable,
therefore, to focus this inquiry upon the
intellectual sources of India’s present for-
eign policy.

A survey of India’s long history leads to
the conclusion that contemporary political
thought is caught in a welter of different
and contradictory intellectual references
that have been derived in successive stages
from Hinduism, Buddhism, Islam, Western
liberalism, and Marxism-Leninism. It is
the predicament of the present generation
of politica] theorists and statesmen that they
must identify and evaluate each of these
references in terms of its political content,
and reconcile conflicting intellectual posi-
tions, before they can hope to find an over-
all orientation that would both meet the
practical problems of the twentieth century
and still accord with those traditions that
are found to have an enduring hold on the
Indian mind. This predicament has not yet
been recognized in India. . . .

The question, then, is, to what intellec-
tual context does the government refer its
policies? The policy statements that were
reviewed earlier point rather obviously to
Buddhist ethics, citing as the principal
platform of India’s present foreign policy
the so-called panca sila. It is important,
therefore, for the purposes of this discus-
sion, to examine the relationship of Bud-
dhist ethics to Indian foreign policy.

The system of Buddhist ethics as orig-
inally formulated had nothing to do with
political ideologies. Its purpose was the
development of a nonpolitical mentality,
withdrawn from the concerns of acquisitive
and self-defensive action. With this end in
mind the Buddha laid down Ten Precepts
or Commandments, the first five of which
were to be regarded as the fundamental
moral code by brethren and laymen alike
(the other five were binding only on the
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monks). These five precepts —the panca
sila —admonished the Buddhist to avoid
(1) the destruction of life, (2) theft, (3)
unchastity, (4) lying, and (5) the use of
intoxicating liquor. They constitute the
central part of the content of Buddhist
morality as taught and practiced today over
the entire Buddhist world. Now, it is im-
portant in connection with this inquiry to
recall the fact that an attempt was made in
the reign of Asoka, himself a devout Bud-
dhist, to introduce Buddhist ethics into
international relations. The attempt failed
—in fact, it was conducive to the disinte-
gration of Asoka’s empire. Without enter-
ing into the merits of the question whether
Buddhism can ever be transformed into a
political ideology governing the conduct of
states and still retain its character as a
religion of individual salvation, let us see

what is acfually involved in the evocation
of Buddhist ethics in twentieth
Asian,

politics.

' -century
especially Indian and Chinese,

Firstly, it must be remembered that Bud-
dhism has long ceased to be a frame of
reference for individual conduct in both

India and China — the two nations that dis-
covered the panca silg

vered tl as the governing
principle in their foreign relations.

Secondly, it is obvious from the biogra-
phies of the two Ieadjng statesmen — Nehru
and Ch.ou En-ai—that both are far re-
moved in their thoughts and actions not
only from Buddhism but also from any
other religion.

And, thirdly, it is difficult indeed to find

any rela.tlonship whatsoever between the
panca sila as fq

rmulated by Nehru and
Chou En-lai_, and the panza sila of the
Buddhist religion. In other words, the ref-
erence to B}lddhist ethics in the context of
Indian foreign policy is spurious.

Tth true provenance of the concepts
contained in Mr. Nehny's panca sila—
namely, mutual Tespect for each other’s ter-
ritory, nonaggression, noninterference in
each other’s internal affairs, equality and
mutual advamage, and peaceful coexis-
tence and economic cooperation —is the

modern history of international organiza-
tion as developed in the Western world.
For each and all of these principles of inter-
national conduct are not only embodied in
the Charter of the United Nations, but
may be found also in many documents that
preceded this international constitution.
Such an acknowledgment could not be
expected in the prevailing climate of opin-
ion; and even if it had been forthcoming,
it would have been unreasonable to assume
that India’s interpretation of the concepts
would have been in accord with Western
traditions. But what is disconcerting here
is the realization that few Indians today
actually perceive the parallel between their
“new” statement of policy on the one hand,
and the old political tradition of the West
on the other.

Now, this was different in the less self-
conscious days of India’s movement toward
independence, when the nation’s intellec-
tual leadership frankly acknowledged the
validity, for India’s foreign policy, of the
cultural context in which such preferred
values as national independence, self-gov-
ernment, and sovereignty had been devel-
oped — witness the resolutions of the Con-
gress in 1920 and 1927, discussed earlier.
Indeed, it was Gandhi’s imaginative and
original reading and use of the literary,
philosophical, and religious traditions of the
West which accounts, to a considerable ex-
tent, for the apt formulation of the concept
of nonviolence in international relations. It
is true that this policy was actually applied
only to India’s relations with the British,
and its singular success is therefore no proof
of its intrinsic value or wisdom. Neverthe-
less, a significant new reference for the
conduct of international relations had been
found, and it is proper to ask, therefore,
whether the principle of nonviolence has
been accommodated in post-Gandhian In-
dia, and, if so, in what form.

Few aspects of the intellectual history of
the independencé movement are as inter-
esting and significant as the relationship
between Gandhi and Nehru. In fact, it is
possible to read this history as a continuous
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dialogue between two outstanding person-
alities who viewed the great problems of
life in general, and of their nation in par-
ticular, in very different ways. Their biog-
raphies make it clear that Nehru could not
accede to a philosophy that glorified the
nation’s poverty and stressed the importance
on nonpolitical activities, and that he could
not understand or appreciate the older
man’s insistence on nonviolence as a car-
dinal principle of political behavior. The
choice between violence and nonviolence
was to be determined in Nehru'’s view by
Ppractical, not by moral, considerations. In
1929 he condoned the tactic of nonviolence
on the ground that resort to violence, far
from promising substantial results in the
struggle for freedom, would have been con-
ducive to the disruption of the nation.
After 1947 Mr. Nehru saw the problem
differently, for his government did not hesi-
tate to resort to armed force in Hyderabad
and Kashmir. One must thus agree with
Moraes when he writes that India has no
doctrinaire attachment to the concept of
nonviolence.

If India’s present foreign policy is not
anchored in Indian systems of thought,
where are its ideological roots? The answer,
derived from a study of recorded political
Ppronouncements and actions, points clearly
to the Marxist-Leninist theory of history
and economics as it was expounded at the
London School of Economics in the 1920's
and 1930’s, and as it was understood by
Nehru personally. This body of references,
which was not accepted by Motilal Nehru,
Gandhi, and other older leaders of the Con-
gress, impressed Jawaharlal Nehru as a
dynamic set of principles and as a call to
action. It illumined his reading of world
history, his interpretation of India’s experi-
ences under British rule, his pessimistic
analysis of Europe’s problems, and his opti-
mistic view of all developments in the
Soviet Union. The principal theoretical
propositions appropriated by Mr. Nehru
from this source are: that the European
concept of democracy is a shell cloaking
great inequalities and that it is apt to be-

come perverted in terms of facism; that
capitalism provides its own grave diggers;
that capitalism is the head and fount of the
vicious sin of colonialism; that its spawn,
imperialism, nurtures within itself the seeds
of conflict and decay; and that socialism as
implemented in the Soviet Union holds
out the greatest hope in this dismal age.
Two excerpts from Mr. Nehru's writings
are illustrative of these views. In a letter
to his daughter® he writes: “Fascism thus
appears when the class conflicts between
an advancing socialism and an entrenched
capitalism become bitter and critical. . . .
So long as capitalism can use the machinery
of democratic institutions to hold power
and keep down labour, democracy is al-
lowed to flourish. When this is not possible,
then capitalism discards democracy and
adopts the open Fascist method of violence
and terror.”

And in his book Toward Freedom,
Nehru expounds this thesis in the follow-
ing terms:

Two rival economic and political systems faced
each other in the world, and, though they
tolerated each other for a while, there was an
inherent antagonism between them, and they
played for mastery on the stage of the world.
One of them was the capitalist order, which
had inevitably developed into vast imperial-
isms, which, having swallowed the colonial
world, were intent on eating each other up.
Powerful still and fearful of war, which might
endanger their possessions, yet they came into
inevitable conflict with each other and pre-
pared feverishly for war. They were quite
unable to solve the problems that threatened
them, and helplessly they submitted to slow
decay. The other was the new socialist order
of the U.S.S.R., which went from progress to
progress, though often at terrible cost, and
where the problems of the capitalist world had
ceased to exist.

Capitalism, in its difficulties, took to fas-
cism with all its brutal suppression of what
Western civilization had apparently stood for;

3 Indira Nehru, later Mrs. Indira Nehru Gandhi
(but no relation to Mahatma Gandhi), who be-
came] India’s Prime Minister in 1966. [Editor’s
note.
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it became, even in some of its homelands, what
its imperialist counterpart had long been in the
subject colonial countries. Fascism and impe-
rialism thus stood out as the two faces of the
now decaying capitalism . . . they represented
the same forces of reaction and supported cach
other, and at the same time came into conflict
with each other, for such conflict was inherent
in their very nature. Socialism in the West
and rising nationalisms of the Eastern and
other dependent countries opposed this com-
bination of fascism and imperialism. National-
ism in the East, it must be remembered, was
essentially different from the new and terribly
narrow nationalism of the fascist countries; the
former was the historical urge to freedom, the
latter the last refuge to reaction.

To the question where India should
stand, Nehru answered that “Inevitably we
take our stand with the progressive forces
of the world which are ranged against
fascism and imperialism.”

:T'he affinities between Mr. Nehru's ap-
plication of the Leninist formula of Marx-
1sm to world politics and that expounded
by Harold Laski in the 1930's and 1940's
are striking. For Laski, too, was convinced
thfit the capitalist democracies would “in-
,e\'ltabl)'l” degenerate into fascism. Indeed,
!:le maintained that the Fascist state is,

nakedly and without shame, what the
state, covertly and apologetically is, in cap-
1{}3]{5t democracies like Great Britain or the
nited States,” and that the distinction
€tween the judicial systems of capitalist
emocracies and of Fascist dictatorships is
one pf degree rather than of kind. The only
Possibilities, Laski concluded, are therefore
:_ € IOPPOSite alternatives of fascism and.
evolutionary socialism. Like Nehru, Laski
Eomted continuously to the sharp contrast
meitweefn the spirit of exhilaration and opti-

ST found in the Soviet Union and the
general sense of insecurity and anxiety
k ound in capitalist countries. Both men were
COH"‘PCEd that the Soviet Union held out
tl?e highest hope for a regeneration of man-
klpd, and both were immensely impressed

with the capacity of communism to arouse
mass enthusiasm, Byt neither has ever
wanted to identify himself completely with
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the cause of communism. Their writings
indicate that they were irritated by the
methods which the Communists employed
in the furtherance of their aims and that
they preferred the means of effecting change
that had been perfected in the Westcrn
democracies. But while Laski dropped this
preference gradually, Nehru has continued
to insist that Marxist blueprints can be
executed by democratic means. For exam-
ple, in accounting for his participation in
the Congress of Oppressed Nationalities
held in Brussels in 1927-28, he has ad-
mitted that he usually sided with the Anglo-
Americans on questions of methods even
though he shared the objectives pursued
by the Communists. Indeed, Nehru’s en-
tire approach to government as the practical
agency for reforming society reflects strongly
the influence of English constitutionalism.
That India is still a democracy — however
hollow this form of government is made to
appear in Mr. Nehru's theories —is, as a
matter of fact, largely due to the Prime
Minister’s insistence on maintaining demo-
cratic processes at home.

The contradiction between Mr. Nehru's
approach to government and his interpre-
tation of international relations has never
been resolved. It is nowhere more apparent
than in his attitude toward the Communist
Party. For while he approves of what the
Party stands for in the context of world
politics, he evidently does not like it as a
political phenomenon. Indeed, he goes out
of his way in trying to separate the Party
and its international activitics from the
policies which Communist nations pursue-

These assumptions, implicit in Mr.
Nehru’s mode of thinking, seem to have
become immovable fixtures in the official
Indian system of political references. INO
one in authority has questioned their in-
trinsic validity in the light of the many
political and economic changes that have
occurred in the Western democracies an
the Soviet orbit during the last twenty
years. Nothing in the development of the
United States seems to have shaken the
thesis that America is a capitalist country
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in the doctrinaire sense of the word, and
therefore imperialistic by definition. Noth-
ing in the evolution of Russian communism
seems to have suggested to Mr. Nehru close
analogies to Fascist totalitarianism, and
nothing in the expansion of the Soviet
Union seems to have reminded him of the
phenomenon of imperialism as he had de-
fined it in his younger days.

The survival of this stereotyped set of
intellectual references in world affairs,
which stands in marked contrast to the
resourceful and imaginative use of ideas in
Indian domestic politics, is due primarily
to the fact that foreign policy matters are
generally regarded in India as falling within
fhe exclusive competence of the Prime Min-
ister, whereas domestic issues are constantly
reviewed and reappraised by India’s nu-
merous democratic institutions. In these
circumstances it is only Mr. Nehru per-
sonally who could have scrutinized the
basic assumption of his approach to inter-

national relations. Such a scrutiny has not
been forthcoming, for reasons that appear
clearly in Mr. Nehru’s written and oral
pronouncements. These biographical rec-
ords reveal that the Prime Minister is a
man of very strong feelings, and that two
emotions in particular have dominated his
thoughts about foreign®affairs: a deep hos-
tility to the West and an unshakeable faith
in everything Asian. And these emotional
commitments became irrevocable when it
was found that they could be vindicated by
certain rational propositions implicit in the
dogma of Marxism-Leninism. In other
words, it was the seeming concurrence of
emotionally and rationally held truths
which provided the Prime Minister with a
formula for the analysis of international
relations. And it is this Indian formula
which supplies the key to an understanding
of the inconsistencies that the non-Indian,
non-Marxist observer finds so puzzling in
India’s approach to foreign affairs. . . .
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~ the present international circum-
stances, India, following her basic
principles, has taken a position of non-
alignment or neutrality as between the two
power blocs, the Western and the Russian.
But the Prime Minister of India has often
said that Indian neutrality is not passive
but dynamic. He means that India will
freely express her opinion in international
affairs and show her sympathy and solidar-
ity with victims of aggression and injustice.
In spite of the fact that Independent
India was new to international diplomacy,
her prestige in international affairs was
somehow high, especially among Asio-
African nations. This was due in part to
the size of her territory, her geographical
position and her vast population. It was
also due to the unique character of the
Indian struggle for independence, which
put confidence and courage in colonial
peoples everywhere by demonstrating that
even an unarmed nation, if determined,
could win its freedom. It was further felt
that both before and after independence
India’s basic principles were just and

From J. B. Kripalani, “For Principled Neutrality,”
tions. Reprinted by permission.

human. Though Western democracies
mouthed the same principles, they

were
suspect, since they still held in an iron gnl;1
the remnants of their empires. The Unite

States was not imperial in the West Eu¥o-
pean sense, but it was thought to de51_re
domination of other mations through its
economic power. Its good faith was fu'rthet
suspect because of its alliances with impe-
rialistic democracies and with non-Commu-
nist totalitarian and military régimes whose
actions it could not control. The doct'rme
recently enunciated by Pres,i’dent EISC]?'
hower of “filling the vacuum created by
the dwindling influences of England an

France in West Asia caused further dis-
trust of American political motives. Bot}.l in
Korea and Indochina the Western nations
supported what Asians considered reacXO_rcl;
ary régimes. Naturally, therefore, Asl

African nations looked to free India fo‘-'
sympathy, support and guidance. Their
representatives in the United Nations
often consulted their Indian colleagues be

fore making up their minds about policy
decisions.

Foreign Affairs, 38 (October 1959), 4752, selec
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India’s prestige in international affairs
was enhanced when it was offered, and ac-
cepted, the chairmanship of international
commissions appointed after the deadlock in
Korea and Indochina. The big powers
which had indirectly come to grips in these
two regions knew that any further fighting
might lead to a third world war. They
found a way out by consenting to cease-fire
agreements on the basis of the status quo
and the appointment of international com-
missions to solve immediate problems. But
they were not willing to play the game to
bring about peace in these countries and
their ultimate unification. The interna-
tional commissions formed under Indian
chairmanship therefore could not discharge
their responsibilities effectively and in
course of time they seem to have faded
away.

Indian prestige was further enhanced
when an Indian, a woman at that, was
elected President of the United Nations
General Assembly.! It was not generally
realized that, owing to the jealousies and
rivalries of the big powers, this position of
prestige without power could go only to
prominent politicians in militarily weak

countries.

Whatever may have been the failings of
the Congress Party government in internal
affairs, it could always with some justifi-
cation show that it had added to the pres-
tige and standing of India in the interna-
tional world. But all this prestige did not
advance any vital interests of India or
diminish tension on her borders. Our rela-
tions with Pakistan are as strained as ever.
The Kashmir issue remains internationally
confused. In the case of the tiny Portu-
guese imperial possessions in India, no
progress has been made; indeed the situa-
tion has deteriorated. On her northern
frontier, India allowed the annihilation of
the buffer kingdom of Tibet without a pro-
test; we have recognized the legitimacy of

1 Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit, a sister of Nehru,
who has served as India’s Ambassador to the Soviet
Union and the United States and Governor of
Maharashtra state. [Editor’s note.]
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the Chinese claim there. The question of
the citizenship of Indian nationals domi-
ciled for decades in Ceylon still hangs fire.
There is no improvement in our relations
with South Africa.

Why is this so? It is because the Indian
Government thought that the whole busi-
ness of diplomacy consisted in enunciating
the principles of international policy. But
international politics is not concerned
merely with enunciation of abstract princi-
ples. It is very much concerned with inter-
national diplomacy, strategy and tactics.
To use the old metaphor, it will not do to
lose sight of the trees in contemplating the
beauty of the forest, for it is the trees, after
all, which yield useful fruit and timber.
To take a historical example: President
Wilson during World War I enunciated
important moral and political principles to
regulate international affairs, but after the
war his weak diplomatic strategy failed and
paved the way to World War IIL.

It is true that the international compli-
cations which faced India, and still face
her today, especially on her borders, are not
of her creation. They are historical legacies.
But what is successful diplomacy? It is not
that a country should enjoy international
prestige, desirable as that may be, but that
it should be able to safeguard its vital inter-
ests, without recourse to war. At least it
should be able to reduce tensions. Success-
ful diplomacy should counteract the ad-
verse effects of historical circumstances.

Another condition of successful diplo-
macy is to take appropriate action at the
proper time. In politics, national or inter-
national, opportunities once missed are
generally missed for good, or at least do not
rise again in the same favorable form. The
nation which fails to take advantage of a
favorable opportunity has often to pay the
full price of its mistakes, even as the
merchant must for his miscalculated deals.
The law of Karma? is inexorable.

Let us take the example of the China-

2 Hinduism’s concept of spiritual debt which indi-
viduals must erase to end the cycle of rebirths.
[Editor’s note.]
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Tibet conflict. In resolution after resolu-
tion, the Indian National Congress before
and after independence had denounced the
domination of one nation over another.
India never recognized unjust historical
claims. If she had, her own struggle for
independence would have had little justif-
cation. So it was, then, that immediately
after independence when we invited to our
country a conference of Asian countries,
Tibet was included as a free nation. When
the so-called Chinese liberation army
marched into Tibet our government rightly
protested. In surprise our Prime Minister
asked: “From whom is Tibet to be liber-
ated?” For this protest, Communist China
c.iubkcd us “the running dogs of imperial-
ism.” I am afraid we yielded to the usual
Communist bullying tactics and allowed
China a free hand in Tibet. Perhaps we
were misinformed by our representative
t_h'ere about the nature of Chinese Commu-
nism.3 However that may be, we had no
right to give our conscience a sop by taking
re}fuge under the historic right of suzer-
amty claimed by Communist China. This
i:lfzeramty, as we know, or as students of
P;i?éy uWe Oug}}t to have known, was im-
ot pon Tibet by powerful imperial
ties but was never accepted by the

People or rulers of Tibet.
In diaehgl:esgon often asked is, what cquld
20 to Ware one? We could not possibly
o war non this issue; bu‘t t.he. algernatnve
d Ot acquiescence in injustice. We
fnounced  the aggression of Britain,
rance and JIgrae) inst E but this

not inyo] v, o we s

with the lee us in war. Today we side
gerian struggle for indepen-

den .

tinoci;f but this has not meant the cut-
w3 . OUr normal and friendly relations
Wlth FranCe. AC

qQuiescence in aggression
appeasement, which merely
whets thﬁ appetite of the aggressor, as was
Seeén at the time of Munich. England was
Ié%t Pl‘epar-ed’ for war with Hitler. But

amberlain’s mistake was to acquiesce in

amounts to

3 The reference is to K. M. Panikkar, India’s Am-
bass'ado’r to China during the aflssoa'%ibgtz:n crisis.
[Editor’s note.]

Hitler's aggression against Czechoslovakia
by declaring it a distant country about
which the English people knew little. In
the case of China, we could have recog-
nized the de facto Communist rule on
Chinese soil and continued diplomatic and
trade relations with the new government.
We have such relations with France in
spite of Algeria and with Russia in spite
of Hungary. We have them with England
even though she has not freed all her colo-
nies. We have not ceased to be a member
of the British Commonwealth, though some
of its members are not friendly to us and in-
dulge in racial discrimination against us. It
is usual to recognize de facto governments,
within their own borders, whatever their
origin. However, when the means used to
acquire power are of a doubtful character,
the de facto and the de jure recognition
should not be accorded immediately, espe-
cially the latter. One must wait and sce i

the new régime is accepted by the bulk of
the people, without undue coercion. It was
not even amiss to advocate the cause of Com-
munist China’s membership in the United
Nations. It would not have been the first
or only imperialist power represented in
that august body. But we should never
have put the seal of our approval on the
rape of a virtually independent nation.
India herself renounced her extraterritorial
rights over Tibet, acquired under British
imperial rule. We renounced these rights
because we believed in the freedom of na-
tions in spite of historical accidents to the
contrary. India did not renounce these
rights in favor of China but of Tibet. Even
though we were assured that, unlike Soviet
Russia, Communist China was democratic
and progressive, we should have known
that a régime that insists on unjust historical
rights, derived from previous governments
which it considered imperialist and reac-
tionary, cannot be liberal or progressive. !n
their international affairs the Communist
régimes in both Russia and China follow
the expansionist and imperialist policies of
the Tsars and of the Chinese emperors and

Chiang Kai-shek.
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In any case, by 1954, when the treaty
between India and China was signed, the
character of this régime was, or should
have been, clear to the Indian Govern-
ment. Yet by that treaty we confirmed the
suzerainty of China. Since 1950, mine has
been the solitary voice raised in the Indian
Parliament against the recognition of the
suzerainty of China over Tibet and in
favor of Tibetan independence. Speaking
in the House in 1958 on Panchsheel, I said
that it “was born in sin in as much as by
it we put the seal of our approval on the
annihilation of a free nation.” Subsequent
tragic events have justified my criticism.
Our recognition of Chinese suzerainty over
Tibet is in clear contradiction to what our
Prime Minister has often said: “Where
freedom is menaced or justice threatened,
or where aggression takes place, we cannot
and shall not be neutral.” This is dynamic
neutrality. In the case of Tibet we have
not been even neutral. We have dynami-
cally sided with the aggressor.

- - . There is always a danger in over-
emphasizing moral and ideological princi-
ples in international affairs. There are
bound to be contradictions in the actual
conduct of nations in dealing with each
other. Our Prime Minister is never tired of
repeating that “War solves no problems.”
Yet the expenditure on the Indian Army
has been progressively increasing. As 1
once said in the Indian Parliament, sup-
posing Pakistan was foolish enough to
attack India, or if today China did so,
would India fight? If she did, it would
mean war. Would such a war be fought
by India in the belief that war solves no
problems? Armies are not maintained or
military expenses incurred or wars under-
taken on the assumption that war solves no
problems. Rather the assumption is that, as
long as the world has found no peaceful
way of redressing international wrongs,
war, in the last resort, is the only way of
vindicating international justice and main-
taining national dignity and independence.
Today no nation maintaining an army
which swallows a large part of its revenues,

sometimes 50 per cent and more, can with
any logic or honesty hold that war solves no
problems.

We also often say that the cold war is
the result of fear. This is true. But we
cannot talk too often of it, if we ourselves
are afraid of Pakistan and of China. We
cannot make light of the Russian fear of
the United States, or vice versa. Even
more, we cannot blame the Western Euro-
pean nations if they are afraid of Russia
or if today the Asian nations fear expan-
sionist China. Military power even for de-
fense is born of fear. Only a determined
nation, believing in nonviolence, prepared
for annihilation but unwilling to yield to
injustice and tyranny, can really be fear-
less. This is what Gandhiji taught us, and
he was right. It is no use reminding other
nations of the faults from which we our-
selves are not immune. Moral platitudes
can be mouthed by politicians once in a
while, but if they are repeated frequently,
without appropriate action, their authors
cannot escape the charge of hypocrisy.

For instance, the United States claims
that if it ever goes to war against Commu-
nist powers it will be in defense of democ-
racy and the free world. Do we believe
these high and altruistic assertions when in
pursuit of them the United States enters
into alliances with imperialists and dicta-
tors? Would it not be better for the United
States to say that it wants to safeguard its
national freedom and is afraid of the ex-
pansionist designs of the Soviet Union? In
that case, alliances with military dictators
and imperialists to strengthen itself, how-
ever opportunistic, will not look so incon-
gruous and hypocritical as they do today.
If we are reluctant to believe in the pious
utterances of others, we may be sure that
such utterances by us, unsupported by
appropriate action, will not be believed.
Repeated platitudes will only confirm the
belief, now so general, that the words of
politicians have no meaning. They are
blub, blub, blub. If words have no mean-
ing, communication becomes difficult.

Take again the Panchsheel. Its princi-
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ples if analyzed would amount to maintain-
ing the status quo in international affairs,
however inequitable. Neither the aggrieved
nations nor the aggressor nations want or
can maintain this status quo. For instance,
there can be no peaceful coexistence be-
tween nations which have diametrically
opposite apostolic missions to discharge and
which want to do it through violence, war
and crooked diplomacy. Nor can a con-
quered nation consent to peaceful coexis-
tence with its imperial masters of whatever
hue. Algeria can have no peaceful coexis-
tence with France, nor for that matter can
the Arab nations. Hungary cannot live in
a state of peaceful coexistence with Russia
or Tibet with China. The Portuguese dic-
tator [Salazar] takes refuge under the
Panchsheel doctrine of peaceful coexistence
to deqy the right of India in Goa or of the
inhabitants thereof, Peaceful coexistence in
such cases will be that of the lamb with

lion, when the lamb is safe in its belly.
Pam}:llfs izze aopplies to other principles of
gl - Une cannot respect th(': sov-
ignty of imperial nations over their col-
0111:135, yet intgrnatjonal law recognizes it as
a fact. T}}e independence of nations must
be T;;:cg;lzled anc? realized before there can
of iodk c:lth :r?emstencg or mutual respect
sheel Princi leS . e 8y 'T:he Pm?Ch-
at on bg ascu'cllre not mora'l imperatives
ered to unilaterally. In

inte i i

hav;n;altoxonal'laffauis, even moral principles
uUnilateral application:

can Panchsh P et

' : eel, which depends upon mu-
tg?;ltl}l’OOf“l;lglgs and obligations. Itpis there-
e e Ngn 1er that rgcently while on a
o Pal the Indian Prime Minister

€N questioned about Panchsheel was
constrained to say, jp effect, “Where is
Panchshfzel? It cannot be worked in the
present international situation. It has be-
come merely a slogan.”

When all nations b

» elieve in war, in the
ultimate, as the solvent of international

problems, there is something to be said in
favor of the doctrine of “brinkmanship,”
enunciated by the late Secretary of Statt’e,
Mr. Dulles. As a matter of fact this is no

J. B. KRIPALANI

new doctrine. It has been enunciated by
politicians everywhere when they say, “Be-
lieve in God but keep your powder dry.”
On the basis of violence, no other kind of
diplomacy is likely to succeed.

Unfortunately most nations have not
powder enough to keep dry. It is also true
that even the most powerful nation today
cannot defend itself singlchandedly. It is
therefore natural for nations to enter into
military alliances for mutual protection.
But there are countries which enter these
alliances not for the purposes of defense
but to safeguard their imperial interests or
work their designs on their neighbors. For
instance, Pakistan, as she has often said, has
only one enemy — India. But for India, she
would be neutral like most of the Asiatic
countries which have recently achieved in-
dependence. France uses the military help
she receives from the United States against
Algeria. Portugal is in NATO to safeguard
her imperial possessions. But in the con-
fused international world of today this is
inevitable, when both parties to the cold
war want to strengthen themselves by any
alliance, however doubtful.

It nevertheless is good that, in spite of
any strength they might gain from military
alliances, some nations have chosen to re-
main neutral. They do so for valid and
weighty reasons. Not only do they have no
expansionist designs, but they also feel that
if they ally themselves with more powerful
nations, and especially if they allow them
military bases Cultimately it will come to
that), they will impair their independence.
Further, they believe that if more nations
are linked in military alliances there is 2
greater danger of world conflagration,
which, with the present nuclear weapons,
may destroy humanity. If the number of
neutral nations increases there will be a
greater possibility of settling international
problems through negotiations and confer- .
ences, below or at the summit. It will also
mean more and more reliance on the good
offices of the United Nations, thereby
strengthening that organization. Even as it
is, its services are utilized when the rival
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big powers feel that any further fighting in
which they are directly or indirectly in-
volved, if not speedily stopped, will pro-
duce complications leading to world war.
This happened in Korea and Indochina
and during the Suez and other West Asian
troubles. In any case, regional military
pacts weaken the standing and authority
of the United Nations.

The underdeveloped Asio-African coun-
tries which have recently achieved freedom
have so many political, economic and social
problems of their own that they feel they
must confine their attention to the solution
of these rather than dabble in partisan inter-
national politics. They do not want to an-
noy any of the big powers. Furthermore,
nations which have recently cast off the
Western yoke are not quite sure that the
colonialists have altogether abandoned the
idea of regaining their old dominant posi-
tion, given the opportunity. They therefore
utilize the anti-imperialist assertions of Rus-
sia to keep in check fresh ambitions of the
West. At the same time they are not enam-
ored of the political and economic setup in
Communist Russia or China. They there-
fore remain neutral. Further, they do not
believe in the apostolic mission of reform-
ing the world that both sides claim for
themselves, one more fanatically and more
aggressively than the other. No nation has
been commissioned by God or His substi-
tute, Historical Necessity, to reform the
world.

These are good reasons for neutrality as
between the two blocs, and they appeal to
India. Therefore the policy of the Indian
Government in this respect is generally ac-
cepted by the nation.

But with all these advantages, there is no
guarantee of noninterference, direct or in-
direct, by the power blocs if they feel that
their real of fancied interests are affected.
Under these circumstances the neutrality
of uncommitted nations can be useful to
themselves and to the world only if it is
born of strength of conviction and not out
of weakness or opportunist considerations.
In the latter case they cannot stick to it

under strain from one side or the other.
Their moral influence can count only when
they refuse to yield to the threats and bully-
ing tactics of powerful nations. There must
be no compromise on clear issues, involving
questions of international justice and peace.
It must be understood that no nation can
keep intact its independence and whatever
moral influence it has without taking risks.
To suppose that right conduct, whether in
t}.le individual or the group, involves no
risks is not true to the facts of life and his-
torical experience. As we have said, the risks
involved in appeasement in the long run
are greater. Where physical resistance is
not possible, one must not shrink from
moral resistance to evil. That is the only
way to save one’s liberty and self-respect.
Unfortunately, the world is so constituted
that right conduct does not save one from
material loss and suffering. In the struggle
for independence, even though it was non-
violent, India had to take great risks at
critical times; and she did not hesitate to
take them. Neutral nations have to resist
the temptation of inclining to one side or
the other to gain temporary advantage.
They must be impartial. They must avoid
any action which may undermine the con-
fidence of other nations in their neutrality
and do everything that will strengthen it.
It is natural that India should want to
be friendly towards her Communist neigh-
bors. Neighbors are most likely to have
conflicting interests and to find ready cause
for a fight. In Europe, West and East, 1
have been told by every country that it was
friendly to India. My reply usually was:
“Why not? We are not neighbors.” That
India should be anxious for friendship with
Communist Russia and China, in spite of
difference in ideology, should not be difh-
cult to understand; but this anxiety should
not blind us to whatever they say or do,
particularly where the freedom and inter-
ests of other nations are concerned. For
instance, our condemnation of Russian ac-
tion in Hungary in 1956 was so halting and
belated that it lost its merit. We were more
forthright in condemning British, French
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and Israeli action in Egypt, and also Ameri-
can and British action in West Asia, when
troops were landed in Lebanon and Jordan.
In the case of Tibet as I said earlier, our
attitude from the beginning has been in
contradiction with our avowed principles.
It has had the appearance of weakness and
opportunism, of purchasing Chinese friend-
ship at the cost of Tibet.

On occasions, we have allowed our guests
from Communist countries to denounce
Western democracies, with whom we are
on friendly terms, from our soil. We can-
not stop nations from denouncing each
other. But if they do so they must do it
frqm their own country and not from ours.
It is possible for nations so attacked to feel
that we share the views of our guests. In
any case, they naturally feel aggrieved.

In assessing historical events, we should
n}:)t forget contemporary facts. Whatever
:)vzrvs\;rs]q has suffered and is suffering from
faer Imperialism, we cannot ignore the

at, for whatever reasons or on what-
e‘;?ﬂl:;gf’f& a new variety of imperialism
neighbors ltSdappearance. It mbbles'at its
o, timea?; ~swallows them. IF waits ff)r
cumeta” tief or long accordlpg_to cir-
has met | l‘:-z, to pounce on other victims. It
at home Irnerllt of being democratic even
tence of' den a Western country .the exds-
SOME extent the Hghre of wr dom g S n
colonial 1o ctl e rigors of its domination in
party, and I;o > In 'England, .La!bqr as 2
advocated dme of its leaders md}vxdually,
Ul emocratic reforms in India.
mately, the Labor Party not only su
ported the cays £ Indi Y ):i 4
but negotiatey € o ndlag independence
nist countrieg hon that basis. In Comml.l-
opinion e there can be no vocal public
N agamst their aggression or tyranny.
ot a single vojce yas raised or could be
raised in  Commun: . Chi
against the a st Russia or CAne
dth 8gression in Hungary or Tibet
and the atrocities committed in these hap-
less and helpless lands., Within democratic
France there is 3 section of socialists and
the Whole bloc of Communists who advo-
cate {\lgerian independence. (In non-Com-
Mmunist countries, the Communists, though

not very ardent patriots, are always the
most passionate advocates of civil liberties
and the freedom of the colonial peoples.)
In the imperialist democracies, usually,
when civil liberties are denied to colonial
people or there is executive tyranny, some
groups or individuals in parliament protest
and rouse public opinion. This does not
and cannot happen under dictatorships —
Fascist, Communist or military. In the colo-
nies of Western democracies, also, the legal
system is generally modelled on the pattern
of democracy at home, which affords some
protection against executive highhanded-
ness and tyranny. The legal system in
totalitarian countries or their dependencies
affords the individual no protection against
political and executive highhandedness.

Toward the danger of this new imperial-
ism the Indian attitude has not been as
strong and unequivocal as it was toward the
older imperialism from which India herself
suffered. The old imperialism is thoroughly
discredited and is on the decline. It no
longer gets support from progressives and
intellectuals even in imperialist countries.
This does not mean that it does not weigh
heavily on those who suffer from it. But
the new Communist imperialism, now fast
beginning to show its paws and claws, is
more dangerous. It embraces in its vise
both the home country and the dependen-
cies. Moreover, it is imposed in the name
of high principles and noble ends which
may have an appeal for many intellectuals
and idealists the world over.

As matters stand today, a neutral nation
cannot afford to lean heavily on large loans
from outside for the development of its
internal economyj, if it wants to maintain its
independence of opinion and action. The
anxiety for large loans has sometimes put
India in an awkward position. Often when
our representatives have gone to the West,
especially to America, they have impressed
upon their audiences the idea that if large
loans are not advanced to India she will be
overwhelmed by Communism; the great
bastion of democracy in Asia will thus be
destroyed. This appears to be a humiliating
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position for a great nation to take. If Com-
munism is bad, India must resist, loans or
no loans. Unarmed India did not rely on
foreign powers or foreign financial aid in
order to win its independence. Today it
cannot rely upon huge foreign loans to
meet not only its economic needs but also
an internal Communist danger. Further-
more, Western nations understandably do
not appreciate our criticizing them, even on
issues which do not adversely affect our
vital interests, at the same time that we ask
them for large loans. An independent na-
tion which wants to maintain its right to
free criticism and action will do best to rely
upon its own resources for its economic
development.

To sum up, then, the principles upon
which the Indian foreign policy of non-
alignment is based are correct. They are
generally accepted by the country and are
in keeping with the genius of our people.
If more nations will accept the same atti-
tude there will be a definite lessening of
international tension. It is in details of
diplomacy that our foreign policy has been
weak and has sometimes gone wrong. Our
mistakes have to some extent impaired our
moral standing as a neutral nation and have
often injured our interests in various ways.
But, after all, India is new to diplomacy,
and the world situation is extremely
complicated.

Misconceptions of International Politics

WERNER LEVI

Some critics of India's foreign policy hold that it depends on faulty

appraisals of world politics.

This charge probes the foundations of

It raises doubts about the Indian

India’s independent foreign policy.
government’s capacity to comprehend adequately the international envi-
ronment where its principles and methods attempt to operate. Analysis
of this kind is found in the following essay, written shortly after the
frontier crisis of 1962. Werner Levi is Professor of Political Science at
the University of Hawaii and the author of several works on Indian and
Asian politics. He suggests that nonalignment is a strategy that has
obtained benefits for India; but the successes came from its use in a
promising distribution of power and from certain political skills, not from
any inherent correctness of nonalignment as a theory. Professor Levi
believes that India has not realized why nonalignment was productive;
therefore, the policy has led to confusion and self-deception. This selec-
tion implies that India’s conventional nonalignment will not survive unless

its premises are revised.

HERE is no reason for anyone in the

free world to revel in the failure of
neutralism to protect India’s integrity. But
it is a propitious moment for taking stock of

its achievements and possibilities, because
even in the face of defeat, the policy lingers
on in India and retains a following else-
where. In surveying the contributions neu-

Wermner Levi, “Necrology on Indian Neutralism,” Eastern World, 17 (February 1963), 9—11. Re-

printed by permission.
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tralism presumably made to the success of
Indian foreign policy, an impressive record
emerges. India has gained prestige, status,
and influence in world councils. She has
attracted support and loyalty from nations
in Asia and Africa. She has received aid
from both camps in the Cold War. For
some time, she remained outside the violent
clashes between nations near her frontiers.
She was enabled to devote her meager re-
sources to internal developments. It pro-
vided considerable psychological satisfac-
tions to Indian nationalists. It gave them a
feeling of national importance and the final
proof that independence had truly been
won. It allowed Indian statesmen much lee-
way to decide foreign policy questions ac-
cording to their own light. But it also gave
many Indian leaders such a sense of achieve-
ment and relaxation that they lacked a sense
of urgency about the solution of India’s
many problems. Too much of India’s plan-
ning and development activity proceeded
€y 0“‘_1 the people’s understanding or par-
ticipation. The leaders failed too often to
involve the masses physically and emotion-
al'ly in the national construction work. They
'd not arouse the enthusiasm for social
chon and civic contribution which sud-
enly appeared in the fall of 1962 as the
icl;slt] Iea};:tlon to Chinese aggression. Iron-
whi Cyl”l tl\ /;3 feeling of unity and nationhood,
ong to ; I. Nehry had tried so hard for so
ny é‘% © 1nstil by appeal to reason and self-
rest, finally came as the result of that
Pe;’;menon he had condemned so often as
side erf:tal to peace: opposition to an out-
the failumy' There was, however, more to
and peo re ({f neutralism than to stir leaders
. attP 613\ into a concerted national eﬂ’o'rt.
inabi]ityact from China demonstrated its
creating a0“1:ulﬁl its foremost purpose in
S N “area of peace” for India.
tunatany Teasons can account for this un.for-
€ Tesult. There were misconceptions
about the AR _
emy and thpotentlahtxes of the p{esent en
tions. Th e character of internatlonal' rela-
© ~7ere were misreadings of history
and a mls““derstanding of the nature of
society. There was, above all, a misinter-

pretation of the quality of neutralism itself;
hence its misuse. The Indian government
tended to treat neutralism with its related
principles and assumptions as an eternally
valid philosophy or even theory of inter-
national relations, applicable to contempo-
rary world politics, when in fact its practical
value was as an expedient and a strategy of
foreign policy. There exist, to be sure, in-
numerable statements by Indian officials
testifying to their awareness of the true
nature of international relations. There
was, in particular, realisation that a nation
must be prepared to meet violence and even
use it herself when vital interests so de-
mand. But there was, at the same time, a
strange reluctance to apply this knowledge
to the execution of a neutralist policy. In
most cases, when reality and neutralism
seemed to be incompatible, neutralism af-
fected the Indian interpretation of reality.
The vital role of force in international rela-
tions, for instance, had some serious flaws
in the Indian conception, which was shaped
by the wish for neutralism and helped in
disguising its weaknesses. Force, in the
Indian view, was something a nation should
hide from view, should never talk about,
and should shun as much as possible as an
evil. It is called for only as a last means of
defence when aggression has taken place.
Up to that point, neutralism applies. This
manipulation of force was, of course, a great
encouragement to a potential aggressor.
neutralist would deny that the possession
of force can serve as a deterrent. Yet, by
admitting the possibility of aggression an
justifying defence by force, the neutralist 1
illogical in denying a nation the right to
threaten force. He thereby takes away from
the existence of force its one redeeming
feature, that the fear of its use might re-
strain the potential aggressor.

The Indian ambivalence about the na-
ture of neutralism can be traced to'a com-
bination of factors. It stems from the desire
to point the way to a better world, if pos-
sible by the powerful effect of example,
clashing with the need to realise nationa
interests through traditional means; from
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neutralism producing many beneficial re-
sults in some situations, but yielding great
disadvantages in others. It remained true,
at any rate, that in the minds of many In-
dian leaders, neutralism had hardened into
a theory which shaped their interpretation
of India’s national interests and the design
of India’s foreign policy. As a theory of
general validity it became independent of
the objective conditions to which it was to
be applied in the real world. Indeed, it was
designed to produce another, a better world;
though what this different world would' be
like or how contemporary man and society
could be changed to fit the theory was no-
where spelled out. Perhaps Indian states-
men hoped to achieve the transforma'non
by their frequent criticisms of the behaviour
of statesmen and nations— for they were
greatly impressed by Gandhi’s success in
changing Indian society through teaching
an example. Yet, through this approach
India manceuvered herself into the position
of ignoring the context of international
politics which would nevertheless deter-
mine the reliability of neutralism as a to_ol.
As a consequence, she overlooked the point
when the usefulness of neutralism was
ended and a switch in strategy was indi-
cated. This deception was strengtheped by
the early success of neutralism, which In-
dians ascribed to their “theory,” but which
in reality was due to a constellation of inter-
national circumstances, mainly a balance
of power between the two major nations,
which India actually condemned. In short,
from the Indian standpoint, neutralism was
successful for the wrong reasons. If this
was realised, it was never admitted, for it
would also have meant realisation that the
various aspects of the neutralist “theory”
could not stand up very well to the realities
of international politics.

A foremost aspect is the assumption that
international relations take place in a cli-
mate of hostility, fear, jealousy, suspicion
and mistrust. It creates a sense of insecu-
rity, leading to armaments, alliances, con-
spiracies which only create conflict and vio-
lence. War then comes because it is ex-

pected. “If you lay stress on war coming,”
Mr. Nehru told his Parliament, “you lose
the battle for peace, and war is likely to
come because your minds have succumbed
to the prospect of war.”

Changing the climate, cleansing the at-
mosphere, creating a psychology compromise
were therefore considered the prerequisite
of peaceful relations among nations. India’s
neutralism was meant to contribute its share
of the spirit of international politics. Her
spokesmen have hammered away at this
theme and have often refused to participate
in condemnatory resolutions or criticism of
other nations as achieving nothing more
than an increase in tension and animosity.
Quite logically and much to the annoyance
of the victims of bellicose talk and action,
the more aggressive a nation became, the
more India tried to conciliate her. No
counteraction, no show of force was ap-
proved until actual violence was used. Any
preparation for defence was berated if it
included the joining of forces by several
states, because, the neutralists argued, such
measures would only provoke counter-com-
binations, give force undesirable promi-
nence, enlarge the area of potential war, and
create overly strong centers of power. There
was some truth in this assertion. But to
criticise such measure on principle was to
overlook that it was very often the reaction
to previous provocation or the consequence
of a genuine conflict of interests threatening
to deteriorate into violence. The criticism
was in line with the theory of neutralism in
which somehow conflict and force and vio-
lence could be relegated to insignificant
places in international relations if only no-
body would mention them. Since admit-
tedly they could not be abolished altogether,
the diffusion and dispersal of force was con-
sidered essential for the preservation of
peace. This may be a valid argument as
long as force cannot be centrally organised
in an international government and pro-
vided also that it would be fairly evenly
distributed among all the states so that none
can use it against another with a prospect
of success. What was proposed here then
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was an ideal balance of power. Yet, when
states attempted by alliances and defence
pacts to create a possible rather than an
ideal balance of power, they were accused
of playing the evil power politics game, so
despised by the neutralists.

That a man like Nehru, with more influ-
ence over his people’s behaviour than most
statesmen, should talk in such derogatory
terms of power is curious. Even more sur-
prising is his assertion that any foreign
policy making power its primary considera-
tion would be “supremely foolish.” There
was here, as in the case of force, a confusion
between the real world in which power is
an inevitable element, and some peaceful
paradise in which coexistence would be
Instinctive and spontaneous. In actuality,
the‘confusion did not seem to affect India’s
policy too much as far as the endeavour was
concerned to gain influence in international
councils; it seemed more often to affect the
criteria by which India evaluated the poli-
cies of other nations. Nevertheless, the sug-
gestion was made that the evil influence of
Power in international affairs could be over-
come if nations were willing consistently to
HIS€ negotiation in the solution of their con-

1cts. But this was taking a narrow view of
Zc";‘ie'r» ’clllm‘ost in the sense of fo'rce' exclu-
tWee}r; t ignored that in negotiation be-
ests bgir:oups in conflict over clashing inter-
iSP,uta ore compromise is reached, each
the o Et carefully evaluates the power of
eliminat;j The element of power is never
Society cay ﬁnd cannot be. T'he. most any
trary forcn ope to do is to eliminate arbi-
conflics be and violence in _the solution of
the neutrZ)I'I'Plfoperly organising them. But
eliminate t;lsts hope to diminish, if not 50
violence tﬁel'lse of power, fqrce, l[anb]
an appeal ¢ l{lternfatlonal s‘?c1erha O dx
Self'interesto Tationality and “enlightene
would be g ;o these could prevail, there

eaccful 1‘EECO'gnmon that comRromlse an
pea chaviour are the requirements of
national selfh g, jyelf, There are, how-
CVEL, Many weaknesses in this argument.
Mel_’ are not ratipnal only. It is futile to
€nvisage a social organisation based upon a

nature of man different from what it is.
There are, furthermore, values which men

are not willing to abandon, even at the price
of peace. Quite possibly such values are ar-
rived at through sentiments and emotions,
but they are not any less valid for that reason,
and probably cherished much more deeply.
Finally, wars have at times achieved the ends
nations sought, which could not have been
achieved by any other means. Goa is a case
in point, as are other situations in India’s
foreign affairs. These cases can also be used
to demonstrate the doubtful cogency of the
neutralist argument that the justice of any
nation’s cause is relative. As a prominent
Indian put it, “invariably in genuine inter-
national disputes, both parties to a dispute
are likely to have a just cause, the difference
being only in degree.” Such an assertion is
not borne out by historical evidence at all.
There is no Indian today willing to admit
this is the case of China’s aggression, nor
will any nation involved in violent conflict
ever do so. Only an unconcerned outsider
may be able to adopt such a detached view
if the facts of the situation justify it. Per-
haps for this reason, the neutralists suggest
that there is a crying need in the world for
disinterested mediators. It is, however, one
thing to be a mediator when the partieS
themselves have decided not to use violence
in the solution of their conflict and have
asked a third power to arbitrate. It is quite
another, and much more difficult thing for
a third power to foist itself upon the parties
when they have not renounced the use ©

force. This was the arduous task India ha

taken on as a neutralist.

There are two major prerequisites for the
successful performance of such a role. The
first is that the mediating state has standing
with the contestants because it is influentia
for some reason. This means that the state
is a mediator not because of its disinterest-
edness so much as for its power position 11
the world. The whole endeavour of India’s
foreign policy since independence has been
to obtain just such a position of influence-
In as much as her neutralist policy has
delayed or ameliorated the use of violence
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in international relations, it can be ascribed
largely to her success in this respect. In
short, the favourable results of neutralism
have been a function of power. The other
major prerequisite, totally ignored or at
least not admitted by India, is that the con-
testants in the dispute are refraining from
the use of violence, usually because they
believe that their power is approximately
even. The functioning of neutralism thus
depends upon a balance of power, to which
the neutralist state has contributed nothing
and which, moreover, it decries as undesir-
able. One of the illusions of Indian neu-
tralism has been the belief that its success
was due to neutralism’s inherent qualities
when at most India can take credit for the
clever exploitation of the situation in which
she found herself mostly without her own
doing. Political skill, not any theory of
international relations, can account for the
beneficial consequences of neutralism. Since
the Indian conception of ncutralism was
that of a theory, the conditions which made
it successful as an expedient strategic tool
of statecraft went unrecognized as such.
When a change in these conditions oc-
curred, especially in the .form of China’s
rising strength and aggressiveness, the corol-
lary change in the use of neutralism as a
tool did not take place, with detrimental
results for India.

One of these conditions is that India
must be relevant to those she wants to influ-
ence. The political game must be played in
such a manner that India in spite of her
physical weakness could es?ablish a pgliti-
cally strategic position. This was possible,
for ‘instance, in the United Nations and
other international organisations as a result
of the rise of Asian and African nations to
political importance. As long as their sym-
pathy and good will were wanted by the
major powers; as long therefore as votes had
more than inherent significance, India’s
leadership among these powers gave her
political power in the international society.
China, however, was outside the arena of
international organizations and her method
of asserting leadership was not to accumu-

late voting majorities on her side but to
impress the nonaligned nations with her
strength. As far as China was concerned,
therefore, the basis of India’s political posi-
tion was irrelevant. As China played the
political game, matching her strength was
required. India’s weakness, no disadvantage
with the major powers, became fatal. It was
merely an invitation for China to demon-
strate her superiority by a defeat of India.
India should have realised that in the
absence of any power to balance that of
China in the Himalayas, the neutralist strat-
egy would not work. India was no longer
outside the sphere of any nation’s impe-
rialistic drive, one of the other conditions
for successful neutralism. She thought she
was, an unforgivable self-deception after
the “liberation” of Tibet, the construction
of a road through the northern tip of
Ladakh in 1956, the building of strategic
roads and air fields along the whole Hima-
layan border, the threats to the border king-
doms, and the softening of the border peo-
ples by subversion and propaganda. Yet
India steadfastly rationalized her convic-
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