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Introduction 

I 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 
194 7, 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 
pohcy, others did influence its framework 
and style. Among the currents transmitted 
from the distant past was the Machiavellian 
advice for rulers in Kautilya's Artha5iistra, 
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 
!<autilya's ideas. More credit is given to the 
mBuence 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, T araknath 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 
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strength in international relations. The 
Soviet Union, however, was \velcomed 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 Kuomintano. In the 
1930's the Congress spoke out ag~inst 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
te~ally 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 bringing them to bear on the Congress 
the ~ndian p~ople, and the European rulers: 
While adhenng to Gandhian nonviolence, 
he developed a neo-Marxian internation­
~lism that Gandhi did not share. Travels 
~~ Eur~pe during the 1930's and several 
d1sappomtments in the struggle for inde­
pend~nce enh~nced his appreciation of 
~arx1st evaluations of world history. With 
mdepe.ndence. ~ehru was the logical choice 
for Pnme Mm1ster and Foreign Minister, 
dual responsibilities he kept for seventeen 
years until his death in May 1964. 

~e,hru h~d a dominant role in creating 
India.s foreign policies and not merely in 
resta~ng or managing their content. This 
fu?c~wn r~t;d on his preeminent leader­
ship m India s foreign and domestic affairs 
his full use o~ vast earned and delegated 
po~ers, and h~s great skill in expressing his 
bebefs about International relations in no­
tions widely ":alued in his country, for ex­
ample, the pnmacy of peace. In his com-

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 Indian 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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tide 51. It en joins 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 interests 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
tendeq 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 conllict. 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 
communiques 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 conllicts 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 tl1e 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
force? by Pakistan's use of American weap­
ons m the April 1965 Kutch crisis and 
during the wider September conflict be­
t~~en the two neighbors. Mrs. Gandhi's 
VISI.t to the United States the following 
spnng when President Johnson announced 
emergency food aid for drought-stricken 
I d" · n Ia Improved mutual understanding, but 
a subsequent delay in Washington's ap­
proval o_f a conventional food pact brought 
unease m India. American interest in In­
dia's future was enhanced by the 1967 
General Elections and the renewal of the 
Congress party's mandate to govern under 
~rs. Gandhi's leadership despite its sig­
mficant electoral losses in the Parliament 
~nd the states. The United States' decision t ~pril 1967 not to resume military aid to 
ndia or Pakistan led New Delhi to protest 

t?at because Pakistan had received many 
times more supplies than India had secured 
Ra':"alpindi would gain from the new polic; 
wh1ch p~rmits only the sale of spare parts 
for previOusly supplied equipment. How­
eve~, should_ they agree on a common China 
pohcy and 1f their relations with Pakistan 
and Rus~ia do not collide again, India and 
the .. Umt~d . States might develop closer 
poht1cal t1es m 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 nuclear-ripe 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 thouoht of Nehru 
Idi ' 0 , 
n a ~ pos~-freedom opposition to Euro-

pean rmpenalism, and the search for ma­
t~rial aid from affiuent states. Opinions 
~ffer as to how much weight should be 
grven to a broad source or a formulation 
within it. Themes introduced in these 
selections often reappear in more obvious 
controversies about the values and perform­
ance ~~ nonalignment. 

Cntrcs of nonalignment appear in Part 
~wo. ~he need for placing India's for­
~rgn pohcy on a more "realistic" foundation 
IS a .general theme of many criticisms, sug­
gesl tmg that a basic task for its study is to 
re ate und t di . ers an ngs of declared norms 
a~d. ~nterests to various objections. Some 
cntrcrsms foe h . f I d' f . us on t e practrce o n ran 
orer~n policy, while others examine its 

premises. Co t . f n roversy anses rom assess-
ments of Neh , . II I ru s pursUit of freedom for a 
peop es and his grasp of the nature of inter-
state relations I h' . 

f h b · n t rs and other selectiOns 
o t e ook · . N h , . H ' mterpretations of e ru s 
m uence on hiS· , I ff . d . country s externa a arrs 
lunng ~nhd after his lifetime have a central 

p ace Wit out mo I' . h di . 
C ·~: f I . nopo rzmg t e scusswn. nucs o ndian 1. . 

d . c nona rgnment may notrce 
re eemrna reatures b . . . f I d h. 0 ; ut m VIew o new 
clra ers 1P and altered world conditions, 
~y may suggest changes in its means or 

ratiOnale. 

A cross-section of defenses and restate-

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 goals 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. 

[Nom: Footnotes have generally been omitted 
from the selections, except where 11eeded to ex­
plain the text.] 
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"In view of the basic metaphysics of India and the ethics that springs there­
from, it ought not to be difficult to underst:md 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. vVe 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 &om 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." 

-Srsm 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. KruPALANI 

"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." 

-WERNER LEVI 

"Both before and after the Sino-Indian encounter, Nehru's government was 
determined to remain militarily 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. CRABB, JR. 
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" ... 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. KRISHNA 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 
nuclear armament has now become an inescapable requirement for the preser­
vation of our real independence which constitutes the core of our nonalign­
ment." 

-RAJ KnxsHNA 

"India herself is psychologically unprepared for the manufacture of nuclear 
weapons. The old foreign policy of India basically remains intact, and, though 
~bJected to various distorting forces, it shows a strong tendency to continue 
m t~e ~hannels foreseen for it by Nehru in 1946. It is most unlikely that 
~ndia WJll 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. 

I N 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 
ulti.mately 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 Rowed from our 
past history, from our recent past and from 
our National Movement and from the v1irious 
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 t'l 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, 96-105, 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
tai~s ?f re.habilitating displaced persons, 
rehevmg distress caused by famine, Hoods, 
etc., the government had to tackle innu­
merable problems in a constructive and 
expe~tio~s ~an~er .. "The first thing we 
kept m VIew, said Sn Nehru in' one of his 
parliamentary speeches, 

~as to build our own country on solid founda­
no~s an.d not to get entangled in matters 
which di? not directly affect us- not that we 
are not mterested in those matters, but the 
burden of these entanglements would be too 
great and the problems we had to face in our 
owfn country were big enough for any country 
to ace .... 

. A sho~-sighted country with an eye on 
Its 0 V.:O Immediate advantage may want to 
e~lor1t. 0th~ alrea~y in8ammable situation 
an a 1~0 ~tself With one side or the other. 
Or,. ?ehevmg in the diplomacy of power 
pohtrcs, and being impelled b ·a . . y COOS! era-
trans of rts own interests a t' . . , na ron may JOID 
one or the other of the blo I di d 

f 11 . cs. n a oes 
not a mto either of these cat . I . egones. t rs 
not h~r way to adopt a policy that is merely 
exped~ent. And she is convinced that a 
reversron to power politics will only lead to 
another global war which will 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: 
'1f 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 helf in every way 
possible in the maintenance o 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 
subject peoples; the maintenance of freedom, 
both national and individual; the elimination 
of racial discrimination; and the elimination of 
want, disease and ignorance which affiict 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 B.owers and there­
fore one has to adapt oneself and leam 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 Gandhijil 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 II, I927, 

1 A term of affection. [Editor's note.] 

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 Gandhiji, 
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 conBicts. 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 
Gandhian 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 
~~eat ~aster who taught us many things 
~t Is this th~t a crooked policy does not pay 
m 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 
tra~slate that policy into actual practice. 
India, u_nder his guidance and with the 
legacy gi~en. her by _Gandhiji, is pursuing 
a cours~ m mternatwnal politics unprece­
de~ted m the history of the world - a course 
W~I~h may be described as ethical and 
spmtual. 

No discussion of Indian politics would 
probably, be complete, if no reference wer~ 
made to Kautilya's Arthasiistra.2 A question 
that would readily be asked is this: is not 
the Gandhian ideology fundamentally op­
I:osed to. the Kautilyan conception of poli­
tics~ It IS presumed that no moral consid­
eratiOns weighed with the Ch ll f Ch d ance or o 

.an ragupta ~aurya in his policies and 
actwns concermng the affairs of state. It is 
als~ taken ~or granted that there is no alter­
native Indian or Hindu point of view in 
politi~s ~o that _of Chanakya Kautilya. 

It IS mterestmg to note, in this connec-

2 E~says on the mai~tenance of political power 
attributed to ~n adv1ser to King Chandragupta 
Maurya who hved about 322-298 B.c. [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.3 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 Arthasiistra 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, mlztsya-nyiina 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 
( vijigi$U) 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 
11UIJ.u;lala, 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 of India, 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 mok$a­
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. Arthasiistra], 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 miitsya-nyiiya. 
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 B.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 
Arthasiistra 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 Artha5iistra 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 Kautilva. It is not the 
tea~hing of the Indian philo'sophy 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, Ramaya~ta, and the 
conduct of Emperor Asoka, after the Ka­
linga war are some of the glowing examples 
to which one should tum for understanding 
the spirit of the Indian philosophy of poli­
tics. ~ ~ characte~iz~ th~ Indian conception 
of politiCS as pessimism Is, therefore, unjust. 
And, to say that the gloomy view of life in 
the secular state is responsible for the doc­
trine of sannyiisa (which Zimmer calls 
escape~ is to convey no meaning at all. 
Sannyasa does not stand for defeatism or a 
sense of frustration. The sannyiisin 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
o~gh integration of the spirit of sannyiisa 
With every aspect of political life. 

Probably, many may not object to an 
attempt to show that our foreign policy 
stems from the teachings of Gandhiji. But 
many may not know that that policy reflects 
-however imp~rfectly- the philosophic 
culture and rehg1ous tradition of India. 
~he _most lofty heights of metaphysical 

reahzatwn were reached by the seers of th 
Upanishads which have been aptly described 
as the Himalayas of the soul. Here we come 
across a view of Reality which has no paral­
lel in any other thought-system of the world. 

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 nirgw_w, 
qualityless, in the sense that it cannot b_e 
defined in terms of any of the known attn­
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 (advit"iya). Mahatma 
Gandhi once wrote, "I believe in advaita, I 
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. One 
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 briihmm.za possessed of learning 
and humility, a cow, an elephant, 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 o~ the .:age 
whose wisdom is secure (st1uta-pra)1za). 
The wise one who has attained to perfect 
knowledge has an equal-vision which is 
unperturbed when confron~ed wi~h the 
opposites of pleasure and pam, 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, fo: he has no wan~s 
or desires. In him all enJoyments find theu 
consummation, even as in the ocean all the 
waterways merge themselves. The mor~l 
of the whole description is that the sage IS 

not swayed by attachments and hatred. 
Similarly, the Lord of the Gita says a?aut 
himself that he is the same to all bemgs, 
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, Deussen4 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 Ontlines of Indian 
Philosophy: The Philosophy of the Vedanta 
to which reference is made. [Editor's note.] 

D 

shads is: Because your neighbour is your­
self. 

Or in the words of the Bhagavadgita: he who 
kn~ws himself in everything and everything 
in himself, will not injure himself by himself, 
11ahi11asti iitmmzii iitmiinam. 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 
emphasis is laid on the practice of ahi1izsii. 
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 tarat11 durgii~zi, sarvo bhadrii~zi pa5yatu, 
sarvas tad-buddllim iipnotu, sarvas sarvatra 

11andat11. 

"May all beings safely cross the hazards 
and hardships of life! 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. 

D 
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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 
major guide for India's foreign policy. Yet Sisir Gupta also believes that 
India has values 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. 
~s do other Indian scholars and publicists who adhere to a national 
mterest perspective, Sisir Gupta offers reasons to explain and justify 
nonalignment which are at least as didactic as they are practical. 

I NDIA's foreign policy has been the prod­
.uct of the interaction of many and 

vaned 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 :~ite opinion in India, the geopoliti­
cal ~e~hties of the State as it emerged after 
PartiiJon the eco · d f . ' . nomic n~e s o a society 
urgently m need of a take-off and the in­
terndal political pressures and' pulls gener-
ate by a de · . th . mocratJc system. SubJeCt to 
f e ~nRuen~es exerted by these factors, the 
orei1gndp~hcy has sought primarily to pur-

sue n 1a s nati 1 · . b h . ana Interests as conceived 
Y. t e govermng elite. It is in terms of this 

pnmary ~otivation that the enunciation 
and evolutwn of India's f . I' h 
t b . d ore1gn po 1cy as o e VIewe . 

p If one of his early speeches in the Indian 
ar Iament, the Prime Minister stated: 

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. 

Whatever policy 1 Th' dl h f · I . you may ay down, the art u y, t e very upsurge o nat10na sen-
llf c~n~uc~.ng the foreign affairs of a country timents which led to the freedom of India 

es m n mg out what is most advantageous was bound to be felt elsewhere and ex-

From Sisir Gupta Ind' d R · · k tions Reprinted b' ta a_n . egtanal Integration in ASia (New Yor , 1964), pp. 1-11, 14-26, selec-
• Y penU1ss10n. 
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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 year 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 carryino 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, 
much of the essence of India's foreign 
policy outlook is contained in the early 
speeches of Jawaharlal Nehru proclaiming 
the 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 and on the 
threshold of a new period of history. Standing 
on the watershed which divides two epochs 
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 l~as, to 
a certain extent, become the focal pomt 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 th!ngs to come ~h.ey 
were wrong in not devotmg the _requ1s~te 
attention to the problems of developmg Asm. 

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 pr?ble~s 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 appr?ach of 
Asia and the approach of Europe. Asm 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 great Powers. \Vhat 
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 
ren;1aining 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 non~lignment, 
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 really 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. vVe 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 to 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 8exi­
bility and vitality of the democracies in 
Asia. A posture of status quo for any Asian 
(or 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
TI_lent 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 Chma posed for her security; as early 
as December 1950, the Indian Government 
made it clear that it recoonized the threat 
when it unilaterally exten°ded guarantee to 
the northern neighbour, Nepal. The Him­
alayas involved India's security and none 
w?uld be allowed to cross it (into Nepal) 
Without confronting India. Also significant 
~as the initiative that India took in arrang­
I~g Commonwealth economic and military 
md 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-

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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Yudin1 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 
people of China that their friends are to be 
found 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 destaliniza_tion 
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 event 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 rela:xation 
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,"2 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 struooles within the Com-

- bb 
rnunist bloc to prove that the neutral na-
tions like India were not in reality neutral 
and posed a long-term problem for the 
Communists. 

The fact that India has joined issue with 
the left-wing 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, considerable 
st~ength, coming in an abnormal state of 
mmd. . .. That is why you find a marked 
diff:rence between the broad approach of the 
Soviet Union and the Chinese approach. I 
do ~ot t?ink there is any country in the world 
Whi~h 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 
changmg and I can conceive of the two great 
col~ssuses today, the Soviet Union and the 
Umted States, coming very near to each 
other, as th_ey are slightly coming .... This 
tal~ about International capitalism and inter­
natiOnal communism, reflecting an old slogan, 
merely prevents us from thinking straight and 
understanding the changed world. 
!! A category of ex-colonial nations identified at 
the ~o':'ember 1960 meeting of world Communist 
l_larties m l\1os.cow as "progressive" and ca.E_able of 
development mto the socialist camp. [t:ditor's 
note.] 

It is also to be noteJ here that the nature 
of the Soviet and Chinese advice to the 
Indian Communist Party has been differ­
ent; also different has been the ofi1cial 
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 con8ict 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 con8icts, 
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 oeneral 
which would tend to take the unity0 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 delivering 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 areas 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 Bhilaj3 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 coe>6s­
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 vVest 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 between 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 
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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. 

OCCIDENTAL 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: ReHections on Its Sources," World Politics, 
10 (January 1958), 256-263, 265-272, selections. Reprinted by permission. 
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the light 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. 

!t takes a long time for a new state to 
gam a sense of its own identity, and it takes 
even longer for established states to identifv 
the nature of the new state. For the evi­
dence 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. 
Those _in the West who thought they had 
recognized India's true identity before 1947 
were_ somewhat disturbed by such early 
mamfestations of the Indian state as New 
l)elh'' h Ka hI s. approac es toward the problems of 
U s_ mu and Hyderabad. But it took the 
S m_ted Nations debate in 1956-57 on 

OVIet a · · H 
6 ggresswn m ungary to shake their 

con d · h . ence m t e idea, to which they had 
conscwusl · 
I di Y or u?conscwusly held fast, that 
n a w~s ~ ~art1cularly righteous nation. 
~?w It IS Interesting to note that public 

~aimbn i_n India did not rally wholeheart­
~ ehmd the government's view of the 

nation's ide t't . . . n I y as expressed m Its pohcy 
toward the H · . unganan case. Several Indian 
wnters and 1· · · 
f h . po ItiCians were highly critical 

0 t e1r co ' · U . untry s votmg record in the 
1. n~e~ Nations, and something like a pub-
IC}· e ate on the merits of India's foreign 

pho Icy seemed in the offing. Illustrative of 
t e .. · h cnticisms t en voiced was that of 
F_rank Moraes, the author of Mr. Nehru's 
bwgraphy, 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 Soviet 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 ~olite~y 
taken to task for lecturino other natwns m 
international ethics bv ~xpounding what 
T. S. Bawa has called-the Code de Nehm 
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 pohucal 
opinion. It stopped altogether duri~g. the 
[ 1957] election, when the Prime Mmister 
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 ~overn­
ment's general stand in foreign aff~ns. 

It is within this context that this study 
of the sources of contemporary Indian _for­
eign policy was conducted. The conclu.si?ns 
reached will be presented here by outlmmg 
(I) 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 co?­
duct of international relations were la1d 
down by the Indian National Congress in 
1920 and 1927. Resolutions were then 
passed to the effect that India would c~op­
erate with other, especially neighbonng, 
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 spee.c4es ~ 
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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 pmzca sila,I 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: (l) 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: 

(l) 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 fight 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 m the following 
passage: 

Quite frankly, the concept of Soviet imperial­
ism or colonialism makes little impact ~n ilie 
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 iliesis, 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 fi.-xes its 
main moti,·ations 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 dose political relations 
with any of the \tV estern 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 
(l 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 vvrites: 



20 ADDA B. BOZEMAN 

Another significant inBuence 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: 

The one criticism, however, which can be 
made against our policy of non-alignment is 
not that it is unsuited to the needs of our 
~oun_try or unrealistic, but that in implement­
mg It we have often laid ourselves open to 
the charge that we are inclined more in favor 
of the totalitarian countries such as Russia and 
China than of the democracies. The com­
plaint_ i~ often heard - and I personally feel it 
Is legitimate- that in cases where we might 
have given the benefit of the doubt to the 
dem?cra_cies, we have chosen to give it to the 
totahtanan countries. 

A further manifestation of partiality is the 
stea?y support, undifferentiated by consid­
e~ation of objective issues, which India has 
giVen to Asian and African nations in their 
relations with those of Europe and America. 
It ~an b~ argued, in fact, that the Bandung 
alhanc: Itself is an "alignment" with one of 
the maJor world powers, i.e., China. 

If 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 o~her ~trik~ng 
inconsistencies. The most obv1ous vwlatwn 
of the spirit of Bandung is surely India's 
bitter enmity toward her Asian nei_ghbo~, 
Pakistan. And one may also refer, m th1s 
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:­
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 ?atio?s. 

Now it may be interjected at tlus pomt 
that the proper test of a policy is not i_ts 
inner logic but its tota! external _s~ccess m 
promoting the econom1c and poht1cal sec~­
rity of the state. But how successful IS 

India's foreign policy in these respects? T~e 
record discussed here indicates that the twm 
causes of neutrality and Asian solidarity 
have not been furthered appreciably in the 
past years. And while India has thus f~r 
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 How of economic assistance 
in the past. But the ch}ef fail~re of India's 
foreign policy was registered. m the realm 
of political security, whe_n <?hma succeeded 
in driving a hard bargam m 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 conHicting 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 Hostiles2 

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-

2 The Nagas are a tribal people in the northeast­
em region 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 political 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 



22 ADDA B. BOZEMAN 

monks). These five precepts- the panca 
sila - admonished the Buddhist to avoid 
(l) 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 
in~ernation~l relations. The attempt failed 
- m fact, It was conducive to the disinte­
gration of Asoka's empire. Without enter­
ing int? 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 actually involved in th~ evocation 
of . Buddhist . ethics in twentieth-century 
Asian, especially Indian and Chinese, 
politics. 

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
co~er~d t?e panca sila as the governing 
pnnciple m their foreign relations. 

~econdly, it is obvious from the biogra­
phies of the two leading statesmen- Nehru 
and Chou En-lai - that both are far re­
moved in their thoughts and actions not 
only from Buddhism but also from any 
other religion. 

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 acknowledoment could not be 
expected in the prev~ling climate of orin­
ion; and even if it had been forthcommg, 
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, 

And, thirdly, it is difficult indeed to find 
any relationship whatsoever between the 
panca sila ~s formulated by Nehru and 
Chou .En-lai, and the panca sila of the 
Buddhist religion. In other words, the ref­
erence to Buddhist ethics in the context of 
Indian foreign policy is spurious. 
Th~ tru~ provenance of the concepts 

con tamed m Mr. Nehru's panca sila­
namely, mutual respect for each other's ter­
ritory, no~a~ession, noninterference in 
each others mternal affairs, equality and 
mutual advantage, and peaceful coexis­
tence and economic cooperation- is the 

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 independence 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 
practical, 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 H vderabad 
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 
pronouncements 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 ::mel decay; and that socialism as 
implemented in the Soviet Union holds 
out the greatest hope in this dismal age. 
Two excerpts from l\1r. Nehru's writings 
are illustrative of these views. In a letter 
to his daughter3 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 carne 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 Nehm, 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 each 
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 ~he world which are ranged against 
fascism and imperialism." 

The affinities between Mr. Nehru's ap­
plication of the Leninist formula of Marx­
ism to world politics and that expounded 
by Harold Laski in the 1930's and 1940's 
are striking. For Laski too was convinced 
h ' ' t at the capitalist democracies would "in-

_evitably" degenerate into fascism. Indeed, 
he maintained that the Fascist state is, 
"nakedly and without shame, what the 
~tat_e, covertly and apologetically is, in cap­
~ah_st democracies like Great Britain or the 
bemted State~,'' and that the disti~cti?n 

tween the Judicial systems of capitalist 
democracies and of Fascist dictatorships is 
one ?f_ degree rather than of kind. The only 
phssibilities, Laski concluded, are therefore 
t e opposite alternatives of fascism and 
re~olutionary socialism. Like Nehru, Laski 
bointed continuously to the sharp contrast 

e.tween the spirit of exhilaration and opti­
mism found in the Soviet Union and the 
oeneral se f · · d · t n . nse o msecunty an anxie y 
foun? In capitalist countries. Both men were 
conVI~ced that the Soviet Union held out 
t~e highest hope for a regeneration of man­
ki~d, and both were immensely impressed 
with the capacity of communism to arouse 
mass enthusiasm. But neither has ever 
wanted to identify himself completely with 

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 Western 
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 par~icipation 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 inHuence 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 activities 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. No 
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 and 
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 
~herefore imperialistic by definition. Noth­
Ing in the evolution of Russian communism 
seems to have suggested to l'vlr. 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 
the 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 obsenrer finds so puzzling in 
India's approach to foreign affairs ...• 
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Since the Tibetan crisis of 1950, J. B. Kripalani, an independent 
G?~dhian and a former Congress party president, has been a leading 
cnt1c. of selected aspects of Indian foreign policy. As shown in this 
readmg, he fully approves of many of the ideals and obiectives of non­
a~ignment_an~ounced by the Indian government and its supporters. What 
d1sturbs h1m IS the relation of principles to practice in specific emergen­
cies and Prime Minister Nehru's China policy between 1950 and 1959. 
A many-sided commentator who has stimulated debates in the Indian 
:arliament and was reelected in the 1967 General Elections, Kripalani 
mterprets communism differently than do progressive Indian nationalists 
and his views of economic development conflict with those of the coun­
try's policy makers. His position within the Gandhian stream of Indian 
nationalism and his established reputation as a nonconformist make him 
one of the more creative interpreters of nonalignment. 

I N the present international circum­
. s_tances, India, following her basic 

pnnctples, 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 I~dian neutrality is not passive 
but dynam1c. 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. 

I~ spite of the fact that Independent 
India was new to international diplomacy, 
her prestige in international affairs was 
som_ehow ~igh, especially among Asio­
Afnc~n nations. This was due in part to 
the. s_Ize 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 

human. Though Western democracies 
mouthed the same principles, they we~e 
suspect, since they still held in an iron ~np 
the remnants of their empires. The U mted 
States was not imperial in the West Eu~o­
pean sense, but it was thought to dest.re 
domination of other nations through 1ts 
economic power. Its good faith was further 
suspect because of its alliances with impe­
rialistic democracies and with non-Commu­
nist totalitarian and military regimes whose 
actions it could not control. The doctrine 
recently enunciated by President Eisen­
hower of "filling the vacuum" created by 
the dwindlino inHuences of England and 
France in West Asia caused further dis­
trust of American political motives. Bot? in 
Korea and Indochina the Western natwns 
supported what Asians considered reactio_n­
ary regimes. Naturally, therefore, . Asto-
African nations looked to free Indta for 
sympathy, support and gui~ance. T~eir 
representatives in the Umted NatiOnS 
often consulted their Indian colleagues be­
fore making up their minds about policy 
decisions. 
Foreign Affairs, 38 (October 1959), 47-52, selec 

From J. B. Kripalani, "For Principled Neutrality," 
tions. Reprinted by pennission. 
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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.1 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.] 

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 II. 

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 Kanna2 is inexorable. 

Let us take the example of the China-

2 Hinduism's concept of SJ:liritual 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 
~!aims. If she had, her own struggle for 
mdependence would have had little justifi­
catio~. So it was, then, that immediately 
after mdependence 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 
?ub~cd us "the running dogs of imperial­
Ism. I a~ afraid we yielded to the usual 
Coi?mumst bullying tactics and allowed 
Chma a_ ~ree hand in Tibet. Perhaps we 
were m1smformed by our representative 
there about the nature of Chinese Commu-

. a H 
~~sm. _owever that may be, we had no 
nght to giVe our conscience a sop by taking 
r~fuge under the historic right of suzer­
amty :laimed by Communist China. This 
h~zeramty, as we know, or as students of 

lstory we ought to have known, was im­
posed upon Tibet by powerful imperial 
coun1tries but was never accepted by the 
peop e or rulers of Tibet. 
I Lh\ question often asked is, what could 
n a ave done? We could not possibly 

go to war on this issue· but the alternative 
to war is not . ' . . . . W d acquiescence m InJUStiCe. e 
Fenounced the aggression of Britain, 
cJ~nce ~nd Israel against Egypt, but this 

. hnot mvolve us in war. Today we side 
~lt thb Algerian struggle for indepen­
_ence, ut this has not meant the cut-

tli?gh oFf our normal and friendly relations 
Wlt ranee A . . . · cqmescence m aggress1on 
a~ounts to appeasement, which merely 
w ets the appetite of the aggressor, as was 
seen at the time of Munich. England was 
not prepared for war with Hitler. But 
Chamberlain's mistake was to acquiesce in 

3 The reference is to K. M. Panikkar, India's Am­
hass_ad~r to China during the 1950 Tibetan crisis. 
[Editors 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 governmen~, 
within their own borders, whatever the1r 
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 see if 
the new regime 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. Ev~n 
though we were assured that, unlike Sov1~t 
Russia, Communist China was democratiC 
and progressive, we should have kno_wn 
that a regime that insists on unjust histoncal 
rights, derived from previous governments 
which it considered imperialist and reac­
tionary, cannot be liberal or progressive. !n 
their international affairs the Commumst 
regimes 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 regime was, or should 
pave 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 Pmzchsl1eel, 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: "\Vhere 
freedom is menaced or justice threatened, 
or where aggression takes place, we onnot 
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 I 
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 alithors 
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 mav be sure that 
such utterances by us, u~supported 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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pies 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 deny 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. 

The same applies to other principles of 
Pa~chsheel. One cannot respect the sov­
er~Ignty of imperial nations over their col­
omes, yet international law recoonizes it as 
~fact. T~e independence of n~ions must 
b recognized and realized before there can 

e peaceful coexistence or mutual respect 
0~ each other's sovereignty. The Panch­
~ eel principles are not moral imperatives 
. at ca~ be adhered to unilaterally. In 
mternat10nal ff · I . . I h a aus, even mora pnncip es 

ave no unilateral application; much less 
canl.Panchsheel, which depends upon mu-
tua Ity of riohts a d bl" . I . th 
f ~::> n o Igatwns. t IS ere-
ore no wond h . . . N er t at recently while on a 

VIht to epal the Indian Prime Minister 
w en 9uestioned about Panchsheel was 
constramed to say 1·n eff t 'Wh . 
P 1 h , ec, ere1s 

anc zs eel? It cannot b k d . h . e wor e m t e 
present International situation. It has be­
come merely a slogan." 
~hen all nations believe in war, in the 

ultimate, as the solvent of international 
problems, there is :omething to be said in 
favor of the doctnne of "brinkmanship " 
enunciated by the late Secretary of Stat~, 
Mr. Dulles. As a matter of fact this is no 

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 sing!chandcdly. 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 co~­
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 (ultimately it will corne to 
that), they will impair their independence. 
Further, they believe that if more nations 
are linked in military alliances there is a 
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 arc 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 '\Vest Asian 
troubles. In any case, regional military 
pacts weaken the standing and authority 
of the United Nations. 

The underdeveloped Asia-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 takino risks. 
To suppose that right conduct, whefher in 
t~e i?dividual or the group, involves no 
nsks 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 fioht. In Europe, West and East, I 
have be~n 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 diffi­
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 bee'n 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 
fro_m thei_r 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 
not forget contemporary facts.' Whatever 
the world has suffered and is suffering from 
overseas imperialism, we cannot ignore the 
fact that, for whatever reasons or on what­
~ver prete~t, a new variety of imperialism 
a~ made Its appearance. It nibbles at its 

neighb?rs and swallows them. It waits for 
some time b . f I d' . • ne or ong accor mg to cir-
cumstances t h . . I 
h • o pounce on ot er victims. t 

as not the · f b . d . h ment o emg emocrauc even 
:t orne. In a Western country the exis-
ence of democracy at home mitigates to 

some extent th . f d . . . 
I . I e ngors o its ommatwn m 

co oma ] d I an s. n England Labor as a 
padrty, and some of its leader~ individually, 
a vocated d . f . I d' 
Ul . emocratic re arms m n 1a. 

timate] h L 
0 d y, t e abor Party not only sup-h rte the cause of Indian independence 
~t negotiated on that basis. In Commu-

mst count · h bl' . . nes t ere can be no vocal pu IC 
opmwn aga · h . . 
N . mst t e1r aggression or tyranny. 

ot a smole · . d ld b . d . 1:> Voice was raise or cou e 
rais~ m Communist Russia or China 
agamst the agwession in Hungary or Tibet 
and the atrocities committed in these hap­
less and helpless lands. Within democratic 
France there is a section of socialists and 
the whole bloc of Communists who advo­
cate ~lgerian independence. (In non-Com­
mumst 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 economy, 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 
w~ich the Indian foreign policy of non­
alignment is based are correct. Thev 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 lessenino of 

. I o internatwna tension. It is in details of 
diplomacy that our foreign policy has been 
weak and has sometimes oone wrono. Our 

0 0 
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 
India's independent foreign policy. It raises doubts about the Indian 
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. 

,..........,ERE is no reason for anyone in the .l Hfree 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-

~emer Levi, "Necrology on Indian Neutralism," Eastern World, 17 (February 1963), 9-11. Re­
prmted 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 inauence 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
v.ided considerable psychological satisfac­
b.ons 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 
~any problems. Too much of India's plan­
bmg and development activity proceeded 
.e~on~ the people's understanding or par­
~ICipatwn. The leaders failed too often to 
1llvo!ve the masses physically and emotion­
~.J In the national construction work. They 

1 • not arouse the enthusiasm for social 
~ctifn and civic contribution which sud­
£1 en Y appeared in the fall of 1962 as the 
. rsl~ reaction to Chinese aggression. Iron­
Ich. Yh the feeling of unity and nationhood, 
~ Ic Mr. Nehru had tried so hard for so 
.ong to instil by appeal to reason and self-
1J:erest, finally came as the result of that 
~ e~omenon he had condemned so often as 
.edtrimental to peace: opposition to an out-

SJ e ene Th th f . my. ere was, however, more to 
a ~ mlure of neutralism than to stir leaders 
T~e people" into a concerted national effo~t. 
in b ·tttack from China demonstrated Its 
C a 1. Ity to ful£.1 its foremost purpose in 
reatmo " . 

M ~::> an area of peace" for India. 
t any reasons can account for this unfor-
unate res l Th . . 
b u t. ere were misconceptiOns 

a out th . . . e potentialities of the present en-
e_my an{ the character of international rela­
twds. ~ere were misreadings of history 
an . a misunderstanding of the nature of 
socwty. 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 aaws 
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 plac~. 
Up to that point, neutralism applies. Th1s 
manipulation of force was, of course, a great 
encouragement to a potential aggressor .. A 
neutralist would deny that the possession 
of force can serve as a deterrent. Yet, by 
admitting the possibility of aggression an.d 
justifying defence by force, the neutralist Is 
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 national 
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. ~ecame in~epe?dent of 
the objective conditions to which It '~as to 
be applied in the real world. Indeed, It was 
designed to produce another, a better world; 
thouoh what this different world would be 
like ~r 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 transformation 
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 teachmg 
an example. Yet, througl~ this appr?~ch 
India rnanreuvered herself mto the position 
of ignoring the context of international 
politics which would nevert?eless deter­
mine the reliability of neutrahsm as a to_ol. 
As a consequence, she overlooked the pomt 
when the usefulness of neutralism was 
ended and a switch in strategy was indi­
cated. This deception was strengthened 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 con£lict and vio­
lence. War then comes because it is ex-

pected. "If you lay stress on war corning," 
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 
~heme and have often refused to participate 
m condemnatory resolutions or criticism of 
other nations as achievino nothino more 
h . 0 0 

t an an mcrease in tension and animosity. 
Quite lo~ic_ally 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 ~ntil actual violence was used. Any 
preparation for defence was berated if it 
included the joining of forces by several 
states, because, the neutralists aroued such 

0 ' 
~eas~res would only provoke counter-com-
bmab.ons, 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 conHict of interests threatening 
to deteriorate into violence. The criticism 
was in line with the theory of neutralism in 
which somehow conHict 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 
~olicy 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 
concemed to gain influence in international 
councils; it seemed more often to affect the 
c:iteria .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 
B~e negotiation in the solution of their con-

lets. But this was taking a narrow view of 
~ower, almost in the sense of force exclu-
Siveh• It . d h . . . b 

1 • Ignore t at m negotiatiOn e-
tween groups in conflict over clashing inter­
~~ts, before compromise is reached, each 
thsputant carefully evaluates the power of 
1.e ?ther. The element of power is never 

e u~unated, and cannot be. The most any 
SOCiety c h . . . b" tr f an ope to do 1s to ebmmate ar I-

arya· orce and violence in the solution of 
con Ict b B 
th Y properly organising them. ut 
I .e ~eutrahsts hope to diminish, if not to 

e Immat h [ d] 
V . I e t e use of power, force, an 

10 ence in th · · · 1 b e InternatiOnal soCiety a so y 
anlf~ppeal to rationality and "enlightened" 
se -mtere t If "1 h , ld b s · these could preva1 , t ere 
'"ou e a . . h . d 

f recogmtwn t at compromise an 
peace ul beh · 1 · t f . av10ur arc t 1c reqmremen s o 
natiOnal se]fi 1 . h s 1ness Jtself. There are, ow-
ever, many weaknesses in this argument. 
Me~ are not rational only. It is futile to 
enVJsage 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 unconcemed 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 of 
force. This was the arduous task India had 
taken on as a neutralist. 

There are two major prerequisites for the 
successful performance of such a role. ~he 
first is that the mediating state has standmg 
with the contestants because it is influential 
for some reason. This means that the state 
is a mediator not because of its disinterest­
edness so much as for its power position in 
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 



Misconceptions of International Politics 37 

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 P?wer, to wh~ch 
the neutralist state has contnbuted nothmg 
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 neutralism 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, t~e corol­
lary change in the use of ~eutrahs.m as a 
tool did not take place, With detnmental 
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 establish a politi­
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
tion. The topography of the frontier region 
made any attack impossible, it was thought, 
and China could not afford aggression in 
any case because she needed her resources 
for internal developments. China's military 
adventures were belittled as excusable aber­
rations from the norm: Korea was a defen­
sive move and Tibet was achieving a proper 
end with wrong means. Behind these ra­
tionalizations lay the deeper conviction that 
"power politics" was a European legacy 
unacceptable to any Asian. The nations of 
Asia were believed constitutionally unable 
to share in the evils of international politics 
originating in the West. This, Mr. Nehru 
once maintained, could not be understood 
by the Western nations, for they lacked the 
necessary "subtlety." The violent history of 
Chinese expansionism from Confucius on­
ward; the bloody foundation of the Mongol 
empire; the long tradition of Japanese im­
perialism; the centuries-old factional strife 
and struggles and utter cruelties of the 
Himalayan peoples could never disabuse 
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the Indian neutralists of the prejudice that 
violence and expansionism are phenomena 
of Western societies, rather than human 
weaknesses. 

When none of the usual rationalizations 
seemed to excuse China's attack on India, 
Mr. Nehru was utterly surprised. He just 
did not think they would do such a thing, 
he confessed. He promised an investigation 
of the reasons for India's weakness and fired 
Mr. Menon as defence minister. Yet his 
~-arm prai~e of the Soviet Union for prom­
Ismg contmued military aid and his cool 
thank-yous to the United States, Britain, 
Canada, and Australia which delivered the 
aid, may have showed that he was still 
hankering after a neutralist policy. It obvi­
ously was an unacceptable argument to him 
~hat the \~eakness of India began probably 
m the mmds of men who did not realize 
that_ neutralism had rendered its maximum 
s~rvic~ to India and that changing condi­
tiOns m the world made a chanoe in politi­
~~kstr~tegy mandatory. This is ~11 the more 
b1 cu t to_ understand as India herself had 
. eenh fioutmg many facets of neutralism as 
In t e f G ' . cases 0 oa, Hyderabad and Kash-
~Ir. By not applying it when India's na­
~oda~ Interests were involved, she herself 

a rought the evidence that it was not 
b~sled opn eternally and generallv valid prin-
C!p es. erhaps ' .. 

I. some vague recogmtion that neutra Ism rna d . 
t b . Y un er certam circum-s ances e Imp f 1 d 

Indi ' . b" . rae Ica ' an an awareness of 
. a_s ma Ihty to live up to the moral 

pnnciples she applied to others as she be­
ca~~ gr~dually more involved in world 
po It~c_s, ed Mr. Nehru to diminish his ad­
~omtw~s to the world for more morali in 
mtematwnal affairs If th tyh 

1. . ' · ere was sue a 
rea Izatwn, it never went f h 

roduce b . ar enoug to 
P . , a . asic change in the strategy of 
India s foreign policy. 

Ther_e can be no disagreement with the 
~eutralist ~osition that a change in methods 
IS needed If peace is to be preserved. But 
there can be argument about what the new 
methods ought to_ be and, especially, how 
they can be substituted. It is fine to advo­
cate moral principles and better methods 

~of human relations which promise an im­
provement of the international society. But 
to try to apply them or, especially, to expect 
other nations to try them and to hope for 
immediate usefulness, when they have no 
relation to the prevailing system, can b~ 
and has now proved to be fatal. The tradi­
tional methods are an integral part of the 
system in which they function. ~hey fit 
into an environment, no part of wluch can 
easily be changed radically or abrupt~y. Mr. 
Nehru himself has on many occasiOnS re­
gretted the difficulty of social change, 
though he did not draw the full co~se­
quences from his knowledge for his fore1gn 
policy. Moral principles and methods of 
social relations have functions to perform 
relative to their society. When the dichot­
omy between them and the habits of the 

d . f · al society become too great, the IS unctiOn_ 
principles and methods will give _way-: m 
the case of India they did so at a high pnce. 
By applying principles and methods w~ich 
were premature in the international soCiety, 
India has not rendered any service to t_hat 
improvement of the international society 
which she rightly points to as the great need 
of mankind. Had she more modestly treated 
neutralism as a strategy, she might ~ave 
anticipated China's aggressive intentiOns 
and prepared for them. China, alwa~s cau­
tious, might not have attacked India ~ny 
more than she has so far any other nauon 
on her borders which is protected by an 
alliance. Perhaps it is too much to expect 
India to adhere to all the aspects of neu­
tralism in the face of aggression and prove 
her case by becoming a martyr for h~r 
cause- and it would certainly not be ~n 
the interest of the free world that she did 
so. But to admit belatedly, under attack, t?e 
invalidity of many assumptions and pnn­
ciples of neutralism and to make an attempt 
to catch up to where the other "evil" na­
tions have always been, namely armed to 
the teeth and allied for greater strength, 
lays her open to the criticism of shortsight­
edness and naivety in failing to provide for 
India's security and survival. Neutralism 
then turns out to be not a major contribu-
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tion to a more peaceful world or even only 
a peaceful India, but tool of statecraft that 
is risky and was mishandled. Hopefully, 
Indians and other neutralist nations may 

learn that lesson. Hopefully also, the shock 
suffered by the Indian people may produce 
a national effort with beneficial results last­
ing far beyond the present occasion. 

Illusions of the Nehru Bequest 

MICHAEL EDWARDES 
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the author of Asia in the European Age and The Last Years of British 
India. In this selection, he interprets the problems of India's foreign 
policy inherited by lal Bahadur Shastri's government and considers its 
efforts to manage issues during the first few months after Nehru's death 
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effective policies to deal with China, national defense needs, the great 
powers, or the underdeveloped community. The basic fault is that Nehru's 
bequest is unsound. In addition, India's nuclear potential is considered. 
Edwardes concludes on a pessimistic view of India's post-Nehru scene. 

I N a maiden speech in the lower house 
of the Indian Parliament in August 

1963, that maverick of Indian politics, Dr. 
Rammanohar Lohia, produced a pungent 
definition of India's foreign policy. "One 
minister of this government," he claimed, 
"clings to the United States, another to 
Russia, and the magician tries to hold the 
balance by his charm. They call this 'non­
alignment'." It was not a bad definition of 
India's foreign policy in the twilight of the 
age of Nehru and it is not without perti­
nence today, when the magician is dead and 
his apprentice, Lal Bahadur Shastri, is try­
ing desperately to make some of the old 
spells work once again. 

But the quality of spells, like foreign 
policies and gourmet dishes, depends very 
much upon the availability of the essential 
ingredients. From India's point of view, 
some of the most important have disap­
peared altogether since 1962. In spite of 
this, there still seems to remain among 

Nehru's successors a touching, and perhaps 
naive, faith in the legacy of the master. 
Mr. Shastri and his ministers repeat the 
incantatory word "non-alignment" with in­
creasing frequency as they come to recog­
nise the complexity of India's foreign rela­
tions. In his first public speech as Prime 
Minister last June, Mr. Shastri affirmed 
that "non-alignment will continue to be the 
fundamental basis of our approach to world 
problems and our relations with other 
countries." \Vhen he arrived in London in 
December 1964 for talks with the British 
Prime l\tlinister, he went even further and 
reiterated that there would be "no devia­
tion'' from the lines of policy laid down by 
Mr. Nehru. This would be all very well if 
these lines had any clear definition, which 
they have not, or if "non-alignment" meant 
something more than just the absence of 
formal treaties of alliance between India 
and other countries. 

"Non-alignment" is no longer the dirty 

From Michael Edwardes, "Illusion and Reality in India's Foreign Policy," International Affairs, 41 
(January 1965), 48-58. Reprinted by permission. 



40 MICHAEL EDWARDES 

word it was in the time of John Foster 
Dulles, but its rise to respectability has 
made it no more meaningful of definition. 
This is partly the fault of its creator, who 
obscured it with the diffuse rhetoric so 
characteristic of his later years, but it is 
mainly attributable to the legion of com­
mentators, both journalistic and academic, 
who have sought to erect a whole ideo­
logical system around its slender core. The 
original premises upon which "non-align­
men(' was founded, however, were sensible 
and precise and- for the very reason that 
they no longer exist- it is worth clearing 
away some of the debris which has been 
allowed to obscure them. Furthermore, it is 
difficult to grasp the nature of India's pres­
ent predicament and that of her new leaders 
without some understanding of the real 
nature of the leoacy bequeathed to them 
by Nehru. t> 

· . · · Long before independence was 
achieved, Nehru had decided that the fun­
damental task of the government of India 
was to raise the standard of living of the 
mass of the people. This meant that as 
much as possible of the country's revenue 
had to . be earmarked for bringing about 
~conomic and social change. At this time 
It W ' as not unreasonable to assume that 
tpart from the sterling balances held i~ 
l:ch~on and a possibility of foreign loans, 

would have to finance her own proo­
ress. It was therefore essential to cut out ~s 
~ch non-productive expenditure as pos­
~ f e. The most obvious candidate was the 

e ence budget. The problem, however 
was not so much to reduce the money spen~ 
fn tte Indian armed forces as to keep the 
hve fof expenditure from increasing, and 

ere oreign policy could play an essential 
pahrt. With this in mind Nehru evolved 
w at · h ' f mig t be called the doctrine of de-
:nce by friendship, a basically pragmatic 

VIew which also appealed to him on other 
grounds. 

Having got rid of the British, Nehru 
could not for domestic reasons enter into 
any close formal alliance with the one-time 
colonial Power, although by sentiment he 

remained romantically attached to Britain. 
He knew that Britain, or at least her politi­
cal leaders, retained a similar romantic at­
tachment to India. These sentiments could 
be satisfied if India stayed in the Common­
wealth, and there were also certain real ad­
vantages for her in doing so. In the case 
of the United States and the Soviet Union, 
both had been friendly to India during her 
struggle against the British and there was 
certainly no reason to fear that either coun­
try would wish to interfere in India'~ d.o­
mestic affairs. The enemies- if any did m 
fact exist- were the old European colonial 
Powers, but Nehru believed that the proc­
ess of decolonisation begun by the transfer 
of power in India would take its course and 
that Britain's example of withdrawal would 
be followed by others. 

There were, of course, indications that 
all might not be well- the French retum~d 
to Indochina and the Dutch to Indonesia. 
There were also signs in the ~orld at. large 
that the euphoria of the wartime alhances 
against the fascist dictatorships had evap_?­
rated. "The interest of peace," Nehru s~11d 
in the same speech of December 1947, 

is more important (than short-sighted self-in­
terest) because if war comes everyone £uffers, 
so that in the long-distance view, self-inte~est 
may itself demand a policy of co-oper~uon 
with other nations, goodwill for other natiOns, 
as indeed it does demand. 

These danger signs, however,, did ~ot 
affect the basic premise of Nehru s for.Cign 
policy. The size of the Indian army neither 
protected nor endangered world peace. But 
decaying international harm~ny waul~ de­
mand from India more than JUSt a smile of 
friendship. Positive involvement in world 
affairs would be needed. Such a prospect 
held out an immense appeal for Nehru. 
Convinced, quite rightly, that external 
peace was fundamental to India's internal 
progress, he looked more and more to the 
manipulation of world events as the field of 
his activity. 

The rest of India's leaders, from ministers 
in Delhi down to the lowliest Congress 
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member, were happy to leave it to Nehru. 
Before independence he had been the archi­
tect of Congress "foreign policy," the only 
one of the nationalist leaders who had done 
any thinking about the problems which 
would have to be faced in India's external 
relations when freedom came. After inde­
pendence, Nehru was encouraged to con­
tinue in this role, and, as world affairs 
became more confused, he tended to turn 
away from India's growing domestic prob­
lems towards wider issues not directly re­
lated to Indian self-interest. There is some 
justification for saying that India did not 
have a foreign policy, but Nehru did. No 
other democratic prime minister has ever 
had such a free hand in the formulation 
and execution of his country's foreign 
policy, supported by an organic lack of in­
terest among other political leaders. The 
consequences of this abdication of respon­
sibility are now becoming obvious. 

Although she was subjected to criticism 
and abuse, India did not suffer for Nehru's 
single-minded attachment to the cause of 
impartial friendship and world peace. As 
the gulf between the Soviet Union and the 
United States increased, great efforts were 
made by both countries to persuade Nehru 
to forsake the path of non-alignment. India 
received foreign aid from both sides for her 
economic programmes. Nehru's stand won 
for her the respect of the newly indepen­
dent countries of Africa and Asia, gratified 
that one of themselves could speak on equal 
terms with the two Great Powers. Unfor­
tunately, Nehru took this respect to mean 
acceptance of India as leader of the non­
aligned nations. He believed that the inter­
ests of the former colonial teJ;ritories were 
identical, that out of their anti-colonial 
struggle had emerged a community of suf­
fering which transcended national divi­
sions. This was a major error. Respect for 
Nehru- the world statesman- remained, 
but his claim to know what was best for 
other countries was publicly rejected at the 
Bandung conference of 1955, at which 
Communist China assumed the major role. 

It then became apparent that India had 

come to occupy a special place which could 
not be identified as being either with the 
"haves" or the "have nots." The mediatory 
role which Nehru had made so particularly 
his own was, in fact, leading India into 
isolation. It is probable that Nehru recog­
nised this, and that his outspoken criticisms 
of the Anglo-French action against Egypt 
and his silence over the crushing of the 
Hungarian revolution by the Soviet Union 
were an attempt to regain a posture of anti­
imperialism already irretrievably lost. The 
isolation of Nehru's India from what has 
come to be called the "third world" was, 
ironically enough, increased by the chang­
ing attitude of the United States and the 
Soviet Union towards "non-alignment." 
Nehru had consciously claimed for India­
and had himself played- a special role in 
international affairs. Acceptance by the two 
major "have" Powers now eroded any im­
plied Indian claim to represent the revolu­
tionary mood of the newly emerging na­
tions. In fact, Nehru had created for India 
an international persona vvhich was not 
congruent with her actual status as an 
underdeveloped country. This statement is 
by no means intended to diminish Nehru's 
very real contributions to world peace­
during the Korean and Indo-Chinese wars 
for example- but only to emphasise that 
these were personal rather than national 
achievements and that their verv success 
created grave problems for Nehru's suc­
cessors. 

Coincident with the change in India's 
relationships with the "third world" a 
breach was also being made in the doctrine 
of defence by friendship, which continued 
to pay off in relations with the Western 
Powers and the Soviet Union, but which 
failed in the case of Communist China. 
Again Nehru had assumed, despite evi­
dence to the contrary, that the very experi­
ence of achieving freedom created an indis­
soluble friendship between those who had 
gone through the ordeal. He also believed 
that the problems of India's northern fron­
tiers, which had so much occupied the 
rulers of British India, were products of the 
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imperial connection and that they had dis­
appeared with the last British troops and 
administrators. In fact, independent India 
did not even bother to administer the whole 
of her northern border areas. When it was 
discovered that China was already in occu­
pation of territory in the northwest which 
India claimed to be legally hers, Nehru's 
sense of betrayal was so profound that he 
accepted bellicose advice from army officers 
and others which could do nothing but lead 
to military confrontation between India and 
?e~ far more powerful neighbour. Again, 
It Is possible to see in what followed a ter­
rible consequence of the abdication of for­
eign policy responsibility by other Indian 
leaders. With the Chinese invasion of the 
North-East Frontier Agency in the autumn 
of 1962, the premises as well as the super­
s~cture of Nehru's foreign policy lay in 
ruins. 

When it became obvious that the Indian 
army on the north-east frontier was being 
overwhelmed, appeals for military aid were 
made to the United States Britain and the 
Soviet Union. The first ~wo replied with 
welcome promptitude. The third was not 
pressed, because India believed that the 
~~iet, Union was in a position to restrain 
d" Ina s aggressive intentions. Many In-
_Ians, in fact, still believe that it was Rus­
~n persuasion that made the Chinese with­
Asaw before they reached the plains of 

sam. It is doubtful whether Nehru 
~~ed with this view; the day before the 
to ~~e. withdrew he appealed desperately 
b ntam and the United States for 15 
c~~ber squadrons to attack the advancing 

Ihese troops. Forunately, his appeal did 
~0~ bve to be answered, for if the answer 
d a b een affirmative there is very little 
I ~u t that sending the aircraft would have 
e I to the outbreak of a third world war. 

b n Nehru's appeal, there seems to have 
een an element of panic and unawareness 

of the probable consequences, but behind it 
lay a fundam_ental misinterpretation of the 
nature of Chmese intentions. There seems 
no question ~hat these were strictly limited, 
and that no mvasi.on of the plains of India 

was ever contemplated by the Chinese ..•• 
The 1962 Indian view of Chinese intentions 
is still officially held by the government of 
Mr. Shastri, though, since the explosion of 
China's nuclear bomb, India's appeal for 
air support has been transformed into one 
for a "nuclear umbrella"- a request fraught 
with even more danger than the original. 

Revelation of India's weakness eroded 
Nehru's personal stature, which had already 
been somewhat tattered, in VI/estern eyes 
at least, by the occupation of the Portu­
guese Indian possessions in 1961. The 
sudden enlargement of India's armed forces, 
and the mushrooming of expenditure on 
weapons which resulted from the Chinese 
attack, soon destroyed the practical basis of 
Nehru's policies. The initiative towards a 
resolution of the Sino-Indian dispute was 
taken by a group of "non-aligned" nations. 
Indian policy itself was- and to an alarm­
ing extent still is- in a state of drift. Until 
his death in May 1964, Nehru produced no 
new model for India's foreign policy under 
these changed circumstances. Almost for the 
first time in the history of independent 
India, other people- some of them near the 
top of the political leadership- began 
rather belatedly to consider for themselves 
the problems of India's external relations, 
but any attempt to initiate radical changes 
in Indian foreign policy was impossible 
while Nehru remained at the head of the 
government. And although his death re­
moved that obstacle it also reasserted- by 
a sort of retrospective deification- ~e 
canonical standing of his views on foreign 
polici 

It could hardly have been expected that 
Nehru's successors should attempt any rad­
ical reversal of his policy within a few 
months of the master's death, but there is 
little indication that a more empirical atti­
tude to foreign policy decisions has been 
developing. In fact, some of the principal 
illusions of the Nehru era are still very 
much in evidence. 

One of these illusions concerns the "spe­
cial relationship" believed to exist between 
India and Britain. One might call it an 
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alignment of sentiment reinforced by nos­
talgia, for it has little or no meaning in 
terms of military and economic power. In­
dian leaders are fully aware that Britain is 
no longer capable of playing a decisive role 
in world affairs. Nevertheless, the senti­
ment remains and its positive expression in 
the political, economic and even social life 
of India is obvious to any visitor today. 

Unfortunately, though Britain should be 
proud of India's friendship, there are dan­
gerous marg!nal effcc~,s for. both c~untri.~; 
Britain's clmm to a special relatiOnship 
with the United States is given rather more 
weight in India than the position actually 
warrants. Indians, for all their dependence 
upon America in matters of defence, food 
imports and financial aid, are still rather 
distrustful of American policy in Asia. 
India's present leaders still cherish the illu­
sion that Britain's interests in South Asia 
are the same as India's, and that the United 
States recognises Britain's "special role" in 
the area and respects it to the extent of 
listening to her opinions. This Indian view 
has, regrettably, been shared by successive 
British oovernments and there are no signs 
of a m~re realistic attitude from the new 
Labour administration, which seems to trea­
sure old nostalgias even more than its prede­
cessors. In fact, it would be more in India's 
interests if Mr. Shastri were to try to per­
suade Mr. Wilson that Britain no longer 
exercises quasi-imperial responsibilities in 
the Indian Ocean and the Bay of Bengal, 
and that abandonment of the large, static 
and fundamentally obsolescent bases of 
Aden and Singapore would be to the mu­
tual advantage of both Britain and India.1 

The foreign exchange no longer earmarked 
for east of Suez would give Britain a much 
healthier balance of payments position, and 
part of the money saved might be given to 
India in the form of direct defence aiel. 

Another residuary illusion, and one of 
far more consequence than the state of rela-

1 Since the publication of Edwardes' article, the 
British government has announced its intention to 
end or reduce its military strength east of Suez. 
[Editor's note.] 

tions bet1.veen Britain and India, concerns 
the position of the Soviet Union. Certainly 
there is no real basis for the assumption fre­
quently expressed in Indian official circles 
that, in the case of a mnjor conflict between 
India and China, the Soviet Union would 
openly and materially support India. At 
the moment there is not even any real as­
surance that the new Russian regime will 
honour the commitments made by l\1r. 
Khrushchev to supply supersonic fighters 
and other war material to India.:! It is most 
unlikely that the Soviet Union will repu­
diate this arms agreement, but she may 
deliver so slowly as to make the agreement 
ineffective. There is a precedent for this 
technic1ue even during Mr. Khrushchev's 
period of office, over the question of the 
production of MIG fighters in India. On 
the attitude of Mr. Khrushchev's successors 
only time will tell, but it would be most 
unwise of India to depend on a consistently 
pro-Indian line by Soviet leaders. There 
are too many imponderables, especially at a 
time when Soviet foreign policies may in 
fact be going through a radical reappraisal. 

The third illusion to which Nehru's suc­
cessors still seem quite irrationally to cling 
concerns India's position in the regard of 
the nations of the "third world." The posi­
tion had changed even before the Chinese 
invasion, and Mr. Shastri's lack of success 
at the Cairo conference [of neutralists] last 
September should have made it clear that 
there is very little sympathy for India 
amongst the so-called non-aligned nations. 

The reasons for this lack of sympathy are 
comparatively straight-forward. To begin 
with, there was already a gulf between 
India and the non-aligned nations, and this 
was reinforced by the proposition that India 
could no longer be classified as "a newly 
emerging country." This attitude has been 
further strengthened by the belief, fostered 
by the Chinese and by such leaders as 

2 After the above was written, Russia began to 
deliver aircraft and other materials to India prom­
ised before Khrushchev's ouster in 1964. In­
creased military aid to India came from Russia 
in 1965. [Editor's note.] 
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President Sukarno of Indonesia that the 
course of Indian freedom was ~ot revolu­
tionary in character, and that Indian na­
tionalists were not genuine anti-colonial 
~ghters but bourgeois politicians without 
mterest in the continuing anti-imperialist 
struggle .... 

Secondly, though they talk of "positive 
neutralism"- whatever that may mean­
African ~eaders are only prepared to act 
together m the United Nations on matters 
~hich do not directly affect their own na­
tJ~nal interests. A "community of negatives" 
With India- non-nuclear non-aligned and 
so ?n- has little or no a~peal. "Afro-Asian 
solidarity," though still carrying some prop­
~gand_a ~alue, must give way to purely na-

onahstJc aims in matters of fundamental 
c~ncern. It is not "non-alignment" that has 
t~Iumphed among the newly emerging na­
t~olls but a prickly, self-righteous and essen­
~~~ Y self-ce~tred nationalism. It _is . hard 
d . these nations to believe that India IS not 
a r~en by the same impulses as themselves, h they are most unwilling to swallow N ht they see as exhortations in the style of 

e ru, heavy with moral overtones which 
serve onl d" . . If . N h Y to Isgmse natiOnal se -mterest. 
co: as. Mr. Shastri any of the magician's 
in pulsJVe charm. There is a growing feel­
th g hrnongst the newly emerging nations 
rok . e will be unable to play as decisive a 

A 1.n World affairs as his predecessor. · · · 
rn . Side from the illusions, what now re­
ye~~~so of_ the foreign policy of India's first 
att h f Independence? There is firstly the 
rnaac rnent to "non-alignment." Since 1962, 
ha ny people both inside and outside India 
fo~ ~uggested that India should abandon 
reaso~ non-alignment. There seems no 
Hindus wh): she should. It is _sa~d t?at 
but beheve that everything IS 1llus10n 

act ·r h niq as I it were not. The same tee -
Ue can b b · r· d to n e, and in fact is emg, app 1e on-a]· 

India . 1g_nrnent. For all practical purposes, 
being 1~ ahgned with the United States by 
aoa1· ependent upon her for defence 

o nst . 
thouoh any new Chinese aggressiOn-
U .tod there is no formal obligation for the 

me St "d Th" . h 1" ates to go to India's ai · IS IS 
t e a Ignrnent of "who answers first to the 

cry for help" and is the linchpin of India's 
attitude towards China. But the absence of 
any formal treaty allows India to lea'":e a 
door a jar for the Soviet Union. It g1ves 
Indians the satisfaction of thinking that 
they have had to give up nothing in retur~ 
for everything. They have maintained their 
independence and honour by having some­
body else underwrite it. Such a judg11_1ent 
may seem harsh but it is incontroverti~lc;. 

There is the danger, however, that India s 
fear of China, and her concern with meth­
ods of countering military aggression: may 
dominate her thinking to the exclusiOn of 
less obvious but no less frightening threats 
to her integrity. When the Briti~h ruled 
India, they were so preoccupied w1th what 
they believed to be the Russian menace on 
the central and north-western borders that 
they were unprepared for the growth of 
political opposition inside India, or for the 
Japanese attack through the back door. 
Historical parallels are never exact but the 
situation is not, in essence, dissimilar today. 
The British thought themselves protected­
by the possession of Burma, Malaya and 
Ceylon, by British influence in Nepal, and 
naval dominance in the Persian Gulf­
from any threat to the other borders. of 
India. This condition no longer exists. 
These areas are no longer under the control 
of the Government of India. Furthermore, 
a threatening frontier moved inwards on 
both the eastern and western flanks when 
Pakistan was created. The present alterna­
tive to overt Chinese aggression in _the 
north is the subversion of India's neigh­
bours, and creeping aggression is probably 
a much more real danger in the long run 
than a massive Chinese invasion. To estab­
lish friendly relations with the countries on 
the marches of India, and possibly to fol­
low this with arrangements for mutual de­
fence, would certainly be a sensible though 
not necessarily infallible safeouard. 

Until recently, India's rela~ions with all 
these countries were, to say the least, cool. 
Since Mr. Shastri took office, however, he 
has adopted a realistic attitude towards 
India's neighbours which offers some r~as­
surance. The dangerous misunderstanding 
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with Nepal seems to have been settled. The 
question of Indian immigrants in Ceylon­
a sore that has been poisoning relations 
between the two countries for years- has 
been agreed, though hardly to India's or the 
immigrants' advantage. The expulsion of 
Indians from Burma has been accepted in 
the interest of future friendly relations. The 
initiative begun in Nehru's last months to 
arrive at some settlement of the perennial 
problem of Indo-Pakistani relations, though 
weakening, has not been entirely aban­
doned. If all this can be taken to indicate 
that India is recognising the parochiality of 
her interests- and implicitly rejecting 
Nehru's horizon-searching- then the In­
dian leaders may well be finding a way out 
of the thicket of indecision in which they 
have been confined. 

In the imperial past, Britain did not fear 
Chinese activity on India's northern bor­
ders for she knew that it was unnecessary 
to fight China in the cold wastes of the 
Himalaya. All that was needed was a show 
of force on the Chinese mainland. There 
is no doubt that many Indians have since 
comforted themselves with the thought that, 
should India once again seem to be in dan­
ger of being ove~whelmed by a Chinese 
invasion, the Umted States would firstly 
encourage an attack upon the Chinese 
mainland by the Nationalists in Formosa, 
and, secondly, would themselves release 
nuclear missiles against Chinese cities and 
other targets. There has, in fact, been con­
siderable pressure upon Mr. Shastri to ask 
for some such nuclear commitment from 
the Americans. The explosion of a sophis­
ticated nuclear device by the Chinese last 
October has increased that pressure as well 
as creating a new demand that India should 
organise her own nuclear defence. 

So far, Mr. Shastri has resisted both these 
demands. In the case of the first, any such 
commitment by the United States- even if 
that country were disposed to give it­
would necessitate a precise definition of the 
conditions under which the commitment 
would be effective. There is no doubt that 
the Americans would insist on the presence 
in India of an American mission to deter-

mine whether these conditions actually ex­
isted, and this could only lead to final 
abandonment of the position of non-align­
ment. This, in turn, would antagonise the 
Soviet Union, whom Indians still believe 
mioht restrain the Chinese from precipitat­
in: a situation which would inevitably lead 
to ~uclear hostilities. Mr. Shastri has there­
fore put forward a plan, the details of which 
have not been made public, for some sort 
of collective guarantee by the present nu­
clear Powers to the non-nuclear ones.3 The 
idea is as ingenious as it is unlikely of reali­
sation, for it would depend entirely upon 
how far and how openly the Soviet Union 
is prepared to oppose China .... 

No doubt Mr. Shastri's plan will receive 
consideration by the three principal nuclear 
Powers, if only because it has an immediate 
- though somewhat blurred - appeal. It is 
unlikely, however, to receive support from 
the other "non-aligned" nations, who do not 
see themselves threatened by the Chinese 
bomb. But Mr. Shastri cannot really wait, 
for chauvinistic pressures inside India are 
growing in strength and he may be forced 
to make a choice between abandoning non­
alignment in return for Western nuclear 
protection, or producing an independent 
nuclear weapon of his own. 

Mr. Shastri would prefer not to have to 
make the choice, but he cannot stand aside 
and do nothing. For the first time in the 
history of independent India, foreign policy 
decisions have become subject to strongly 
nationalistic domestic pressures. No ordi­
nary prime minister could resist a demand 
couched in terms of national survival. There 
can be no refuge in the excuse that India 
cannot afford a bomb of her mvn. India's 
defence budget over the next few years will 
exceed £700m. a year and a small-scale nu­
clear arms programme would add very little 
more. Arguments that India cannot afford 
even the present level of defence spending 
are undeniably sound, but they are not the 
kind to satisfy an inflamed public opinion. 

3 Whatever diplomatic soundings India made, by 
late spring 1967 it had not secured any public 
guarantee of the kind mentioned here. [Editor's 
note.] 
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The possession of nuclear weapons by 
India would offer more than just a symbolic 
deterrent to quiet the fears of the Indian 
public. There is one school of thought 
which sees, in an Indian bomb, the oppor­
tunity to establish a Sino-Indian version of 
that "balance of terror" which finally led to 
the thawing of the Cold War between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The 
Chinese leaders, the theorists reason, are 
old, and their messianic aggressiveness is a 
product of their limited experience of the 
outside world as well as a direct conse­
quence of the unique nature of their long 
struggle for power. As has happened in the 
Soviet Union, new and more reasonable 
men will replace them in the course of time. 
Furthermore, it is argued, with a nuclear 
deterrent India would not have to give up 
her political independence and could still 
reap the advantages of being committed 
formally neither to the West nor to the 
Soviet Union. 

An e~t~~sion of this thinking envisages 
~he possibility of re-establishing India's lost 
~ternational prestige. As the sixth nuclear 

ower, she could by right demand a seat at 
the top table. And as the only non-aligned 
~uc\ear Power, she would naturally assume 
t. e eadership of the other non-aligned na-
tiOns Ind· ld h I b · Ia cou open er own nuc ear 
~m bella over the countries that lie around 
~r orders. Above all she could if she 

WPisk~ed impose her o~n settlement on 
a Istan. :v these seductive possibilities are being 

se u ?usly canvassed amongst Mr. Shastri's 
~nemides. Mr. Shastri has very little to offer 
mstea He 1 I . dh "th 1. · can on y c aim a erence to 

. e mes of policy laid down by the late 
pnme ~inister," even though the premises 
on. which these lines were based no longer 
exi:t. There are certainly excuses for his 
attitude. There is the crippling weight of 
! 7 years of total reliance upon Mr. Nehru 
m. th~ field of foreign affairs. There is the 
comc1dence of a serious internal food crisis 
and the trau~a induced by the Chinese 
nuclear explosiOn. There are also serious 
differences within the ruling Congress 

party. In both domestic and international 
affairs, new situations have arisen and 
Nehru's book of spells offers no solutions. 
It is possible that Mr. Shastri is searching 
for a new policy while in the meantime 
clinging to the remnants of the old. But a 
recognition of the importance of India's 
neighbours, however welcome, and a plan 
for a nuclear guarantee, however ingenious, 
do not give much ground for hope that he 
has already found one. The Sino-Indian 
borders remain the major problem of Indian 
foreign policy, and the problem will not be 
solved- indeed it is only likely to be aggra­
vated- by playing around with some sort 
of nuclear deterrent, whether it be in the 
form of an Indian bomb or a guarantee 
from the major nuclear Powers. 

Though, in the unlikely event of re­
newed and massive Chinese aggression 
against India, the Western Powers would 
come to her aid, 1\llr. Shastri must recog­
nise their unwillingness to allow that prem­
ise to form the basis of India's attitude in 
her dispute with China. The decision to 
unleash a thermo-nuclear war, with all its 
terrifying consequences for the world, can­
not be allowed to rest with politicians in 
New Delhi. It is certainly not in India's 
interests that the assurance of massive pro­
tection against aggression should be allowed 
to sti8e the search for a genuine settlement 
of the border dispute with China. Mr. 
Shastri cannot rely either upon the "lines 
laid down by the late prime minister" ox 
upon the hope that something will tum up. 
The first are largely irrelevant and the sec­
ond is politically dangerous for Mr. Shastri 
himself. There is a pressing need for India 
to cut herself away from the past, to dis­
cover and put into effect new initiatives in 
foreign policy. As yet, there is little indi­
cation that Mr. Shastri and his advisen 
have recognised the urgency of the situa 
tion, or the necessity for an immediate anc 
radical reappraisal of India's fundamenta: 
interests. That this is so should be a matte 
for disquiet, not only in India but in Lon 
don, Washington and Moscow. 
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This reading argues for an end to India's self-denying policy on 
nuclear arms so that India may defend herself against the threat of 
China. Raj Krishna is an economist and a member of the editorial board 
of India Quarterly, published by the Indian Council of World Affairs. 
He believes that there is only one policy that will offer his nation security 
and influence. That policy is rooted in military and economic strength 
rather than ideology or philosophy. However, Krishna insists that he is 
as interested in world peace as any defender of nonalignment without 
atomic weapons. 

Although his viewpoint is exceptional among the members of India's 
political elite in and outside of the Indian government, it is an important 
criticism of both the conventional and the amended justifications of India's 
independent foreign policy which have always insisted that India must 
abstain from nuclear armaments and continue to work for their abolition 
in world politics. Raj Krishna, however, believes that nuclear arms and 
nonalignment are consistent and desirable for India and international 
peace. 

I N the national debate on defence policy, has a dogmatic ideology, which adds fuel 
sparked off by the Chinese bomb explo- to its nationalist fire, and gives it a messi­

sion [in October, 1964] alternative policies anic zeal and much strategic and tactical 
which are feasible in the situation that has skill. It uses, with great effectiveness, 
arisen must be argued out more clearly formal diplomacy, underground infiltra­
than has been done so far, so that the tion and subversion, frontal warfare, guer­
nation may make its final judgment on the rilla warfare and all the known techniques 
issue with full knowledge of the implica- of propaganda as complementary instru­
tions of every feasible policy. In this paper ments of policy. Being a totalitarian re­
I shall attempt to spell out and examine gime, it is not restrained by free public 
three major alternative policies which are debate or the wishes of the population­
being proposed by different sections of And, in spite of its so-called "isolation" 
public opinion: viz. _(i) the present _ _I_Jolicy, from normal, polite diplomacy and inter­
(ii) the policy of alignment and (m) the national society, it has won for itself enor­
acquisition of an "independent deterrent"; mous respect in the world because it has 
and indicate a fourth course that I would proved its determination to accumulate and 
myself prefer. use power and to pursue an independent 

The situation that we face has arisen policy in defiance of all the great Powers 
due to the nature of the present regime in of the world_ 
China, and its actual international conduct In its dealings with its neighbours the 
during the last few years. This regime is regime has furnished unmistakable evi­
currently possessed by an intensely ethno- dence of its hegemonistic designs- So far 
centric and expansionist nationalism- It as we are concerned, it has forcibly occu-

From Raj Krishna, "India and the Bomb," I11dia Quarterly, 21 (April-June 1965), 120-137, selec­
tions. Reprinted by permission. 
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pied Tibet, violated our borders at 42 
places, and seized nearly 15,000 square 
miles of our territory. 

It possesses the largest land army and 
militia in the world and the only atomic 
bomb in Asia. 

Confronted with such a regime it should 
be the axiomatic objective of Indian policy 
to try to balance its power. India alone can 
balance the power of Communist China in 
Asia, and she must do so not only in her 
own interest but also in the interest of all 
her neighbours in South Asia whose terri­
torial integrity and political independence 
and stability are threatened by Chinese 
policy. There can be little fruitful com­
munication with those who deny the need 
for balancing the power of China in Asia. 
For this denial can only be the expression 
of a compulsive neurosis to be ruled by 
others. 

It is true that, like all good concepts, 
the concept of a balance of power has been 
and can be abused. Defensive balancing 
can be a mere cover for, and may be esca­
lated into, offensive overbalancing. The 
?alancing nation can dominate small allies 
In the name of the containment of the big 
enemy. And the measurement of power is 
always likely to be vaoue. Nevertheless, 
the notion of a balance ;f power has a valid 
hard core. The unbalanced power of an 
expansionist nation is a real menace to 
which a genuinely defensive balancing is 
the only real answer in the absence of a 
real internationalisation of all power. 

India's frantic effort to increase its mili­
tary _rower to about 50 army divisions a~d 
50 air force squadrons, since her reverses m 
NEFA [North East Frontier Agency] two 
years ago, is an implicit acknowle~geme?t 
of the need for a military balance m ~sia, 
even_ .though this need is not admJt~ed 
explicitly in official statements on Indian 
foreign policy. 

It will, therefore be assumed here that 
every alternative p~licy that may be pro­
posed for India by anybody must have, ~nd 
does have, as its central aim, the balancmg 
of Chinese power. The differences between 

real alternatives available to India today 
are differences only in regard to the means 
to be adopted for realising this aim. 

The present policy of the Government of 
India is one alternative which must be 
considered. The main planks of this policy, 
as elaborated in recent official statements, 
may be summarised as follows. 
I. We shall remain non-aligned. 
2. We shall continue to build up our con­

ventional armed strength as rapidly as 
our resources permit, and seek the 
assistance of all the major Powers, the 
United States, Soviet Union, United 
Kingdom and France in doing so. 

3. (a) We shall organise world opinion, 
in the United Nations and out­
side, against the Chinese policy 
and try to isolate China. 

(b) We shall not lobby any more for 
the seating of Communist China 
in the United Nations, although 
we still want this in order that her 
behaviour may be more amenable 
to the discipline of world opinion. 

(c) We shall try to persuade all the 
nuclear Powers to guarantee the 
security of all non-nuclear natio 

· 1 b m agamst nuc ear lackmail or 
attack. 

4. Although we are capable of develo . 
nuclear devices, we refuse to dpmg 

0 so 
because 
(a) we are dedicated to peace· ... . f . , vve are 

workmg or umversal and ge I . d nera 
disakrmfame?t a~ll do~r capacity to 
wor or It WI Iminish if we 
enter the nuclear arms race· 

(b) we cannot afford nuclear' anna­
men~; we must concentrate on eco­
nomiC development; and 

(c) we are against the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons because it in­
creases the risk of war. 

Let us exami.ne the first three planks of 
the present pohcy to determine whether it 
is adequate for our security. I will consider 
the objections to atomic armament in a 
later section. 

This is not the place to discuss non-
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alignment at length but I would like to 
recall, from an earlier discussion, some 
observations on the military aspects of non­
alignment which are germane to the pres­
ent discussion. 

Non-alignment has obviously not been 
an assertion of military celibacy for, in fact, 
we have used our armed forces in defence 
of our interests in Kashmir, Goa and the 
Himalayas. Nor is it a refusal to enter an 
arms race: we have been and are engaged 
in a conventional arms race with Pakistan 
and China. Nor, again, is it a refusal to 
enter agreements to receive military aid 
from other nations, for we have in fact 
entered many such agreements. 

A distinction must be made between a 
complete military alliance or alignment, 
involving full reciprocal commitments in 
the event of aggression, and limited mili­
tary agreements to transfer military hard­
ware or even certain kinds of aid in the 
field in contingencies specifically men­
tioned in the agreements. 

In terms of this distinction the military 
siani~cance of the policy of non-alignment 
is 0 simply that it avoids a complete military 
alliance with any one Power in order to 
permit limited military agreements with all 
Powers. In the present situation, the chief 
merit of non-alignment is that it facilitates 
a build-up of our conventional forces with 
aid from many quarters. Facilitating our 
armament in this way was not the most 
important original inten~ion of the P?licy, 
but it has now become Its most chenshed 
advantage. Credit for this development 
must be given more to (i) the recent East­
West thaw and (ii) the Sino-Russian rift, 
than to the foresight of our policymakers. 

Thus the first plank of our present pol­
icy- that we shall continue to remain non­
aligned- means only that we like to fuel 
our armament from many camps. The ar­
rangement is desirable to the extent that .it 
keeps up an adequate Row of total assis­
tance. It creates, on the other hand, the 
problems of revealing our military needs 
and plans to everybody, co-ordinating ad­
vice from many sources, and using equip-

ment designed according to many different 
standards. But these problems are not in­
surmountable, if the total assistance is sub­
stantially large. 

It is important that we view non-align­
ment mainly as a convenient arrangement 
supporting our development and arma­
ment. We should stop pretending that it 
has some idealistic halo, if it ever had any. 
Opposition to colonialism and devotion to 
peace are not the exclusive concerns of the 
non-aligned. 

We must also admit that every non­
alignmentist, without exception, has been 
taking it for granted, consciously or uncon­
sciously, that the forces of some other 
Powers will come to India's aid if and 
when she is threatened by conventional 
forces far in excess of her own defensive 
capacity, or by nuclear blackmail or attack. 
In other words, non-alignment has always 
been, in reality, an informal, unstated, uni­
lateral alignment with unnamed Powers. 
When the threats to our security are as real 
as they are, this can by no means be de­
scribed as an adequate defence policy. And 
a state of such inarticulate but real depen­
dence on unknown Powers does limit our 
effective independence. 

Concerning non-alignment, then, our 
conclusion should be that while it does not 
stand in the way of a defence buildup, it is 
not by itself adequate to balance the power 
of China at all levels. If the defence sys­
tem we need is fully conceived, we can 
conclude a set of agreements with all 
Powers which gives us adequate security 
even within the framework of the present 
version of non-alignment .... 

Regarding the third plank of the present 
policy we must, of course, do what we can 
to mobilise world opinion against Chinese 
policy. But we have no reason to be very 
optimistic about the outcome of our efforts 
in this direction. We can perhaps get some 
vague and general resolutions passed in 
various international gatherings. But it 
would be folly to believe that these resolu­
tions will suffice to alter the basic Chinese 
policy- which is the only thing that really 
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matters for our security. Nor will the pass­
ing of resolutions alter the facts of power. 
Nations which subscribe to the resolutions 
will nevertheless maintain their basic re­
spect for the power of China, and try to 
come to terms with it in their own separate 
ways. For in international relations power 
commands much more respect than mere 
virtue. 

Similar reasoning applies to China's en­
try into the United Nations. We may not 
object to her entry. But we cannot be sure 
whether China is as keen to enter the 
United Nations as her sponsors assume. 
For by remaining out she has enjoyed an 
enormous freedom of action and built up 
considerable power and prestige for herself. 
Nor should anyone assume that mere entry 
in the United Nations will ensure a dras­
tic change in her behaviour. She may only 
use the United Nations as one more instru­
ment of her national policy as Stalin did. 

Much more concrete than the programme 
of .mobilising public opinion or getting 
Chma into the United Nations is a re­
cently announced proposal, to persuade the 
nuc~ear Powers to guarantee through the 
Un~ted Nations the security of non-nuclear 
natwns against nuclear blackmail or attack. 
This proposal, too, may be pursued for 
what it is worth. But as far as one can fore­
see, the four Western nuclear Powers are 
not .li~ely to be very enthusiastic about it, 
as It mvolves for them the incalculable 
commitment of plunging into a conllict 
~henever a non-nuclear country anywhere 
IS blackmailed or attacked. A joint guaran­
tee means automatic escalation. . . . 

Let us consider next the alternative of 
alignment with the United States, as pro­
posed by ~orne people. 
. The ahgnmentists assume that America 
IS prepared to make any commitment for 
?ur defence, if only we indicate our will­
mgness to enter into an alliance with her. 
But no one seems to have taken the trouble 
to find out exactly what the Americans are 
able and willing to do for us in different 
contingencies. Before we can even discuss 
the merits of alignment meaningfully, the 

Americans must be sounded at the highest 
levels as to the nature of their potential 
commitments for the defence of this coun­
try. The unilateral, wishful thinking of 
some people about America's capacity and 
willingness to defend us is no policy. 

The publicly known facts indicate a 
rather cheerless situation for these believers 
in alignment. The simple truth is that 
presently the Americans have no clear-cut 
China policy at all. They are bewildered 
as to how China might be contained .... 

The present China policy of the United 
States is indeed nothing more than a series 
of clumsy improvisations. The reasons for 
this lack of policy arc inherent in the pecu­
liar characteristics of the militarv situation 
in Asia. The Conventional Chinese mili­
tary doctrine is explicitly based on the prin­
ciple that Americans should be challenged 
at levels of warfare in which they (the 
Americans) are relatively weak and not at 
levels of warfare where they are strong. 
The Chinese also exploit the fact that it is 
not easy for the Americans to raise the level 
of warfare in Asia by their own choice. 
Moreover, by generating tensions on soft 
frontiers over a vast area, the Chinese can 
present Americans with the grim necessity 
of deploying forces on many fronts. 

The course of events in South Vietnam 
has demonstrated the effectiveness of the 
Chinese strategy. So long as the Chinese 
concentrate on infantry warfare and gue­
rilla warfare, it is always possible for them 
to get the defenders into a lono-drawn battle 
f 0 . 

o attrition. The alternative to gettmg 
caught in such a bog is full-scale war 
against regimes supported by China or 
China itself starting with the bombard­
ment of bases, sanctuaries and supply lines. 
But starting full-scale war against the Chi­
nese supported regimes has never been and 
will never be an easy decision for the 
United States. For it involves, inter alia, 
commitment of masses of Western infantry 
against the flood of Asian infantry- a pros· 
pect which evokes infinite horror in the 
Western mind. 

Nor is it easy to re,spond to infantry and 
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guerilla actions with massive, air bombing 
of the Chinese mainland when American 
territory, lives and interests are not directly 
threatened. It is difficult to visualise Euro­
peans and Americans bombing China just 
for the sake of a few thousand South Asian 
lives or a few thousand miles of South 
Asian territory. 

The Chinese on their part will be realis­
tic enough not to resort to naval or air 
action and thus evoke the naval and air 
power of the United States in the near 
future. 

So far I have talked of conventional war­
fare. If we extend the logic of the Chinese 
conventional military doctrine to the nu­
clear level, it seems that the Chinese are 
bound to concentrate in the near future 
more on the development of atomic artil­
lery weapons and intermediate range deliv­
ery rather than a long-range delivery sys­
tem. This is obviously one reason why they 
have tested a uranium device rather than 
a plutonium device. Their capacity to de­
liver atomic bombs through their Beagles 
over short ranges can be taken for granted. 
And they may also try to develop interme­
diate range missiles. But there is a basic 
reason why they may not try to have long­
range delivery capability in the short run. 
The reason is that the limitations which 
now apply to a United States response to 
infantry action will apply mutatis mutandis 
to a United States response to atomic artil­
lery action. \Vhile any delivery of atomic 
weapons from aircraft or missiles may 
evoke a corresponding United States re­
sponse, the use of tactical atomic weapons 
in field warfare against a third country may 
present the United States with the usual 
dilemma: full escalation or partial acquies­
cence in Chinese advances. 

The upshot of these considerations is 
that the naval, air and nuclear power of 
America is by itself no answer to subver­
sion or guerilla warfare, no answer to an 
infantry push by the Chinese, no answer 
to a limited use of tactical atomic weapons 
by the Chinese artillery, no answer to 
scareraids (without bombing), and no an-

swers to blackmail or demoralisation of 
China's neighbours by the mere threat that 
the Chinese can deliver atomic devices 
over short distances. But these precisely 
are the contingencies which the Chinese 
are likely to create in the immediate and 
intermediate future. They will not create 
contingencies in which the United States 
power is a relevant deterrent, namely, 
naval action, air action or nuclear action. 

The Chinese will resort to such action 
only in the very long run if and when they 
are able to deliver nuclear weapons in the 
very heart of the United States. The situ­
ation, thus, is that while the United States 
has its massive naval and nuclear air power 
superiority, the Chinese will not give them 
the occasion to use it, and when the Chi­
nese are able to use their naval, air and 
nuclear power, the Americans will be un­
able to use theirs for the protection of any 
one else. 

The conclusion of this reasoning is tl1at 
the faith of the alignmentists in the capac­
ity of America to defend us in all contin­
gencies is dangerously superficial. In fact, 
on the basis of their present thinking, the 
Americans can do little more for us than 
to give us hardware for fighting the mass 
of Chinese infantry with our own infan­
try, if we have the will to fight. This is 
what they are already doing. And no alli­
ance is necessary to persuade them to con­
tinue to do so. 

Some persons have recently engaged in 
loose talk about India having an indepen­
dent deterrent. It is loose talk because it 
is not based on any conception of the total 
defence system now required for the coun­
try. The possession of atomic weapons 
makes sense only as a part of a total defence 
system, and only if it is shown that there 
will be real and serious gaps in our appara­
tus of defence which mere alignment can­
not fill. 

If an independent deterrent means hav­
ing a totally independent nuclear capability 
-strategic as well as tactical- that is, 
having a stockpile, long-range, supersonic 
bombers, IRBM's, ICBM's, interceptor and 
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second-strike capacity, naval power, etc., 
obviously such self-sufficiency is absolutely 
beyond our capacity. 

But on the other hand, we have seen 
earlier that total dependence on the West, 
including Russia, will be hopelessly in­
sufficient: it will leave dangerous gaps in 
our defence against many real contingen­
cies which the Chinese are likely to create. 

The only real choice, therefore, is that 
the West, including Russia, provides stra­
tegic, long-range cover which it alone can 
do, and we provide tactical, short-range 
capability which we can and must have to 
match similar capability on the Chinese side. 
The NATO Powers and Russia cannot 
fail to see this once they realise that they 
cannot and should not try to do everything 
for everybody. They must carry the bur­
den of strategic nuclear deterrence, and 
strategic naval and air deterrence. But the 
burden of deterrence on land, the burden 
of defence against tactical and short-range 
atomic warfare on land and in the air must 
be regionalised as soon as possible. 

Such a division of labour in deterrence 
is what we must work on and persuade the 
West as well as Russia to accept and imple­
ment. It is in our interest as well as in 
theirs. It will complete the structure of 
~efence in Asia without placing an exces­
SIVe burden on them or on us and without 
linking total escalation with every limited 
engagement. What is required for this 
purpose is not full alignment with anybody 
but the negotiation of a series of limited 
aweements for getting aid of specified 
kmds from Russia and the West. 

In the field of conventional armaments 
~e. already have such agreements. But now 
~t Is necessary that these agreements must 
m~lude technical help to enable us to ac­
qmre some independent nuclear capability 
(i) to match Chinese tactical atomic weap­
ons and (ii) to have a small stockpile and 
an aircraft delivery system. Such limited 
capability will establish a regional diplo­
matic and tactical balance. It will insure 
us against blackmail, and give us a genuine 
right to participate in all the deliberations 

of the nuclear 
security. 
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encc abroad. It is inevitable that they will 
divide and form groups on the basis of 
common interests, cultural, economic and/ 
or military. Each grouping is likely to have 
a nucleus nation and a number of cytoplas­
mic nations. 

In this context, the question facing India 
is whether she intends to be (i) a nucleus 
nation, (ii) a cytoplasm in a grouping led 
by another nucleus nation or (iii) an iso­
lated, non-descript nation. In view of her 
size, population, geographical position, eco­
nomic potential, cultural heritage and in­
tellectual capacity, the only conceivable 
normal objective for her development is 
that she should be striving to be a nucleus 
nation, radiating her peaceful and creative 
influence over a grouping of friendly na­
tions. It is impossible to imagine this coun­
try being a cyt.opl~~m or an isolated non­
descript unless It dlSlntegrates. 

Indeed, the most precious element in the 
concept of non-al!gnment l:a,s b~en the 
instinctive affirmation of India s will to be 
genuinely independent. and a s~ur~e of 
influence in her own nght. If tlus 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 
stranae to some, but it is true tlzat limited 
nucl:ar armament has now become an in­
escapable requirement for th~ preserv.ation 
of our real independence wluclt constltutes 
the core of our non-alignment. 

Let me now consider the main objec­
tions that have been raised to the policy of 
our developing some nuclear capability. 
The most important objection is that heavy 
expenditure on producing atomic devices 
will retard the rate of our economic growth. 

In order to evaluate this objection it is 
necessary to review the relevant facts. 
Thanks to the nuclear electric power pro­
gramme already in progress, we have a 
40 M.W. reactor which was started in 1960 
at Trombay. We are going to have a 380 
M.W. power plant in operation at Tarapur 
by 1966 or 1967, another 200 M.W. plant 

at Rana Pratap Sagar in Rajasthan a little 
later, and we are also planning to have a 
third power plant at Kalapakkam near 
Mahabalipuram in Madras. Besides, we 
have a thorium plant and a uranium metal 
plant (producing small quantities of 
thorium and uranium of high purity), a 
fuel element fabrication plant, an experi­
mental accelerator, an atomic minerals divi­
sion which continuously locates mines and 
stockpiles atomic materials, an electronics 
division which makes very sophisticated 
electronic instruments, and two public 
enterprises which produce ilmenite, mona­
zite and rare earth compounds. We also 
have a chemical separation plant for plu­
tonium and are going to have a mill to 
process uranium ore in Jaduguda. Finally, 
we have a large band of nuclear scientists 
working with the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion in the fields of nuclear physics, chem­
istry, electronics, metallurgy and biology. 

It is important to note that financial re­
sources for all these facilities have already 
been allocated. Taken together, these facili­
ties can, with some extra expenditure, be 
used to turn out about a hundred plu­
tonium devices per year. 

But there are two or three additional 
requirements for an adequate atomic pro­
gramme. First, we need a gaseous diffu­
sion plant to produce high purity uranium. 
The reason is that the cost of manufacture 
and delivery per unit of TNT is much 
greater in the case of plutonium devices 
than in the case of uranium devices; fur­
ther, the latter alone are eventually capable 
of adaptation for the artillery. The capital 
cost of a gaseous diffusion plant is known 
to be about Rs. 400 to 500 crores.1 If it is 
assumed that the outlay will be spread over 
four or five years, the annual capital ex­
penditure on a gaseous diffusion plant is 
likely to be about Rs. 100 crores. (Once 
the green signal is given, our scientists 
might even make it possible to manufac­
ture uranium by the centrifuge method or 

1 One crore is 10 million rupees (Rs.). The Indian 
rupee was worth 21 cents at this time. The esti­
mated cost here is high. [Editor's note.] 
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a new method costing less than gaseous 
diffusion). 

Second, it will be necessary to recall all 
our talented scientists and engineers- par­
ticularly physicist-engineers who are scarcer 
than theoretical physicists- from abroad 
and give them adequate remuneration, 
facilities and incentives for defence work 
in India. 

Third, it will be necessary to start a 
research and development programme to 
perfect a tactical artillery and an aircraft 
delivery system. So far as missile delivery 
capacity is concerned, we may only try 
to acquire technical knowledge for the 
present. 

An allocation of Rs. 100 crores per year 
may have to be made for these purposes. 
Thus, in order to launch a limited atomic 
armament programme an additional alloca­
tion of Rs. 200 crores a year would be 
necessary in the next few years. 

Since the fourth Five Year Plan provides 
for a public sector expenditure of the order 
?f Rs. 3,200 crores a year, it is unconvinc­
mg to argue that Rs. 200 [$425 million] 
crores cannot be allocated out of or added 
to this amount for the security of the 
nation.2 

Regarding the [supposed] contradiction 
b.etween defence and development, empha­
Sised ~y some persons, it is necessary to 
recogmse a few basic truths. 

In almost all countries which are now 
fe:reloped, there has been a positive corre-
atwn ~etween defence preparations and 

economic development. It is unfortunately 
true that phases of very rapid economic 
~owth were associated with the armament 
(I) of Germany after the Franco-German 
\rVar 0872) and in the interwar period 
(1919-39), (ii) of Russia under the 
Czars in the beginning of this century and 
later u1_1der Stalin, (iii) of Manchuria and 
Japan m the interwar period and (iv) of 

2 To stress agricultural development and to balance 
India'~. budg~t, in May 1967, Finance Minister 
Maraq1 Desai, a competitor with Prime Minister 
Ganc;lhi in the Con~ess party, announce~ major 
.cuts m the fourth F1ve Year Plan. [Editors note.] 

China under Mao. It is a mischievous 
double-think to admire the high rates of 
growth in Communist countries which 
were invariably associated with armament 
and to raise a guns-versus-butter scare 
when it is suggested that India make her 
modest effort to defend herself against real 
danger. There are some intellectuals for 
whom the Russian and the Chinese arma­
ment, including atomic armament, has 
been a "progressive" development, while 
India's defence effort is likely to be fascist. 
It is high time that such progressivism is 
recognised as anti-national polemic de­
signed to keep India helpless in the face of 
Chinese aggression. 

An important reason why defence and 
development can be complementary is that 
the basic industrial sectors which support 
a military programme are the very sectors 
which sustain a modern, civil, industrial 
economy .... The growth of the chemicals 
and power sectors is also essential. Fortu­
nately, it is precisely these sectors to which 
most of the non-agricultural capital outlay 
has been devoted in our Five-year Plans. 
A limited atomic programme will require 
only a slightly higher proportion of their 
output to be channeled to defence uses. 

Defence and development are also com­
plementary because any armament pro­
gramme forces the utilisation of idle and 
under-utilised capacity throughout the 
economy. This increases production with­
out corresponding extra investment. Fur­
ther, the feeling of patriotism generated by 
a defence programme tends to increase 
managerial and labour efficiency through­
out the economy .... 

Thus armament accelerates capital for­
mation and the rate of growth. 

Moreover, an expansion of defence forces 
diminishes unemployment directly as well 
as indirectly. It has been estimated that 
the total increase in employment due to a 
defence programme may be more than 
twice the direct increase in employment in 
the armed forces. 

The adverse effect of armaments reSects 
itself not in the rate of growth nor in the 
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volume of employment but in the composi­
tion of final output. A larger proportion of 
output has to be diverted from civil to 
defence uses. But this may be a small pro­
portion of the total product in a large coun­
try, except in a few sectors. And if the 
total product itself is growing fast this pro­
portion need not increase very much. 

On all these grounds the views circulat­
ing in certain quarters about the damaging 
effects of a small extra allocation for de­
fence on economic development, must be 
corrected. It is unfortunate, of course, that 
defence outlay has to be incurred and in­
creased but our fellow citizens must realise 
that its effect on the rate of growth and 
total employment is likely to be positive 
rather than negative .... The nation must 
have the confidence that it can and must 
intensify its defence as well as development 
effort simultaneously. 

Apart from the question of cost, a num­
ber of other questions have been raised 
about our capacity to develop nuclear arms 
capability. 

1. Do we have space to test our weapons? 
2. Can we acquire nuclear capability in 

the teeth of the United States, British 
and Canadian3 objections? 

These problems are no doubt real and 
will have to be solved. But the manner in 
which they are posed has always seemed 
to me to be very odd. They are generally 
raised to raise a cynical laugh about our 
complete inability to overcome the difficul­
ties that will arise if we undertake an 
atomic arms programme. The very exis­
tence of problems is supposed to be a suffi­
cient reason why we should not do any­
thing which forces us to face them. Some­
times it seems that the mood of many sec­
tions of the intelligentsia is so negative that 
they do not want to face any tough prob­
lems because they are convinced, to begin 
with, that they can solve none of them. 

s The West, especially Canada, has aided India's 
atomic energy program under legal restrictions 
stating that the assistance is for peaceful ends. 
[Editor's note.] 

This is a dangerous situation, and I suggest 
that we must get over it. The answer to 
the weakness of the will lies in the will 
itself. vVe simply must assert our will to 
solve our problems, because we cannot 
afford to be hopeless. Great nations do not 
avoid problems, they regard them as chal­
lenges to be met resolutely. 

If we have the will, space for testing can 
be found. One can think of many places; 
but the problem requires expert technical 
examination. It is by no means insoluble. 
In our vast country we have territories with 
all kinds of geographical characteristics. 
And there are many ways of testing atomic 
devices. 

As regards the American, British and the 
Canadian objections, it is necessary to em­
phasise, first of all, that no nation can be 
allowed to dictate our defence or foreign 
policy in vital matters. It is high time that 
our basic policy is made by us here in India 
and not by columnists and Ministers in 
foreign capitals. The force of objections 
raised by other nations to our basic policy 
depends very much on what importance 
we attach to them. If our own determina­
tion is strong, we can and will think of a 
hundred ways to meet these objections. 
We can persuade our friends to see the 
necessity of a new balance of power, a new 
centre of deterrence in Asia, that we only 
want a rational division of labour between 
them and ourselves, and that it is in their 
own interest that until universal disarma­
ment is achieved, China's power is bal­
anced by ours, so that their own massive 
involvement in any Asian confrontation 
with her is avoided. We can remind them 
that they have not been able to stop pro­
liferation so far, and even if India is asked 
to practise nuclear abstention, there is no 
guarantee that they will succeed hereafter. 
Also, there are sources of nuclear knowl­
edge outside Britain, Canada and America. 
Finally if our basic position is accepted, we 
might let ourselves be persuaded to make 
some acceptable adjustment in the details 
of our agreements. In diplomacy no objec­
tions are absolute and final. The raising 
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of objections is merely a prelude to talks 
resulting in reasonable compromises. 

It is often stated that entry into the 
nuclear arms race will weaken our capacity 
to work for universal and general disarma­
ment. Now, the necessity of disarmament 
is absolute; in it lies the only hope of real 
peace in the world. But it is not at all clear 
why only nations unable to defend them­
selves against aggression have any special 
capacity to accelerate progress towards dis­
armament. The truth is that the progress 
of disarmament, today, depends almost en­
tirely on the will of the armed nations and 
not on the verbal campaigns of the un­
armed nations. All the moral and political 
pressure exercised by the unarmed nations 
of the world has completely failed so far 
to prevent or slow down the arms race. So 
long as an international machinery, capable 
of d:terrin~ aggression impartially and 
effectively with its own forces, independent 
of the sovereign, individual nations, does 
not _wrr~e in_ to being- and it is certainly 
not m sight m the near future- individual 
n~tions ~nd groupings of friendly nations 
Will contmue to bear responsibility for their 
own security against aggression. 

Nearly all countries of the world have 
?een following a D.vo-fold policy: remain­
mg prepared for their defence in the short 
run and working for disarmament in the 
long run. It is difficult to see why India 
sho~ld follow a different policy. Like other 
natiOns, she has to keep herself prepared 
to defend herself at many levels in the 
short_ run, while working simultaneously 
for disa_rmament in the long run. She can­
not umlaterally transfer the responsibility 
for her defence to the whole world in the 
name of non-alignment. 

It is an illusion to suppose that military 
weak~ess rather than military power makes 
a. natwn more in8uential in pressing for 
disarmament. As a matter of fact, virtue is 
respected only when it is backed by power: 
power without virtue is disastrous; but vir­
tue without power is helpless. The fate of 
the merely virtuous is often decided in the 

assemblies of the powerful without refer­
ence to and at the expense of the virtuous. 

Therefore, while India must continue to 
work with the utmost sincerity and dedica­
tion for disarmament, it cannot abdicate 
the responsibility of arming herself and 
keeping herself armed for her own defence 
until disarmament is achieved. Our whole 
tradition before independence, and our 
whole conduct since independence, is an 
absolute guarantee that our armed mig?t 
will be used only for defence. And we Will 
be more, not less, effective in pressing for 
disarmament if we arm ourselves for our 
defence than if we are helpless. 

Another truth which cannot be over­
emphasised is that from our point of view, 
any partial or total disarmament agreement 
is not worth the paper on which it is writ­
ten, if and so long as it is not accepted by 
China. Even if most of the nations of the 
world agree upon a disarmament pro­
gramme, it would provide absolutely no 
security for us and other neighbours of 
China unless the signatories solemnly de­
clare that any aggression by non-signatories 
will be collectively resisted by all the signa­
tories. But, as we saw earlier, while we 
may work for it such a declaration is not 
likely to be made very soon. 

It is wishful [thinking] to believe that 
China can be persuaded to join a disarma­
ment agreement in the near future. It has 
been impossible to persuade her in spite ~f 
the accumulated military and diplomatic 
power of all the Great Powers and all the 
appeals and resolutions of the other na­
tions. Notwithstanding all the sentiment 
and pressure for disarmament the world 
over China has continued to build up her 
conventional forces and started her drive for 
nuclear armaments on a massive scale. In 
this situation our policy should be to re­
main ready to sign any concrete disanna­
ment document, only after China h~s 
signed it. This implies, of course, that It 
was a mistake for us to sign the [ 1963] 
Partial Test Ban Treaty. China has refuse~ 
to accept it and we have an incontroverti-
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ble case for withdrawing from its commit­
ments if China is not persuaded to sign it 
within a short, limited period of time. 

As for proliferation, again, it is wrong 
to believe that the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons will be prevented, only if India 
does not acquire nuclear capability. That 
proliferation no longer depends only on the 
wishes of the older nuclear Powers has 
been proved by the entry of France and 
China in the nuclear club in the teeth of 
opposition from the old monopolists. Nu­
clear abstention by India is not going to 
make any other nation practise such absten­
tion; certainly, not China. But it is China's 
response that is relevant for us. On the 
other hand, China's nuclear self-assertion 
may make many other nati~n.s think of ac­
quiring some nuclear capability. Some are 
already working in that direction on vari­
ous pretexts. Thus, nuclear abstention by 
us may only bring about the spectacle of 
our being encircled on all sides by nuclear 
nations, mocking at our powerless virtue. 

Until we have a really universal disarma­
ment agreement the progress of prolifera­
tion is a risk to which we must adjust 
ourselves. The only short-run choice for us 
is to try to have some nuclear capability of 
our own and some guarantees from friendly 
nations. 

The common belief that proliferation 
increases the risk of war has a grim truth 
in it but it needs some qualification. The 
belief is based on the assumption that the 
Asian and African nations who may possess 
nuclear power hereafter will be necessarily 
less responsible than the Euro-American 
nations who have had nuclear weapons so 
far. This assumption is very weak. If a 
nuclear balance can diminish the risk of 
war in the West because of the West's love 
for survival, there is no reason why the 
same instinct should not have a similar 
effect in other parts of the world. 

In this connection, I must point out that 
while the probability of accidental war 
increases, the probability of a premeditated 
war decreases as the number of nuclear 

nations increases, because the outcome of 
a nuclear initiative becomes increasingly 
uncertain, and the risk increasingly pro­
hibitive. 

Indeed, the risk of war in Asia is much 
greater at present when China has a 
nuclear monopoly in Asia as well as the 
largest conventional army. This risk will 
diminish if one or more Asian nations, 
which possess large conventional forces, 
also develop some nuclear capability. Then, 
the Chinese cannot take risks with the 
hope of some gain which they can take now. 

India stands today at the brink of one 
of the most momentous decisions in her 
entire history- the decision to develop or 
not to develop nuclear weapons. The need 
for this decision has been forced upon her 
by the behaviour of an absolutely new 
enemy, creating an unprecedented situa­
tion. And yet the essence of the situation 
facing India is not entirely unprecedented. 
For India has been repeatedly threatened 
and invaded, and has generally found her­
self defenceless. But no nation is doomed 
to remain imprisoned in its history for all 
time. It can, if it so wills, break out of its 
bondage to the past. India is breaking out 
of her past in many fields. Today, she is a 
more unified nation than ever before­
unified by modern transport, communica­
tion and industry. She has more freedom 
than ever before. She has more centralised 
military power than ever before. She is for 
the first time rapidly transforming herself 
into a modern industrial economy under a 
central national plan. She has a federal 
constitution providing for a strong centre 
as well as considerable regional autonomy. 
She has a growing intelligentsia, dedicated 
to the task of modernising the nation while 
preserving what is valuable in her heritage. 
There is no reason why India breaking out 
of her history in all these respects should 
not break out of it in respect of her defence 
capability. If she wills, she can become for 
the first time an impregnable and invinci­
ble nation which will invite no foreign 
aggressor. 



Ill. NONALIGNMENT DEFENDED 
AND RESTATED 

Domestic and Afro-Asian Requirements 

K. P. KARUNAKARAN 

In 1959, when frontier disputes between India and China could no 
longer be confined to diplomatic channels, the Nehru government had 
to respond to national and international questions raised by critics like 
J. B. Kripalani about either the theory or the practice of nonalignment. 
This selection is a defense of the policy from the standpoint of those 
Indian nationalists who subscribe to the perspective of world affairs found 
in Nehru's political thought. K. P. Karunakaran is the author of a history 
of Indian foreign policy and is a member of the faculty of Rajasthan 
University. He contends that nonalignment must not change, indeed, it 
cannot change, because it derives from basic sources in the Afro-Asian 
community. His explanation of nonalignment differs from those who find 
it in Nehru's preferences or Gandhian ethics, or who say it resembles 
Swiss neutrality or American isolationism. In Karunakaran's opinion, non­
alignment helps to solve domestic problems of the former colonial lands. 
Abroad, it works for progress against the status quo defended by the 
West. According to this view, Indian nonalignment is governed by 
social and political forces which the Indian government has recognized 
and led. Determinism underlines this response to critics of nonalignment. 

RECENT developments on the Indo­
. Chinese border have provoked 

many In India to demand a revision of some 
aspects of our foreign policy, particularly 
With reference to non-alignment in the cold 
war. A few commentators in western coun­
trie~ have already gone to the extent of 
say~ng that India has given up her "former" 
pohcy of non-alignment. 

For instance, following Nehru's state­
ment on India's determination to defend 
her territorial integrity and that of the bor­
der States, a prominent British newspaper 
published an article entitled "India's Neu­
tralism on the Wane." Another gave "India 
Will Fight With China" as the title for a 
news item. In the opinion of a commen-

tator, the meeting between Pakistan's Ayub 
Khan and India's Nehru [in 1960] was the 
result of a sense of unity between the two 
countries imposed upon them by an aggres­
sive China. 

All these comments and reports are en­
tirely misleading because the reality is ~hat 
whatever the nature of events on the Hima­
layan border, India has not moved oi?e 
inch from her policy of non-alignm_ent ~n 
the cold war. This policy, which I~ mis­
takenly characterised as a neutral pohcy by 
the West, arises from some basic factors, 
and unless these basic factors are removed 
there can not be a shift in India's foreign 
policy. 

Those who perceive such a shift in the 

From K. P. Karunakaran, "Nonalignment," Seminar, no. 19 (March 1961), pp. 13-16, selections. 
Reprinted by permission. 
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present developments will soon be disap­
pointed when another set of developments 
focus attention upon those very aspects of 
India's foreign policy which emphasise the 
policy of non-alignment in military alli­
ances and the cold war. 

. . . In the first place, it must be remem­
bered that non-alignment has nothing in 
common with the policy of neutrality pur­
sued by a country like Switzerland which 
enables her to remain out of European 
conflicts. 

India takes a keen and active interest in 
the international developments of her re­
gion. Her people are also conscious of the 
fact that, unlike the case of Switzerland, 
her policy of non-participation in some of 
the major conflicts of the world are far 
from ouaranteed by other powers. In fact 
some ~f the powers are interested, or at 
least were interested, in securing her as 
their ally. 

It is true that in these conflicts, most of 
which are connected with the cold war, 
India does not take sides. This does not, 
however, mean that she is passively neutral 
towards all. There were occasions, such as 
Korea, when she took some initiative to end 
a dispute or, as in Indo-China, when she 
tried to help towards the smooth working 
of an agreed settlement. 

There are other major differences also. 
Some of these will become clear once we 
realise that non-alignment is not the policy 
of a single country, but that of many coun­
tries of Asia and Africa. For instance 
Ghana, Egypt, Iraq, Ceylon, Burma and 
Indonesia support non-alignment just as 
much as we do. It is also interesting to 
recall that very often the governments of 
these countries have not only declined to 
be a party to the conflicts between big 
powers, but have tried to co-operate among 

· themselves and work out a common policy 
on many vital issues. Instead of speaking 
of one neutral State their spokesmen speak 
of a "peace area" which includes many 
States. There is no parallel to this in Swit­
zerland's policy of neutrality or in the Amer­
ican policy of . isolationism at an earlier 

period, which is often compared to the 
Indian policy of non-alignment by scholars 
and politicians. . . . 

Neutrality indicates a passive approach 
and a desire to get away from the conflicts 
irrespective of their nature. Switzerland was 
neutral even in a fight against fascism . 
There is no reason to believe that this is 
the attitude of the Indian leaders. Their 
desire to promote negotiation and concilia­
tion between the western and communist 
powers arises from their comprehension of 
the fact that neither communism nor par­
liamentary democracy or capitalism are 
forces to be fought to the finish. 

The foreign policy of non-alignment pur­
sued by the Indian or any other Asian gov­
ernment does not mean neutrality in any 
conflict, but a positive policy of disentangle­
ment from the apparent or concealed dom­
ination of a western power. One may ask: 
does this mean going over to the other 
camp? So far as a non-communist State is 
concerned this question is irrelevant, be­
cause only communists are accepted as full­
Hedged members of the communist camp. 

Let us now turn to the deep-rooted causes 
underlying this pursuit of a non-alignment 
foreign policy by India and other Asian 
and African governments. To attribute it 
to the philosophy of non-alignment enun­
ciated by Gandhi and the religious teach­
ings of Hinduism and Buddhism is, on the 
face of it, unrealistic. Apart from the fact 
that the Indian Government itself has used 
force in Kashmir and Hyderabad, and when 
dealing with many internal tensions, thus 
refuting any allegiance to a doctrine of non­
violence, this explanation falls to the 
ground when applied to the governments 
of the U.A.R., Iraq and Indonesia, which 
also pursue a foreign policy of non-align­
ment. 

The sources of such a policy have to be 
sought in the history of Asian nationalism 
and in the present problems which face 
these young governments. 

Asian nationalism, unlike its European 
counterpart, is the product of three forces 
which sometime.s fused, sometimes followed 
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parallel lines and which occasionally came 
into conflict with one another. These forces 
were the fight against the foreigner, the 
fight against feudalism and the. demand. for 
social and economic reconstruction. In v1ew 
of the fusion of these forces, liberalism, 
which was the ideology of European cap­
italism, was never fully accepted in India. 
It was welcomed in Asia as an advance 
over feudalism, but not as an advance over 
socialism. 

The fact that some leaders of Asia have 
accepted parliamentary institutions ~oes n~t 
make a basic difference, because m theu 
countries there is no mature bourgeoisie 
which is capable of defending capitalism 
together with liberalism and parliamentary 
democracy. Against the onslaught of soci_al­
ist doctrines, capitalism is on the defensive 
in Asia. 

The nature, class composition and char­
acter of the national movements and their 
traditions, and the political ideas to which 
the leadership of the Asian countries owe 
allegiance, indicate that they can maintain 
stability in their political systems only 
t~rough a synthesis of the economic doc­
tr~nes of socialism and the political doc­
tnnes of democracy. This, in its turn, 
means that these Asian leaders can not take 
si~es in a cold war based, among other 
thmgs, on an ideological struggle between 
the exponents of parliamentary democracy 
and socialism. 

From the traditions of the national move­
ments, let us now proceed to the problems 
of national reconstruction which face the 
iovernments of the free countries of Asia. 
throad!y speaking, these problems are: (I) 

e establishment of a modern State struc­
~~re With a_ strong central gover~ment, (2) 
b.~ promotion of a political umty and sta-
Il~ty which can arise only from national 

s?hdarity, (3) the liquidation of the ves­
tiges of foreign domination and the com­
plete assertion of national sovereignty and 
C 4) the implementation of a programme to 
promote social equality and economic 
development .... 

In the countries of Asia the problem con-

ceming the liquidation of the vestiges of 
f?reign don_Unation and the complete asser­
t~on of natiOnal sovereignty appears in va­
nous forms. Egypt, in the postwar era, was 
concerned with the nationalisation of the 
Suez Canal while Iran was interested in 
nationalising the Anglo-Iranian Oil Com­
pany. For a long time the Burmese Gov­
ernment was disturbed by the presence of 
Chinese Kuomintang forces within its bor­
ders, and the Indonesians by many of their 
rebels, who were helped by foreigners. 

Even as late as 1958 the United States 
Army openly entered the Lebanese political 
scene, while three years ago Syria was sue~ 
cessful in resisting external pressure only .by 
a merger with Egypt, a decision wh1ch 
othenvise many Syrians would not have 
welcomed. 

To safeguard its independence an Asian 
government has not only to resist open 
interference by western powers, but also to 
avoid participation in the United ~tates 
Government's world policy. The ulttm~te 
objective of the western powers is to mam~ 
tain the status quo in the international field, 
as well as in the domestic fields of the 
Afro-Asian countries which they once ~~rn­
inated, and certainly to prevent its reVI~lOn 
in a direction favourable to the cornrnumsts. 

The primary aim of the nationalist move~ 
ments and governments in Asia is to ~ake 
an immediate revision of the internatiOnal 
order and the internal set-up in their cou.n­
tries. Some countries prefer the commumst 
way, and others the non-communist way; 
but all are agreed that revision has to ~e 
made, and made in favour of progress. Th1s 
is the fundamental conflict between the 
western powers and the Afro-Asian States, 
and its magnitude is no less than that of 
the conflict between the western powers 
and the communist States .... 

This problem of the defence and ~te~~ 
sion of freedom for Asian countnes 1s 
linked up with one of the major problems 
they have to face- the problem of the 
establishment of a modem State structure 
with a strong central government a~d the 
promotion of political unity. India and 
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Ceylon were fortunate in this respect in 
that the two countries did possess strong 
central governments and other features of 
a modern State structure such as the army, 
civil service and legislature, all of which 
owe impersonal allegiance to the State. 

The experience of some of their neigh­
bours shows that the cracks created in this 
structure may have very many unfortunate 
repercussions in the political field. In the 
modern world it will be impossible to insu­
late a nation completely against foreign 
influence. But foreign interference of a 
gigantic character in such a powerful sector 
as the army can be reduced to the minimum 
by a government's refusal to join military 
pacts dominated by one of the Great Powers. 

The most striking case of the major ele­
ments in the political life of a country 
moving towards one direction and the army, 
with doubtful civilian support, moving to­
wards another, is the Congo. 

The damage done to the country by 
open, organised outside interference is spot­
lighted in the Congo because it happened 
so soon after the achievement of her nom­
inal independence. But similar dangers, in 
a subtle form, exist in other countries which 
were freed a few years ago, but which are 
still militarily weak and politically unstable. 

Under these circumstances an unwise 
foreign policy jeopardises not only the ad­
ministrative apparatus of the country, but 
its political structure and democratic char­
acter. It is not an accident that the gradual 
entanglement of Pakistan in the cold war, 
and her military alliances under western 
auspices, was accompanied by a repudia­
tion of democracy at home. These actions 
of the Pakistan Government in the inter­
national field went against the dominant 
trends of the country. A government which 
denies the national aspirations of its people 
in the international field, is bound to deny 
them in the domestic sphere also. No coun­
try can exercise democratic rights in the 
domestic field and not in that of foreign 
policy .... 

All these developments point to the obvi­
ous fact that the struggle to defend the free-

dom of a country is inter-linked with its 
oovernment's ability to retain and promote 
rhe representative character of its political 
system. This task can be undertaken only 
by following a foreign policy of which the 
main features are acceptable to the vast 
majority. 

In the domestic sphere it also means 
allowing all parties, including the commu­
nists, to function normally. This fact is, to 
a very great extent, emphasised in countries 
such as India and Indonesia by the presence 
of well-organised communist parties .... 

Participation in the present cold war and 
military alliances of the West is based on a 
philosophy opposed to co-existence; co­
existence both in the international and do­
mestic fields. A government of a country, 
which has a large communist party, can 
successfully oppose co-existence only by 
destroying the communist party at home. 
And in a country where the communist 
party grows under the system of parliamen­
tary democracy, this task can be accom­
plished only by destroying parliamentary 
democracy; in other words, by turning fas­
cist. It mav seem ironic to a westerner, but 
it is true that India's refusal to join the 
western camp, is also a refusal to repudiate 
parliamentary democracy at home. 

Fascism, incidentally, is not a strong po­
tential force in India. The country does 
not have a continuous history as a compact 
nation. Her society is multi-religious, multi­
linguistic and, to some extent, even multi­
racial in character. In such a society the 
glorification of the past- an important fea­
ture of fascist propaganda- can not be 
stretched too far without creating many 
difficulties for those who encourage it. 

Hindu revivalists of the early twentieth 
century discovered that their "national 
heroes" were the traditional enemies of the 
Muslims, and references to them did not 
arouse much enthusiasm. In the India of 
today a fascist type of agitation in the 
Hindi-speaking area will easily stir up a 
greater degree of antagonism to itself in 
the non-Hindi areas than it will generate 
support in the former. 
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Apart from the lack of homogeneity of 
the population, there are other factors 
which will not easily permit the rise of 
fascism in India. There are not middle and 
capitalistic classes which are mature and 
strong enough to sustain a fascist move­
ment by themselves. The fascist elements 
in the society are, therefore, inclined to 
look abroad for support; and in the present 
international context this support can come 
only from the United States. This means 
that, in their attempt to resist the advance 
of the indigenous progressive forces, the 
conservative elements in India will be com­
pelled to repudiate the most essential fea­
ture of fascism, namely, nationalism .... 

Whatever may be the provocations of 
the Chinese, Jawaharlal Nehru can not 
radically change his foreign policy and join 
t~e western power-bloc without giving up 
his role as the symbol of those (progressive] 
forces in his country. There is no reason to 
believe that he will give it up easily; for if 
he does so, it will be doubtful whether he 
will thereby strengthen his government's 
ha~d against an external enemy. The trans­
fusion of blood which the "body politic" of 
India will receive from American and other 
sources will be more than compensated by 
the bleeding it will create in internal dis­
sensions and the political instability accom­
panying such a step. 

Moreover, the days when the United 
States was the only source of economic aid 

to the underdeveloped non-communist 
countries are over. In the case of the Aswal\ 
Dam, Egypt turned towards the Soviet 
Union for substantial help. India found the 
Soviet Union to be a more reliable anq 
willing partner than the western pow:rs 
in the development of her heavy industnes. 
Even the Western hemisphere is no mor~ 
the sacred preserve of the United States, as 
is demonstrated by recent developments itt 
Cuba. Some of the international events ar~ 
so fast moving that one will not be SUt, 

prised were Pakistan's oil resources to b~ 
tapped by Soviet experts with the help of 
capital from that country. 

To obtain economic and other aid frolll. 
both sides was not one of the cardinal ailll.~ 
of India's foreign policy because we kno\\r 
that she adopted an independent polic}' 
even before planning for economic pros. 
perity was envisaged and put into execu.. 
tion. Planning itself was one of the lat~ 
results of that policy. We should not b~ 
surprised to find that even those who hav~ 
taken sides secure aid from both. The West 
is aiding Poland and the East moves tCI 
help Pakistan. 

We, therefore, conclude that there is nCI 
reason to abandon the foreign policy Of 
non-alignment whic~ arises from the tr:t. 
ditions . of our. n~twnal. rnove~ent, anq 
which IS now m lme With national intet­
ests seeking solutions to current problems, 



The Controversy of Goa 

MARGARET W. FISHER 

Probably no event in Indian foreign relations has been more con­
troversial among external observers than India's armed take-over in 
December 1961 of the Portuguese enclave of Goa in western India. 
While many Afro-Asian and Communist analysts praised the seizure, the 
bulk of Western opinion objected to what it viewed as a clash between 
India's ideals and her behavior. In the selection that follows, Dr. 
Margaret W. Fisher, research political scientist in the South Asian Studies 
Center of the University of California at Berkeley, reviews many of the 
historical, political, and ethical questions raised by the event. Her study 
links the issue to domestic Indian politics where Communists had urged 
a violent solution, to the Afro-Asian world where India had lost influence, 
and to old and new problems with Pakistan and People's China. Impor­
tantly, she considers whether or not India violated Gandhian ideals. 
In a creative answer to numerous Western critics, she maintains that 
India did not. This interpretation of the Goa episode lends support to 
justification of India's action in relation to its declared values and 
objectives. 

~E Indian action in Goa last Decem­
j_ ~·her aroused strong emotions in many 

parts of the world. In Western Europe 
and the United States the dominant re­
sponse was one of shock, variously tinged 
with distress, perplexity, or resentment, not 
always free from malice. A thrill of joy and 
pride surged through India. With the ex­
ception of Japan, where official comment 
was reserved pending further developments 
affecting Japanese investments and iron 
ore contracts in Goa, and of Pakistan, 
where comment was unreservedly bitter, 
enthusiasm ran high in most of Asia and 
Africa. Peking was slow to react, and more 
than a shade perfunctory, stressing Chinese 
support for the struggle of African, Asian, 
and Latin American peoples against impe­
rialist colonialism. Moscow, on the other 
hand, appeared jubilant. Khrushchev tele­
graphed the unanimous acclaim of every 
Soviet citizen to "friendly India." President 
Leonid I. Brezhnev of the U.S.S.R., who 

was touring India at the time, made speech 
after speech applauding Indian action. In 
his farewell message he urged Indians to ig­
nore Western indignation, as it came "from 
those who are accustomed to strangle the 
people's striving for independence- from 
those who enrich themselves by colonialist 
plunder." Indeed, the vehemence with 
which a perennially hostile section of the 
Western press averred that Nehru had lost 
a lofty position of leadership which in fact 
this press had never before been inclined 
to grant him, was a spectacle which aroused 
astonishment and some sarcastic comment 
in India. Once the initial bitterness had 
subsided, however, Nehru appears to have 
become aware that a genuine shock reac­
tion also existed in the West, which could 
only be interpreted as high tribute to the 
esteem which he had won. It is even possi­
ble that he had never before fully realized 
the true depth of that esteem. In any case, 
the threatened breach between the United 
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States and India was rapidly healed, at 
least at top levels. Cries of "demagogue" 
and "hypocrite," although ludicrously wide 
of the mark, have not yet been entirely 
stilled, however, and doubts and questions 
continue to find expression. 

The principal reason for confusion, in 
the opinion of this observer, is that the Goa 
affair is either torn completely from its 
context and judged as a moral issue in 
itself, or the context has been too narrowly 
defined in terms of the Indian general elec­
tions. A major difficulty in dealing with 
contemporary events, of course, is that 
many pertinent facts must remain undis­
closed, and surmises based on incomplete 
evidence can go hopelessly astray. Never­
theless, the obligation exists to consider key 
actions in the widest context possible, and 
particularly in the case of unexpected ac­
tion, to give careful consideration to the 
consequences which might have ensued 
had that action not been taken. Another 
factor making for confusion is that where 
India is concerned, a special form of double 
standard is customarily applied which, inci­
dentally, is the exact reverse of that applied 
to the Soviet Union. Whereas Soviet lead­
ers f~equently find it possible to reap sub­
stanttal rewards merely by withdrawing a 
threat or by ceasing, if only temporarily, 
from some objectionable activity, it is 
India's lot to be judged by rarefied stan­
dards, a fate not wholly to be explained by 
an. I?dian partiality for moralizing. Prime 
Mmtster Nehru is accustomed to accept a 
~igh degree of moral responsibility for his 
lme of action, making it easy for outsiders 
to forget that he does not have the wide­
ranging freedom of a Gandhi, or even of a 
leader of the Opposition, but is above all 
charged, as he himself has made clear, with 
a pu.rely national responsibility for the 
s~cur~ty of his country. Once the Goa ac­
twn ts examined in this context, it is diffi­
cult to see how the Indian Prime Minister, 
faced as he surely was with various un­
happy alternatives, could have acted other­
wise than he did. 

The Indian dispute with Portugal over 

Goa is not of recent origin. Even befon 
India had achieved independence frorr 
Great Britain, she had served notice tha· 
independence would not be considerec 
complete until France and Portugal alsc 
withdrew from Indian soil. Arrangement 
with France took time but proved not toe 
difficult, although final French ratificatior 
was still pending when the Goa crisis aros1 
last December. Portugal, preening hersel 
on a sense of civilizing mission free o 
racial bias, took a different line. Had th 
Portuguese been willing to grant Go 
autonomy, a reasonable arrangement wit] 
India could undoubtedly have been worke1 
out. Portugal chose instead to amend he 
Constitution (June 12, 1951), convertin, 
overseas possessions into "provinces" in 
desperate attempt to retain full sovereig1 
rights. Repeated Indian attempts to ope1 
negotiations with Portugal concerning Go 
utterly failed, with the result that in Jun 
1953 the Indian Legation at Lisbon wa 
closed. In July 1954, the tiny enclaves c 
Dadra and Nagar Haveli threw off Portt 
guese control, and Indian forces succes 
fully barred the way through Indian terr 
tory to Portuguese forces which sought t 
reinstate their authority. 

In 1955 the tempo of events quickene 
sharply. A campaign for the peacefullibe 
ation of Goa was begun by Goan nationa 
ists and carried ~orward. ?Y Indian grou1 
from all the maJor pohncal parties. Tt 
culmination was reached in a mass sort 
across Goan borders on August 15, India 
Independence Day. The Portuguese fire 
on the unarmed demonstrators, killin 
more than a score and wounding hundred 
The movement quickly got out of han1 
and Nehru took steps to end it, althoug 
there were many who wished to keep 
going. A mass rally in support of the mov 
ment was organized in Peking, and furth 
support came from Burma, Ceylon, Ind 
nesia, and the Democratic Republic c 
Vietnam. Nehru, after unifying the Co1 
gress Party behind him, took the matter 1 

Parliament. His position, which he con 
pared to the Monroe Doctrine, was th: 
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Portuguese retention of Goa was a "con­
tinuing interference" with the indepen­
dence of India; that in the interests of na­
tional unity and national security- the 
more so because of Portugal's alliances­
India could not put up with this colonial 
foothold, but that means other than police 
action or mass demonstrations should be 
sought. On September 17, 1955, the Par­
liament, against a noisy but numerically 
weak Opposition coalition which clamored 
for more militant action, approved the 
Indian Government's Goa policy. The Goa 
border was sealed off in an economic block­
ade, and all relations with Portugal were 
severed .... 

Resentment concerning the Govern­
ment's Goa policy remained alive. Each 
annual session of the Congress Party and 
each session of the Parliament, from this 
time forward, witnessed an attempt to insti­
tute a more militant policy. When Bul­
ganin and Khrushchev visited India in the 
fall of 1955, Marshal Bulganin on October 
28 made a rousing anti-colonial speech in 
Madras, assuring Indians of Soviet support 
in the fight for the liberation of Goa. This 
speech was followed in a matter of da~s .by 
a similar speech by Khrushchev and a JOint 
communique issued from Washington by 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and 
the Portuguese Foreign Minister, Dr. 
Paulo Cunha, expressing concern at the 
atmosphere of hatred and prejudice in­
jected into the situation by the Soviet lead­
ers. The United States, embarrassed by the 
nature of the dispute between India and a 
NATO ally, stressed the need for a peace­
ful solution. Ambassador John Sherman 
Cooper emphasized at New Delhi the basi­
cally anti-colonial position of the United 
States. Secretary Dulles [through the joint 
communique] took the position that "all 
the world" regarded Goa as a Portuguese 
province. 

On December 22, 1955, barely a week 
after being admitted to U.N. membership, 
Portugal filed an action against India at 
the International Court of Justice at The 
Hague, in an attempt to force India to 

recognize Portuguese sovereign rights over 
Dadra and Nagar Haveli, including the 
right of access of Portuguese troops across 
Indian territory. The Court's judgment 
was not handed down until April 12, 1960. 
The Court then held that the 1779 Treaty 
by which Portugal acquired rights in these 
enclaves was valid, but was not a grant of 
sovereignty; that Portugal had acquired a 
kind of sovereignty by tacit recognition, 
first by Great Britain and then by India; 
that Portugal had not acquired right of 
passage for her armed forces; and that India 
had not acted contrary to her obligations in 
keeping Portuguese officials out in July 
1954 because of the prevailing high ten­
sion in the area. Both India and Portugal 
claimed to have won a substantial victory, 
but it was clear that Portugal had for all 
practical purposes lost Dadra and Nagar 
Haveli. 

The United Nations then became the 
principal arena for the contest between 
India and Portugal. An Indian victory oc­
curred on November 11, 1960, when the 
U.N. Trusteeship Committee adopted an 
Afro-Asian resolution recommending to the 
General Assembly that that body should 
request Portugal to transmit information 
to the U.N. on the territories under its 
administration. Salazar, on December 1, 
responded with an attack on India and a 
warning that to create a conflict was un­
wise, as Portugal could neither negotiate 
nor compromise. On December 14, the 
U.N. General Assembly took a further 
step in adopting an Afro-Asian resolution 
"solemnly proclaiming the necessity of 
bringing to a speedy and unconditional 
conclusion, colonialism in all its forms and 
manifestations." The following day, the 
General Assembly rejected Portugal's con­
tention that her overseas territories were 
provinces, formally listed them (Goa in­
cluded) as "non-self-governing territories," 
and declared that Portugal had an obliga­
tion to send in reports on these territories 
without further delay. Portugal, however, 
remained obdurate, and when the move­
ment for freedom in Angola took a terrorist 
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turn early in 1961, attempted to crush it 
with a brutal fury which resulted on June 
9 in a resolution of censure in the Security 
Council. 

On November 13, the Trusteeship Com­
mittee adopted a 33-nation resolution (in­
troduced by India) asking the General 
Assembly to condemn Portugal for refusal 
to transmit information about overseas ter­
ritories, and requesting all member States 
to deny Portugal any help which could be 
used for the subjugation of the peoples of 
the non-autonomous territories under Por­
tuguese administration. On December 19, 
~e General Assembly endorsed this resolu­
tiOn. By noon of December 19, local time, 
Goa and its dependencies had already sur­
rendered, with minimal resistance 1 to an 
Indian military thrust which had lasted 
only some 26 hours. To manv leaders at the 
U .N · and elsewhere who ~ere conscious 
of the steady pro2ress beino made against 
colo ··1· . b • b 

I ma Ism, this Indian action seemed not 
on · b Y Incomprehensibly out of character, 
Dut also unnecessarily precipitate. Before 
·ic~mber 19 was over, the Security Coun­

CI ' ldlt for the exercise of a Soviet veto, 
wf ou have adopted a resolution callino 
or an im d' o 

( wh · h h me late cessation of hostilities 
for ~h . ad alr~ady virtually ceased), and 
f e Immediate withdrawal of Indian 
orces top · · 

her 17_ OSitiOns prevailing before Decem-

The hiohl · I . h 
S . "' Y emot10na debate m t e 

ecuntv Co 'I th basic If unci on e Goa question was 
ab la Y expressed in terms of conflicting 

so utes Tw 'd· f h Unit d N . 0 gm mg principles o t e 
H. e h atwns were taken to be in con-

let: t e obi' . 
peaceful m Igatwn to resolve disp~tes by 
b . . eans, and the necessity for 
nr~f~g colonialism to a speedy and un­

cdon. Itilol nalh conclusion. Somewhat para-
OXIca v t e r . 

[th u· '. d epresentative of the country 
. de ndlte States] which had achieved 
m epen ence thro h . I I . k h ug a vw ent revo ut10n 
too t e stand that whatever the circum-

1 The official Indian figures on the Goa operation 
~hawed Portugue.se. casualties as 17 dead, 38 in­
JUred, and on_e ~mssmg and Indian casualties as 22 
dead and 53 mJured. [Author's note.] 

stances, there was no excuse for the use of 
force, whereas the representative of the 
country [India] which had achieved inde­
pendence after a uniquely non-violent free­
dom movement took the stand that if force 
was required to achieve independence from 
colonialism, the right to use it could not be 
questioned. 

Had these opposing pos1nons actually 
been an accurate reflection of the dilemma 
facing the Indian Government in Decem­
ber 1961, Prime Minister Jawaharlal 
Nehru and Ambassador Adlai Stevenson 
would undoubtedly have been on the same 
side in upholding the need for reliance on 
peaceful means. Why else, indeed, had 
Goa been allowed to remain so long in 
Portuguese possession? For many years the 
problem of Goa had been reducible to 
terms very much like these, and Nehru had 
again and again ruled out the use of force, 
trying first negotiation, and then the appli­
cation of pressure through the United Na­
tions. The position of the United States 
appeared to be very close to that of India 
concerning the transient nature of colonial 
empires and the eventual reunion of Goa 
with India. Why then Nehru's reversal of 
his often repeated antipathy to the use of 
violence? Was he indeed Routing his 
Gandhian heritage? 

In the West, at least, where Gandhian 
tenets are frequently mistaken for a form 
of extreme pacifism, there was widespread 
conviction that Nehru had given up 
Gandhian principles. The shattering of a 
splendid image brought dismay to many, 
lessening what little hope remained for a 
peaceful solution to the world's problems. 
But the Goa problem, remote as it may 
seem, was intricately interwoven with the 
larger problems confronting the world. 
The terms in which the debate at the 
United Nations was couched had become 
at least partially irrelevant, and the manner 
in which the Goa problem was solved was 
at the very least not wholly bereft of 
Gandhian elements. 

It is of course far easier to say what 
"Gandhism" is not, than to define what, 
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exactly, it is. It is not to be equated with 
Western pacifism, but is on the contrary 
active, complex, protean, and endlessly de­
manding. Perhaps it is fair to say that an 
essential characteristic of "Gandhism" as 
practiced by its remarkable originator, was 
to pitch demands in relative terms, in a 
manner designed to foster moral growth. 
Complacency and self-satisfaction were 
thus forever ruled out for those who sub­
mitted to Gandhian discipline. The greater 
the progress toward perfection, the greater 
still became the demands. Gandhi thus 
dreamed of an India brought to a level of 
morality which would involve complete 
disarmament, but his concept of non­
violence was firmly built upon courage. 
Such an India, Gandhi well knew, would 
have to be made up of a citizenry of heroic 
mold, ready to lay down their lives, if need 
be, for their India. The Gandhian ap­
proach, however, was not to withdraw to 
the contemplation of perfection, but to take 
an active part in affairs, and to work in 
various ways at molding India closer to 
h_is. dreams, meanwhile tiking practical de­
Cisions in terms of lesser evils. There was 
thus no real contradiction in Gandhi's con­
sent to the use of force in driving the 
invading tribesmen from Kashmir. He 
might or might not have found an effective 
means of dealing with the situation in Goa 
w?ile it was developing, but given the situ­
anon as it existed in December, who dares 
say that he would not have given Nehru's 
action his endorsement? There was a host 
of complicating factors present, but at 
bott.om the point is that by December the 
chmce, as had been the case earlier in 
Kashmir, was no longer between violence 
and non-violence, but between one sort of 
armed action and another .... 

The first public indication that India 
might resort to armed force in Goa came as 
early as August 16, 1961, when the Rajya 
Sabha (Upper House of the Indian Parlia­
ment) was debating the Constitutional 
Amendment for the merger of Dadra and 
Nagar Haveli with the Indian Union. The 
Bill was assured of unanimous passage. 

The debate took the usual turn of demand­
ing more active steps for the complete inte­
gration of Goa. The Government was 
urged to permit volunteers to cross into 
Goa, the Communists urging that such vol­
unteers be armed. Nehru ruled out both 
guerilla activities and unarmed demonstra­
tions, saying that both types of operation 
would tend to create a situation which 
could force the Indian Government's hand. 
To the accompaniment of loud cheers he 
declared that the time might come when 
the Indian Army would be sent to Goa, but 
if so it would be an open effort, and not 
secret or furtive. 

Nehru's statement was headlined in the 
Indian press, and widely taken as a warn­
ing to Portugal that the hour was late. If 
this was indeed Nehru's intent, the warn­
ing was certainly pitched in a low key. He 
was aware that the Indian public was 
greatly stirred by events in Angola and 
recent reports of atrocities in Goa. Portu­
gal's insistence on getting back Dadra and 
Nagar Haveli was exacerbating an already 
inflammatory situation. It would seem 
probable that Nehru had not yet given up 
hope of a peaceful settlement and that his 
major intent at this time was to check the 
growing tendency among his fellow coun­
trymen to take matters into their own 
hands .... 

As the months wore on, the pressures 
upon the Government of India to take ac­
tion in Goa increased .... The character of 
the United Nations was changing rapidly, 
as newly liberated African nations swelled 
its membership. Great Power rivalry was 
focusing primarily on Africa. India, under 
dishearteningly difficult conditions, was 
staunchly committing her own troops in 
the United Nations' effort to bring about 
the unification of the Congo. At horne, 
Indian relations with her neighbors were 
tense. Chinese pressure on the Ladakh 
border increased, to the accompaniment of 
threats to make trouble in the North-East 
Frontier Area if the Indian Government 
did not stop its military preparations in the 
Ladakh area. Relations with Pakistan, a 
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more formidable adversary now with the 
latest American fighter planes, became seri­
ously embittered over Kashmir. Pakistan 
and China were drawing closer together, 
and the Chinese Ambassador to Pakistan 
made a cryptic statement which appeared 
to hint at support for Pakistan in Kashmir. 
India's relations with Nepal were deterio­
rating, and Indian security was threatened 
by Nepal's agreement for the construction 
of a road piercing the Himalaya and con­
necting Kathmandu with the new Chinese 
highway system in Tibet. 
. Throughout this period the Goa ques­

tion was seldom out of the news. As India 
prepared for her third general elections, the 
i:sue inevitably became entangled in poli­
ti~s- Th~ Communists, embarrassed by the 
Smo-lnd1an border dispute, were particu­
larly vehement in clamoring for direct 
action in Goa, but every party (except 
~w~tantra) had some sort of Goa plank 
m Its election manifesto. At the end of 
October, the situation was complicated by 
~,epor~s. that insurrectionists had set up a 
provlSlonal oovernment" for Goa adjoin­

ing the Maharashtra border. Who was 
behind this? Many different parties were 
0P~~ating in Goa. There was a strong prob­
al:nhty that this new development was 
duected mainly against the Indian Govern­
men~. From early November on, the Com­
mumst press in India gave jubilant cover­
?ge to the exploits of "Goan commandos" 
m the ?order areas, and to plans for a mass 
march mto Goa, daring the Indian Govern­
ment to use the army to stop this march .... 

The compulsion of events had forced the 
Indian Government's hand. Troop trains 
began moving to the Goa border on Decem­
ber 3. But much more than Goa was at 
stal~e. N ~hru knew well the strength of 
anti-colomal passions in Africa and Asia. 
He had experienced at the Bel2Tade Con­
ference how these passions couldbe manip­
ulated for political ends. His success in 
diverting the Conference's attention from 
purelv colonial to more uroent world issues 
had brought on his head a furious cam-

paign of abuse from Peking, directed toward 
undermining India's leadership among the 
Afro-Asian nations. His position that colo­
nialism was dying had, moreover, raised 
apprehension in Africa. Various African 
leaders visiting India in the fall of 1961 
Hung searching questions at Nehru. Was 
India really interested in African freedom 
or only in passing resolutions? No real 
doubt existed that India could take over 
Goa in a matter of hours. Where did 
Nehru's responsibility lie? Properly, this 
was a United Nations matter, but could 
that organization handle an issue in which 
NATO interests were so deeply involved 
before time ran out? Action in Goa now, 
it was urged, could conceivably save Africa 
and the world untold horrors. 

As late as December 14, Nehru agreed 
to postpone action in response to an Ameri­
can initiative for a last-minute effort to per­
suade Portugal to give autonomy to Goa in 
return for a generous view of Portugal's 
economic and cultural institutions in Goa. 
vVhen this effort failed, the alternatives 
were clear. Portuguese authorities, who 
had once tried to convince the world that 
no breakdown of authority had taken place 
within Goa, had already changed this posi­
tion by December 10 when Radio Goa 
stated that some 500 instances of sabotage 
had occurred. There was now no longer 
any hope of avoiding violence in Goa. 
India and India alone was in a position to 
find a virtually bloodless solution in Goa 
while at the same time directly affecting 
the course of events in Angola and, indeed, 
what remained of colonial Africa. Under 
these varied compulsions, for India to fail 
to act could have led to developments 
which would not only destroy all chance 
for India to exert a moderating influence in 
Africa, but also dangerously jeopardize 
Indian unity. Moreover, this action served 
as a timely demonstration to doubting 
neighbors- China, Pakistan, and the Him­
alayan border states- that India is pre­
pared to move decisively and forcefully 
should circumstances warrant. 



1962 and the Survival of Nonalignment 

CECIL V. CRABB, JR. 

After Western countries responded immediately and favorably in 
1962 to India's request for military aid to protect the nation against 
Chinese invaders, a few foreign observers declined to accept the wide­
spread judgment that nonalignment had been discredited. They argued 
that it had withstood a crucial test and would continue to keep the ideals 
and objectives it had before the emergency. The following selection 
is written in this perspective. Professor of Political Science at Vassar 
College, Cecil V. Crabb, Jr. is the author of The Elephants and the Grass, 
a study of nonalignment. He believes that before the crisis, Western 
officials and public opinion, especially in the United States, had not rec­
ognized that neutralism often serves desirable objectives in world affairs. 
Crabb summarizes American criticisms of neutralism and interprets the 
results of the 1962 crisis in international politics. Except for a new 
appreciation of military power, he emphasizes, Indian nonalignment 
emerged from the frontier crisis fundamentally unchanged. 

ON October 20, 1962, after nearly five 
years of mounting border tensions 

between India and Red China, Mao Tse­
tung's Himalayan battalions opened a mas­
sive military offensive that brought Chinese 
penetrations far into India's northern prov­
inces. As the Himalayan crisis deepened, 
American commentators were inclined to 
interpret events not only as a military de­
bacle for Nehru's government, but as a 
shattering and far-reaching diplomatic de­
feat as well. "The most poignant spectacle 
in today's political world," one observer 
[Joseph C. Harsch] concluded, "is the Gov­
ernment of India in the wreckage of its 
whole body of policy and doctrine." An 
influential journal [The Christian Science 
Monitor] assured its readers that "the Chi­
nese attack on India is bringing non-align­
ment into question throughout the free 
world." Prominent citizens like former 
Presidents Truman and Eisenhower reached 
the same conclusion. Early in 1963 Eisen­
hower stated that he was favorably im-

pressed with "how India has changed" dip­
lomatically. In his view, India was "now 
forgetting non-alignment. . .. It is now a 
different policy which prevails in that area." 
Four months later, at a meeting of the 
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) in 
Karachi, American Secretary of State Rusk 
discussed the Chinese attack upon India. 
In emphasizing that no nation militarily 
"aligned" with the West had suffered a 
comparable attack by Communist forces, 
Rusk officially expressed the dominant 
American conclusion: India's foreign pol­
icy of non-alignment had induced Com­
munist Chinese aggression. The logical 
inference was that the Himalayan crisis 
demonstrated the bankruptcy of this policy 
for India and, pari passu, for other nations 
who espoused this philosophy. 

From the inception of the Himalayan 
conflict, officials and commentators within 
India, and throughout the neutralist 
world, offered their assessments of its long­
run diplomatic consequences. Spokesmen 

From Cecil V. Crabb, Jr., "The Testing of Nonalignment," Westem Political Quarterly, 17 (Septem­
ber 1964), 517-525, 527-533, 538-540, selections. Reprinted by permission. 
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for Nehru's government insisted that- in 
spite of certain other modifications in gov­
ernmental programs- the policy of non­
alignment would continue to guide New 
Delhi's approach to global issues. Mao 
Tse-tung's treachery, Prime Minister 
Nehru confessed, "has shocked us, as it has 
shocked a large number of countries." He 
conceded that as a result of Peking's aggres­
sion, history "has taken a new turn in Asia 
and perhaps the world. . . ." Yet early in 
November, Nehru declared in Parliament 
that the military assistance received from 
Western countries "is unconditional and 
without any strings. It does not, therefore, 
affect directly our policy of non-alignment 
which we value. Those countries which 
have helped us have themselves recognized 
this and made it clear that they do not 
expect us to leave that policy." 

A few weeks later, Nehru reiterated that 
India had "followed a policy of non-align­
~ent, and, I believe firmly that this is the 
ngh~ policy." This appraisal was echoed by 
President Radhakrishnan who stated on 
December 19 that in i~ encounter with 
Communist China, India's national "prin­
ciples" had been tested "and found ade­
q~ate." Among these basic principles, he 
CI~ed belief in democracy, socialist plan­
nmg, and a foreign policy of non-alignment 
be~een cold war power blocs. Such affir­
matiOns of faith in the neutralist credo were 
vocallY_ endorsed in other non-aligned 
countnes .... 

This dichotomy - the wide discrepancy 
between American and neutralist appraisals 
of. the future of non-alignment after the 
Himalayan crisis - provides the central fo­
cus of our analysis. To the American mind, 
the collapse of India's northern defenses 
symbolized a more basic diplomatic break­
dow?, requiring drastic and long overdue 
modifications in New Delhi's world view. 
Officials in Nehru's government, on the 
other hand, together with advocates of non­
alignment from west Africa to east Asia, 
believed that Peking's expansionism in no 
way vitiated the over-all policy of non­
alignment, however much changes might 

be made in India's application of it. Indeed, 
proponents of this philosophy became con­
vinced that the Himalayan episode fur­
nished new and even more compelling rea­
sons for remaining uncommitted to cold war 
power blocs than formerly. By early 1963, 
for example, Nehru asserted that events in 
the Himalayas "enhanced our prestige in 
the world." This development was attrib­
uted in no small measure to India's con­
tinued attachment to the neutralist credo. 

Prevailing American and neutralist inter­
pretations of the diplomatic consequences 
of the Himalayan fighting were thus largely 
antithetical. Whatever else the Sino-Indian 
crisis had achieved, it had focused attention 
sharply upon an increasingly grave and 
recurrent problem in American relations 
with governments espousing non-align­
ment, currently representing one-third of 
the human race. For the predominant re­
sponse in the United States to the Hima­
layan conflict demonstrated incontestably 
that Americans had a most imperfect under­
standing of the neutralist mentality, of the 
major connotations of non-alignment as a 
foreign policy credo, of the forces attracting 
and holding countries to this doctrine, and 
above all- of the extent to which the doc­
trine accorded both with the achievement 
of neutralist policy goals and with the ob­
jectives of the United States in global af­
fairs. In their crudest, least sophisticated 
manifestations, American appraisals equated 
non-alignment variously with deliberate or 
indeliberate appeasement of communism, 
diplomatic myopia, or sheer opportunism in 
foreign relations. Even among more knowl­
edgeable American observers, non-align­
ment was frequently held to derive chiefly 
from a persistent lack of realism in neutral­
ist capitals in assessing the Communist 
danger, to the operation of a double stan­
dard when neutralists assessed Western and 
Communist diplomatic behavior, or to a 
Machiavellian indifference in neutralist 
circles to crucial global issues, manifested 
by the tendency of non-aligned states to 
seek the best of both worlds in the acquisi­
tion of Western or Communist economic 
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and military assistance. Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles' characterization of neu­
tralism as "an obsolete conception, and, 
except under very exceptional circum­
stances . . . an immoral and shortsighted 
conception'' had earlier expressed what was 
to become a dominant national sentiment.1 

In addition to a deeply ingrained Ameri­
can predisposition against the idea of non­
alignment, three other factors prompted 
Americans to anticipate sweeping changes 
in Indian, and more broadlv, neutralist 
policies in the wake of Red China's Hima­
layan expansionism. Long before the Hima­
layan imbroglio, American skepticism about 
non-alignment generally had tended to 
focus upon the government of India, foun­
tainhead of the postwar neutralist move­
ment. Nehru's India (sometimes in com­
pany with Tito's regime in Yugoslavia) had 
displayed a unique capacity for irritating 
American sensibilities and arousing Ameri­
can ire. On a succession of incidents and 
issues- ranging from the Kashmir dispute, 
to the Korean War, to the creation of an 
Asian defense system (SEATO), to the 
Tibetan crisis, to the Goa incident- Ameri­
can opinion was, in greater or lesser degree, 
unfavorable to India. American reaction to 
the Belgrade Conference of Non-Aligned 
States in September 1961 provides a case in 
point. Official and unofficial sources in the 
United States did not conceal their chagrin 
over the Belgrade proceedings- for which 
they tended to allocate rna jor responsibility 
to Nehru of India. The prevailing Ameri­
can verdict was that this conclave was a 
psychological victory for the Communist 
bloc. Following neutralist failure at Bel­
grade to condemn Moscow's resumption of 
nuclear testing or to castigate Soviet "colo­
nialism" as forcefully as Western varieties, 
reports circulated openly that the Kennedy 
Administration proposed to re-examine the 
provision of foreign aid to neutralist states. 
1 Dulles' famous comment on neutralism was in 
the context of criticism of states like India which 
objected t.o collective security pacts that included 
As1an nat10ns. See Department of State Bulletin, 

lune 18, 1956 for Dulles' speech of June 9 at the 
owa State College. [Editor's note.] 

A few weeks later, President Kennedy re­
ferred publicly and disparagingly to "so­
called neutralists," leaving the unmistakable 
impression that at least certain ( unspeci­
fied) varieties of neutralist thought and 
diplomatic behavior were prejudicial to 
American diplomatic interests. In the light 
of such reactions in the United States, an 
Indian observer reluctantly concluded that 
(despite some indication to the contrary) 
in its relations with neutralist countries, the 
Kennedy Administration sought essentially 
the same goal as Eisenhower and Dulles: 
"a closer identification with the West to the 
point where New Delhi would not be able 
to escape the entanglements of the cold 
war." Developments in the interim between 
the Belgrade Conference and the outbreak 
of Himalayan fighting late in 1962 indi­
cated clearly that the American attitude to­
ward non-alignment ranged between two 
predominant reactions: outright hostility 
and reluctant toleration of the viewpoints 
and activities of neutralist states in the 
global arena. 

If Americans anticipated sweeping modi­
fications in Indian foreign policy after the 
Himalayan crisis in part because of their 
unconcealed desire for such changes, a sec­
ond influence re-enforced this expectation. 
This was the initial Indian reaction to 
Chinese aggression which, along with the 
responses in other centers of neutralist 
thought, sustained American hopes. News 
media in the United States, for example, 
gave prominent attention to Nehru's con­
fession that India had been "living in an 
artificial atmosphere of our own creation 
and we have been shocked out of it .... " 
From the Indian Ambassador in the United 
States came the opinion that "the effect of 
the invasion on our external political poli­
cies is likely to be . . . profound. The 
shock of war and the feeling of betrayal ... 
has been a traumatic experience which has 
caused a turmoil in Indian political 
thought." 

... A third factor explaining the dichot­
omy between American and neutralist view­
points with which we are concerned lay in 
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the failure of American observers to realize 
that the outbreak of Himalayan warfare 
late in 1962 did not actually pose a new 
problem to Indian policy-makers. The bor­
der crisis with Red China had been accel­
erating for at least five years; and the rela­
tionship between India's policy of non­
alignment and rising Sino-Indian tension 
had been under continual evaluation and 
re-evaluation for manv months. On several 
occasions in this perio'd, Indian officials had 
reiterated that mounting difficulties with 
Red China required no fundamental read­
justment in the policy of non-alignment. 
As a critical "time of testing" for India's 
policies approached, Nehru asked rhe­
torically: 

neutralist spokesmen from Morocco to 
Indonesia had left little doubt that they 
agreed fully with Nehru's remarks, when 
he told Parliament on February 25, 1963: 
"If we meet China, we defend the very 
principles for which we stand and if we 
give up those principles in meeting China 
what do we defend? Just a physical patch 
of territory .... " Even while the nation 
bolstered its long-neglected defenses- in 
part by relying heavily at first upon West­
ern-supplied arms- Nehru emphasized 
that India must continue to "adhere to those 
principles which have guided us whether 
in our domestic policy or foreign policy. In 
our foreign policy we shall adhere to friend­
ship with all countries and non-alignment 
to any military bloc." 

Are we to say that when we were safe we ... Ultimately, more than seventy na­
waved our flags bravely, but when danger tions throughout the non-Communist world 
comes our hands shiver, our feet become cold f h d 
and we want to shelter under somebody's sent messages o syrnpat y an support to 
umbrella? Is that how a proud nation behaves? Nehru's government in its encounter with 
I am surprised at this kind of argument. Chinese expansionism. Some non-aligned 

states offered to supply arms, troops, and 
. T 0 critics who blamed mounting ten- money; many unequivocally endorsed In-

SIO . h Ch" h . ns Wit ma upon the policy of non- dia's border claims; almost all joined in t e 
?hgnment, Nehru replied late in 1961 that demand that Mao Tse-tung's government 
If. India ~ad not sought peaceful relations settle its differences with India by negotia­
w~~h d ~ekmg ~ ~f instead it had aligned it- tion. To a significant extent, this mounting 
~ Iplomatically and militarily with the crescendo of support for India could be 

. ~tp {hen the anticipated showdown traced to the growing realization, as the 
:~ p e ~ng "would have come in any case, Daily Nepali expressed it, that Chinese 
W er aps sooner and in worse form." policy-makers intended "to inflict a seve~e 

e ~ust reserve fuller appraisal of Nehru's blow to [the] neutral side and weaken It 
m~n.mg for a later staoe. Meanhile it is thereby." Under these conditions, this 
s~ b yent tf emphasize ~hat the continued source believed that "whatever India is do­
VI~· I It1 ~ New Delhi's non-alignment ing for her defense (including the acqui­
f~ Icy h a ten under continuing study sition of Western arms) by sticking to her 
I %ug o~t. t e months preceding the Sino- neutrality strengthens to a great extent the 
~ an cnsis and that Indian officials had cause of neutral nations .... " The Prime 

discovered no co II" h b" . . mpe mg arguments for Minister of Malaya believed t at one o JeC-
r~J~Cti~g _that policy as the guiding prin- tive of Chinese aggression was to "prove 
Clp e m Its approach to problems of the that India was not so neutral after all and 
cold war. there is no such thing as neutrality in the 

~fter the Chine~e attack upon India, the bigger conflict between communism and 
pen_od of traumatic ~hock- during which democracy." The attempt to humiliate 
India and other nations in the neutralist India was thus viewed as a tactic designed 
com_munity seemed on the verge of aban- to bring other "wavering countries" into 
domn~ their . diplomatic credo- proved "the fold of communism." Arab ~ources, 
short-hved. W1thm a relatively brief time, like the Syrian journal, Al Monar, beheved 
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that Peking was intent upon "killing the 
Bandung spirit and non-alignment"; Al 
Akhbar interpreted Mao Tse-tung's thrust 
into India as a deliberate "blow to the con­
cept of non-alignment. ... " 

The conviction that Mao Tse-tung's re­
gime sought deliberately to discredit and 
undermine the concept of non-alignment 
both in Asia and on a global scale, in turn 
derived from several underlying beliefs 
about Chinese diplomatic motivations. For 
many months prior to the Himalayan crisis, 
Chinese policy-makers had carried on an 
intensive, increasingly intemperate, propa­
ganda campaign against Nehru's govern­
ment, a prominent theme of which was that 
New Delhi's professed non-alignment was 
a sham and merely a thinly disguised pose 
to conceal India's growing ties with, and 
dependence upon, "Western imperialists." 
Mao Tse-tung's government, said India's 
Foreign Minister, had repeatedly contended 
that "our policy of non-alignment is hy­
pocrisy, that we are already aligned to the 
Western bloc, and this (Himalayan) war 
. . . is induced by the Western bloc, and 
we are using it to exploit the poor people 
of our country." 

The extent to which Chinese officials 
actually believed their own accusations 
against India is impossible to determine 
with assurance. Americans- conscious of 
New Delhi's resistance to participation in 
a Western-sponsored security pact in Asia 
and its earlier reluctance to accept Ameri­
can arms-aid- would naturally be tempted 
to interpret Chinese allegations as sheer 
fabrications, designed to rationalize Peking's 
own aggressiveness. However tempting 
such an explanation might be, it appeared 
too simple to account satisfactorily for 
Communist Chinese viewpoints. 

Even certain Western observers believed 
that, as India became stronger economically, 
at least the possibility existed that New 
Delhi might try to assert its own Himalayan 
border claims by force, and (if in no other 
way than morally and diplomatically) it 
would be supported in this endeavor by the 
West. Moreover, Chinese policy-makers 

could hardly be unmindful of the American 
tendency to look upon a free and demo­
cratic, economically developing India as 
perhaps the chief bulwark against Com­
munist inroads in Asia or, more broadly, as 
"the pivotal hope of the developing world." 
There was the additional fact that (how­
ever uncommitted India might be diplo­
matically and militarily) Nehru's govern­
ment was in reality still very dependent 
upon outside countries, chieHy Western 
countries, economically and financially. In 
addition, Chinese officials were more fully 
aware of another fact about India and other 
leading neutralist nations than many public 
commentators and even some officials in 
the United States. A major tenet of Nehru's 
non-alignment philosophy was that, on the 
plane of ideology, India was totally and 
unequivocally committed to the side of the 
free world in its attachment to broad hu­
manitarian goals and in its reliance upon 
democratic processes for achieving these 
goals. Or, as an American official expressed 
it, most neutralist nations were 

neutralist only in that they have not joined 
the mutual security system .... they are not 
neutralist when it comes to deciding in favor 
of human values of freedom and the dignity 
of the individual, as espoused by the United 
States and its friends .... 

Yet these factors may have been subor­
dinate to another in explaining why opin­
ion in India and in other neutralist circles 
believed Mao Tse-tung's government sought 
to discredit and to destroy the concept of 
non-alignment. Red China's Him~layan 
venture had to be understood agamst a 
background of steadily deteriorating Sino­
Soviet relations .... 

Even before the graphic emergence of 
neutralism as an inRuential global force 
(first highlighted by the Bandung Afro­
Asian Conference in 1955), a careful 
weighing of strategic alternatives, in a glo­
bal context of contending ideologies and 
great power animosities, attracted nations 
in Asia, the Arab world, and Africa to a 
position of non-alignment. After 1955 these 
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strategic arguments proved equally com­
pelling in winning adherents to the neu­
tralist cause. The Sino-Indian crisis late in 
1962 provided a testing-ground for the 
validity of the strategic postulates support­
ing the doctrine. Ultimately, the vast ma­
jority of neutralist governments not only 
concluded that the military-defense calcu­
lations underlying a non-aligned position 
were basically sound; they discovered new 
strategic arguments tending to make the 
case for non-alignment more persuasive 
than ever before. Six aspects of the stra­
tegic problem confronting neutralist policy 
officials after Red China's Himalayan at­
tack accounted for these conclusions. 

The first of these involved a transcendent 
danger recognized in neutralist, Western, 
and Communist capitals alike: the risk that 
the Himalayan conllict might escalate into a 
r~gional or global holocaust. Every country 
directly or indirectly involved in the dispute 
(fr~m all the evidence, including Red 
Chu:a) sought to confine the Himalayan 
fightmg to the smallest possible dimensions 
and, above all, to avoid a nuclear cold war 
confrontati~n on Indian soil. As a goal 
uppermost m the minds of Indian officials 
before the outbreak of Himalayan warfare 
th' b' ' Is o Jective was even more paramount 
a~ter th~ crisis. Barely a week after the 
Smo-IndJan conflict erupted, Nehru de­
clared that India wanted nothing to do with 
nuclear weapons in its encounter with Red 
Ch· 2 A . ma. . few days later, Indian diplomats 
m Washmgton were said to believe that 
"Ind~a wishes above all to keep the Com­
mums_t Chinese attack from escalating into 
a ?J~J~r war. Hence, India is refusing 
~ntan~ s. proffers of specialized troops and 
~s ~vmdir~g ~~ything like bombing raids 
msid~ .~hma. This report stated that New 
Delhi also strongly rejects any talk of resort 
to ~uclear ~arfare, including the use of 
tactical atomic weapons ... assuming these 

2 Units of the United States Seventh Fleet entered 
the Bay of Bengal during the 1962 Sino-Indian 
cris~s. In Mar~h 19?5 the Department of State 
demed reports m lnd1a that the units had included 
an aircraft carrier with nuclear weapons. [Editor's 
note.] 

should be offered by the United States." 
Many of these same objectives applied to 
suggestions that Western ground forces be 
sent to India or that, as Chinese troops 
pushed deeper into Indian soil, a Western 
"air umbrella" be thrown over the Indian 
subcontinent. The Times of India pointed 
out that anything more than emergency 
arms-aid from the West would "threaten 
to destroy the delicate balance of interests 
between the Soviet Union and the United 
States" that was being achieved as an out­
growth of the Cuban crisis. Consequently, 
a "large-scale How of military aid to India 
from the West" might prove far more inim­
ical than beneficial to Indian security. 

Deep concern about the danger of mili· 
tary escalation was no less prevalent in 
Washington and London; such apprehen­
sion re-enforced the tendency of policy­
makers in New Delhi to preserve India's 
non-aligned position. Although chagrin 
over India's neutralism had colored official 
and public American attitudes in the past, 
events revealed that the Kennedy Admin­
istration was not indifferent to the strategic 
implications attending any contemplated 
abandonment of non-alignment by Nehru's 
government. From the very inception of 
the Himalayan crisis, therefore, American 
officials stated categorically that they did 
not want New Delhi to forsake non-align­
ment, nor was there any official American 
encouragement to the government of India 
to request a Western security guarantee. 
Deeply embroiled themselves in a crisis 
with the Soviet Union over Cuba, and in­
creasingly involved in lesser crises in Laos 
and South Vietnam, officials in the United 
States clearly did not relish the prospect of 
a new, and possibly massive, American 
military commitment on the Indian sub­
continent .... 

A third strategic consideration was a cor­
ollary of the second. It related to the 
nature and effectiveness of any proposed 
Western (meaning chiefly American) mili­
tary involvement in the Sino-Indian crisis. 
As policy-makers in India and other non­
aligned countries weighed the future of 
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neutralism as a foreign policy principle, 
they assessed anew a question that had al­
ways been pivotal in attracting nations to 
the neutralist camp. Suppose that India 
did abandon non-alignment in the wake of 
Peking's aggression and that it took the next 
logical step of entering a Western-sponsored 
alliance like SEATO. Would this step 
actually enha11ce Indian security? After 
Red China's aggression, as in the past, 
policy-makers in India and other neutralist 
nations remained convinced that the stra­
tegic disadvantages of such a move signifi­
cantly outweighed the advantages. From 
the vantage point solely of military security, 
New Delhi still believed that India had 
little to gain and much to lose by such a 
step. 

... A fourth security consideration lead­
ing neutralist governments to conclude that 
their strategic well-being would not be 
served by forsaking non-alignment relates 
intimately to a point we have already dis­
cussed- the progressively more acrimoni­
ous Sino-Soviet dispute. On the strategic 
level, neutralist policy-makers from Africa 
to the Orient were convinced that the prob­
lem of national defense would be made 
infinitely more difficult if, by abandoning 
non-alignment, they greatly enhanced Pe­
king's position vis-a-vis Moscow's and cor­
respondingly reduced Soviet influence in 
restraining Chinese diplomatic "adventur­
ism." Despite its attempt to preserve a 
position of publicly unobtrusive neutrality 
in the Sino-Indian quarrel, the Kremlin was 
known to be acutely embarrassed by Mao's 
expansionist policies .... 

Even before the eruption of fighting 
along the Sino-Indian border, a basic prem­
ise of Indian defense and strategic planning 
was that relations with Communist China 
would remain hostile for an indefinite pe­
riod in the future and that tensions would 
take diverse forms, from continuing ideo­
logical and propaganda belligerency to pos­
sible renewals of outright warfare. More­
over, officials in New Delhi believed that 
bolstering India's defenses against the pos­
sibility of new Chinese military onslaughts 

had to be done at no expense to the nation's 
ambitious development programs. The suc­
cess of these projects \vas viewed by Neh­
ru's government as no less vital to national 
survival and the preservation of freedom 
than an expanded military-defense mech­
anism. From these premises, Indian officials 
were led to emphasize a fifth aspect of the 
security problem facing their country: the 
nation's dependence upon continued (hope-. 
fully, expanded) Soviet economic and tech­
nical assistance. Uninterrupted Soviet aid 
was deemed indispensable in enabling India 
to carry the new defense burden now re­
quired, while maintaining internal develop­
ment programs unimpaired. Britain and the 
United States had been unstinting in pro­
viding emergency military assistance to 
Nehru's harassed government. Yet, as New 
Delhi was now required to double its de­
fense budget to a total of $1.8 billion annu­
ally, India became more dependent than 
ever upon outside assistance. For example, 
the drain on its foreign exchange occa­
sioned by the preparedness measures now 
demanded was described by one Indian offi­
cial as potentially disastrous. Even as In­
dian dependence upon other countries 
increased, however, there appeared little 
prospect that the scope of American or 
other Western economic and technical as­
sistance would be expanded to cover the 
nation's future requirements. Indeed, by 
early 1963, Indian commentators called at­
tention to persistent misgivings on Capitol 
Hill about Nehru's government and to a 
widespread legislative desire to reduce 
American foreign aid programs. Indians 
thus anticipated a likely contraction in (or, 
at any rate, a reluctance to increase) devel­
opment assistance funds from the United 
States, at the very time their foreign aid 
requirements were greater than at any pe­
riod in the past. 

Accordingly, in the midst of the Hima­
layan conflict, Indian envoys visited the 
Soviet Union and other friendly countries 
to secure promises of foreign aid. In Mos­
cow, Soviet pledges were obtained in behalf 
of India's current Third Plan and promises 
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of Soviet assistance for the forthcoming 
Fourth Plan. In this venture, Indian offi­
cials emphasized to Communist policy­
makers in Europe that 

non-alignment and peaceful co-existence would 
continue to be the basic features of India's 
foreign policy. If India was obtaining military 
assistance from the West . __ it did not in any 
way conflict with its policy of non-alignment. 
... For non-alignment did not mean surrender 
to aggression. 

A sixth dimension of the security prob­
lem facing India may well have been piv­
otal in persuading Nehru's government to 
reassert its attachment to non-alignment in 
the wake of Red China's Himalayan at­
tack. Unlike other aspects of the security 
problem, this related not so much to tan­
gible gains like expanded foreign assistance 
or an enhanced military position: it had 
to d? mor~ with the intangible - but in the 
lnd_Ian VIew, absolutely vital- realm of 
nati~nal ~ttitudes and public morale in 
dea~mg With the omnipresent challenge of 
Chmese expansionism. For India, as for 
other societies throughout the neutralist 
zone, non-alignment in foreign affairs had 
alwa~~ _been linked intimately with the 
acqUisition and maintenance of national 
independence. As an Indian commentator 
e~phasized late in 1962, it was an "expres­
Sion ?f the will to be free." Abandonment 
~: this principle would tend to isolate India 
~rther still from the emerging nations of 

Asia and Af · " · d' l · · . nca, smce a Ip omatic posi-
tiOn of. non-alignment was regarded as a 
conco~Itant of genuine independence by 
a ~owmg circle of nations throughout this 
regwn. 

As with other arguments tending to sup­
port the doctrine of non-alignment, Nehru 
an~ members of his government did not 
beheve that the worsening crisis with China 
altered t~e necessity for Indians alone to 
?ccept I:'nmary responsibility for safeguard­
mg natiOnal security .... This conviction 
Ie? ~ogically to the corollary that in main­
tammg the new spirit Peking's attack had 
engendered throughout India, the doctrine 

of non-alignment played a key role. Psy­
chologically, nationalist leaders like Nehru 
had always relied upon this policy to dem­
onstrate graphically the reality of indepe~­
dence in policy formulation. Now, as 10 

the past, military alignment with the W~t 
might tend to foster popular attitudes preJu­
dicial to the spirit of self-sacrifice, the se?se 
of national unity, and the determinauon 
to shoulder responsibilities that were re­
quired to preserve national integrity. Nehru 
declared that repudiation of non-alignment 
might imply to the Indian masses that 
"somebody will protect us and we need not 
do it ourselves." For this reason, he told a 
cheering Parliament that if a policy choice 
had to be made, his government would 
prefer high national morale and a strong 
sense of unity and dedication at h~me 
above all the military assistance that mig?t 
be furnished by countries friendly to In?Ia. 

Reviewing the arguments for and agam.st 
the idea of non-alignment, an editorial 10 

the Indian Express concluded: 

On their side, the West must realize- as. to 
some extent they do- that India must m~m­
tain its non-aligned front aoainst the obviOUS 
Chinese efforts to damage a~d destroy it. We 
do so in the consciousness that we now knoW 
at least who our friends are. 

That the strategic realities underlying ~lle 
Indian decision were appreciated by offi7In s 
in Washington (if not by the Amencan 
society as a whole) was illustrated when 
Nehru told a mass rally in India that "the 
head of one Western country now giving us 
arms has written me saying he bad I?ot 
wanted India to change its traditional pol~cy 
of non-alignment." Nehru did not idenufy 
this official, but one report noted "the audi­
ence believed he meant President Kennedy. 
One could hear the name of President 

" Kennedy passed from person to person. 
... Our analysis of the testing of ~on­

alignment suggests several conclusi?ns. 
These may conveniently be grouped mto 
two broad categories: those directly aff~ct­
ing India and other countries professmg 
non-alignment as a guiding principle of 
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foreign policy, and those particularly rele­
vant for a more realistic and objective 
American understanding of neutralist view­
points and policies. In the former category, 
surely the dominant conclusion is that the 
doctrine of non-alignment emerged from 
the fires of the Himalayan conflict basically 
intact. Policy-makers in New Delhi and 
other neutralist capitals concluded that, on 
balance, Red China's attack upon India 
strengtl1ened the case for the neutralist 
ideology, both by showing the continued 
validity of existing arguments, and by sup­
plying new arguments in behalf of the 
concept. As our discussion has emphasized, 
this verdict stemmed from more than a 
tendency to perpetuate long-cherished at­
titudes in foreign affairs, from an absence 
of "realism" in appraising influences shap­
ing national policy, from the dominance of 
emotional-psychological factors over rational 
calculations in arriving at national goals 
and strateoies, or from ideological vested 
. o I mterest. In this period, as former y, neu-
tralist countries were induced to follow the 
path of non-alignment between cold war 
power blocs primarily because, in the view 
of national officials, this course best 
achieved internal and external policy 
objectives. 

Admittedly, the doctrine of non-align­
ment emerged "purified and toughened" 
from the Himalayan imbroglio. Indian of­
?cials conceded readily (and other neutral-
1St officials conceded implicitly) that, in 
Nehru's words, "there is no non-alignment 
vis-a-vis China." To that extent, it could 
correctly be asserted that India's expression 
and practice of non-alignment had under­
gone a fundamental change. Yet this change, 
however widely it might be applauded in 
the United States, itself posed potentially 
troublesome issues in American relations 
with neutralist countries. For it meant that 
India, in company with almost all other 
states in the neutralist community, put 
considerable emphasis upon a distinction 
that had tended to receive little attention in 
American policies and viewpoints toward 
the Communist bloc. This was the diver-

gence between Soviet and Chinese Com­
munist goals and tactics in world affairs. If 
it could now be said that India ·was no 
lonoer non-alioned in its relations with Red 

0 0 s s . di China, this meant that the ino- ov1et s-
pute was regarded by Indian policy-makers 
as well-nioh irreconcilable and perma-

o d . nent. This conclusion stemme , m turn, 
from an Indian (and more broadly, neu­
tralist) propensity to emphasize the. role of 
historical, geographical, demographlC, .stra­
tegic, and cultural influences o~•er 1de?"" 
logical forces in explaining the d1plomatlc 
behavior of powerful Communist sta~es. 
Neither in the Himalayan crisis, nor earher, 
were India and other neutralist countries 
inclined to reoard the Communist bloc as 
monolithic, or 0nearly so; nor did they acce~t 
the prevalent American assessment that epi­
sodes like the Himalayan conflict had their 
origins primarily in the machi~ations of 
international communism. In th1s respect, 
the Himalayan encounter between India 
and Red China could be expected to per­
petuate differing neutralist and American 
appraisals of communism as a global move­
ment and to engender future disagreements 
deriving from these appraisals .. · · . 

For Americans, no less than for Indians, 
the crisis in the Himalayas demanded ob­
jective soul-searching and a willingness to 
reappraise deep-seated national attitudes. 
The Himalayan experience, for example, 
clearly revealed that there exist numerous 
gradations or levels of non-alignment, and 
that these are variously compatible _:-vith ~he 
attainment of American diplomatic obJeC­
tives. Both before and after the Sino­
Indian encounter, Nehru's government was 
determined to remain militarily non­
aligned, in the sense that it was unwilling 
to enter a Western-sponsored a11ia~ce sys­
tem. Similarly, Indian officials r~Jterate? 
their determination to remain dtplomatt­
cally non-aligned; in the months following 
the outbreak of Himalayan warfare, as be­
fore, there was no diminution in India's 
determination to take diplomatic positions 
at the UN or elsewhere in the face of op­
position by the Western or Communist 
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blocs. Ideologically, India's non-alignment 
was another matter. In whatever degree 
Indian or American opinion alike often 
seemed oblivious to the fact, Nehru's gov­
ernment had always been committed to the 
West ideologically, in the defense of free­
dom and democratic institutions. Even 

though Indian officials had said so many 
times prior to 1962, the Sino-Indian crisis 
underscored the fact that, as one Indian 
source put it, "even if we profess to remain 
neutral and non-aligned, our sympathies 
will be wholly in favour of the West to 
which we are deeply beholden." 

Progressive Neutralism 

V. K. KRISHNA MENON 

In late 1962, V. K. Krishna Menon left the Indian cabinet because 
of Chinese frontier victories; in early 1967, he was defeated for reelec­
tion to Parliament as an independent candidate after the Congress party 
refused to renominate him in his Bombay constituency. Despite these 
difficulties, the controversial former Defense Minister had influential 
moments in Indian politics during these years based on his service to 
Indian nationalism, his close association with Nehru, and his following 
in the Congress party's left wing. In this selection he answers Indian 
commentators who had suggested drastic alterations in the ideology 
and means of nonalignment. Warning against changes that might dam­
age India's welfare, he does not deny these critics' frequent view that 
national interest is the main test for Indian foreign policy. Krishna Menon 
affirms self-reliance as a first principle, leading him to demand that 
India should not purchase food or permit Western involvement in Indian 
industries. He interprets China as a political rather than a military chal­
lenge, and his views on Indian diplomacy toward that country vary from 
popular Indian attitudes. One of the best publicized Indian leaders of 
the last two decades, Krishna Menon believes that nonalignment has 
served certain values and interests in the past and will be productive 
in the future, if protected from its foes at home and abroad. 

r-r-::E. objectives of foreign policy, as of 
_I_ .t:1d1plomacy which is the instrument 

of. its i.mplementation, is to strengthen 
fnendsh1ps, to neutralise those less friendly 
and ~o prevent the combining of enemies. 
~O~ging and strengthening of friendships 
IS m the last analysis a matter of mutual 
interest and the recognition of it. Neutral­
isation is also in the same category but, 
perhaps, it is the counsel of reducing pros­
pective foes to lesser evils. This aim com-

pels flexibility in policy, negotiations, com­
promises and concessions. It also concedes 
not infrequently to bluff, miscalculation 
and conflict. These are dangers mainly en­
gendered by opportunism and disregard of 
the legitimate interest of others. 

The foreign policy of India is more often 
spoken of as "non-alignment" than by any 
other appellation. The "Five Principles"­
"Pancha Shila"- is also, though to a lesser 
extent, spoken of as India's foreign policy. 

From V. K. Menon, "Foreign Policy Continuum," Seminar, no. 75 (November 1965), pp. 41-50, 
selections. Reprinted by permission. 
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Neither of these labels help to e:\-plain or 
truly connote the foreign policy of India 
or the conduct of it .... 

The main bases of it are (a) non-align­
ment, (b) support of the freedom of colo­
nial peoples and (c) opposition to racism. 
The enunciation of these bases again do 
not fully explain either the motivations or 
the content of the policy as a whole or on 
each occasion. All three of them have, on 
the face of it, a negative or "agin it" ring 
by themselves; they do not fully explain 
the conduct or contribution of India in 
world affairs. 

World peace and co-existence as goals 
or motivating factors more fully explain a 
great part of it. It would be somewhat 
superficial and unhistoric to contend that 
even these truly explain our motivations. 

Ours is a world of nation States. The 
dream or hope of "One World" does not 
belie this stubborn fact. Ours is also a 
world in which strife, war and conflict are 
inherent in the relations between nations. 
The foreign policy of India does not ex­
clude the use of force or the threats of it, 
or the preparedness against these. The 
avoidance of conflict and policies directed 
to such an end are not excluded by this 
fact. 

From what I have said above, as well as 
from the fact of the birth-roots of our inde­
pendence, it follows that nationalism plays 
both a key and conclusive role in our moti-
vations and conduct ... . 

Non-alignment is ... the policy of inde-
pendence. It reserves and stoutly main­
tains that India will make its own deci­
sions in her national interests and in con­
formity with her ideas of what is good in 
world interests. A policy of alignment with 
foreign States on the other hand, especially 
when the partner to the alignment is eco­
nomically and militarily much weaker per­
force places the decision in foreign hands. 
It is also a policy based on self-reliance and 
national dignity .... 

The Five Principles are "self-interest" 
formulations. They are mutual respect, 
mutual interests, non-interference in others' 

internal affairs and reciprocity. The very 
idea of "mutuality" is based on self-respect 
and self-interest. Not only does respect 
which is not "mutual" become subservi­
ence, but it fails to insure the respect for 
oneself in which mutuality rests. It is a self­
interest. Mutual interests require no expla­
nation. It is plain, realistic, down to earth 
self-respect. Reciprocity which has always 
been, and even before the enunciation of 
the Five Principles, integral to our policy 
is again self-respect and self-interest. When 
we negotiated Commonwealth relations 
and discussed the bases on which such rela­
tions could rest, "reciprocity" was one of 
them. We practise it in our relations with 
5781-Heath-Power: Nonalignment .. 65 
South Africa, in tariff policies and in the 
closeness or otherwise of our relations with 
countries in the world and in the United 
Nations. 

India's foreign policy, again, while seek­
ing (a) no great power status; (b) no 
leadership of any group of nations, has as 
a matter of fact resulted in the elevation of 
India to the status and functional position 
of one of the great nations of the world. 
These are consistent with her size, her eco­
nomic development (comparatively) and 
her strategic position .... 

Foreion policy must yield results. What 
produce~ adverse results is poor policy. The 
latter must stand or fall by the results it 
yields. This is not to be cynical about 
ideals or the ethical content of policies. It 
must stand justified by implement~tions 
which fulfil the aim of policy. The a1m of 
foreign policy and of the diplomacy ~hich 
should implement it is the safeguardmg of 
national interests; that is to say, safeguard­
ing territorial, political and economic integ­
rity of the concerned States. Po~icy m~~t 
secure the country not only agamst ~~h­
tary aggression but economic pen.etratwn 
and domination and against strategiC offen­
sives or intrusions from neighbouring areas 
or locations. 

It is not my purpose to catalogue Indian 
achievements which at best in international 
affairs can only be partly India's in any 
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event, but to help to examine the new crisis 
prescriptions in the light of the record of 
our policies and their successes. We are 
too near events perhaps to assess it in sound 
perspective. India's contribution in world 
affairs is not easy to be isolated for another 
reason. Her deliberate approach and tech­
nique has been to work quietly, to put for­
ward proposals, along with other States, 
often to obtain results by amendment to 
resolutions of opponents and induce them 
to accept them and to avoid allocation of 
blames, particularly condemnations. 

In regard to Korea, Vietnam, the Congo, 
Palestine, Cyprus, the Suez affair etc., 
India had taken a leading part. The results 
are well known. Subsequent events, par­
ticularly to policies of the United States, 
Britain and China, have marred some of 
these results. 

In regard to Colonialism and Racialism, 
India as one of the earliest liberated coun­
tries pioneered these moves. Today, thanks 
to the accession of strength to this cause 
by the joining up of each successive lib­
erated country, the virility of the new Afri­
can States, the consistent support of the 
U_.S.S.R. and the Eastern European coun­
tnes. and the disintegration of the former 
empues of France and Britain, the ending 
of. Co~onialism is accepted as a principal 
obJeCtive of the United Nations. In regard 
to ~acialism, India was the pioneer at the 
Umted Nations against the Racist policies 
of the Union of South Africa. Today all 
nations, bar two or three do not vote 
against the Afro-Asian cou~tries on Racist 
issues: only a small few abstain. Portugal 
?nd ~outh Africa alone vote against. This 
Is. a d1~erent story from 1946 when, in the 
discussiOns on people of Indian origin in 
South Africa and in 1955, when the 
apartheid issue was hotly contested by 
the Western countries, these issues were 
"saved" for further consideration only by a 
dexterous procedural handling at the 
United Nations! 

On world issues, mainly disarmament 
and the prohibition of nuclear arms, India 
has been in the forefront and been more 

than once responsible for resolving dead· 
locks as between the blocs. Indian initia· 
tive played a considerable part in bringing 
about the Eighteen Nation Conference on 
Disarmament at Geneva when the Disar· 
mament Commission had been stultified. 

It comes as ridicule in certain quarters 
that India has no friends in the world on 
account of non-alignment and the conduct 
of her foreign affairs. This arises from a 
misconception both of non-alignment and 
friendship. Non-alignment is essentiallY 
based upon national independence. A non· 
aligned country is not part of a bloc and 
should be expected to take an independent 
though not necessarily hostile attitude. 

It is surprising if not amusing, that this 
particular criticism, more often than other· 
wise, comes from persons and quarters who 
over the years have argued that India 
should become aligned to the West! With 
West-made arms and Western diplomacy 
so increasingly and massively ranged 
against India and now in action on our 
frontiers, this plaintiveness is, to say the 
least, misconceived. . . . 

What sticks out a mile is that the allies 
of our foes are not militarily allied aoainst 
us. The Western countries are dipl;mati· 
cally ranged against us on Kashmir­
Britain from the beginning and the rest 
from 1949. The allies of China, the 
U.S.S.R. and the Eastern European allies, 
have not lifted a finger to help China. 
They have been on our side in respect of 
Pakistan despite our less close relations 
with them than with the West. They have 
not yet placed embargoes on arms against 
us. The Soviet Union has consistently 
sought to understand and assist India. 

Large numbers of countries have adopted 
non-alignment as their policy since 1952. 
Then India and U Nu's Burma were the 
only non-aligned countries. Today all the 
former colonial countries except Pakistan 
are non-aligned. They do not support our 
foes. 

It is one of the recognised elements of 
a successful foreign policy that a country 
obtains the neutrality of others, isolates 
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foes, and prevents combinations against her. 
This has happened in respect of us .... 

Furthermore, our non-alignment is under­
stood and welcomed by members of one of 
the power blocs. The countries of the \;vest 
have begun to understand it, shifted from 
their earlier attitudes of ridicule and hos­
tility. They have utilised our non-aligned 
position in the steps to resolve world prob­
lems as in Korea or Indo-China. They have 
also found it of value in problems where 
co-operation between the two bloc coun­
tries has been essential and in the lowering 
of world tensions. The United States is not 
today pronounced in its hostility to non­
alignment. Non-alignment has thus pro­
vided an "area" (not geographical) of 
peace in a world where the two blocs are 
poised against each other. 

The second criticism, ill-informed, is that 
not only are we without [friends], but we 
have on account of our foreign policy de­
nied ourselves, resources, economic and 
military, which should be otherwise avail­
able to us. This is totally untrue. We have 
ever since Independence procured military 
equipment from the countries of the West­
ern bloc and later from those of the East 
as well. At no time have we taken the 
position that non-alignment is a self-deny­
ing ordinance in this respect. In fact, it is 
the leaders of the Western bloc who have 
now succeeded somewhat in imposing this 
on us: in the past, by being unwilling or 
unable to release goods to us for so-called 
security reasons which we have manufac­
tured ourselves in many cases. So far as 
economic aid is concerned, India has re­
ceived from both the blocs substantial aid. 
At the height of the non-alignment contro­
versy, all aid from the West to India was 
totally devoid of conditions- no strings. 

On the contrary, we had ever regarded 
e~en the talk of military aid as inconsistent 
With our policy and contrary to our inter­
ests. India abandoned this inhibition under 
the impact of the betrayal of her by China. 
The aid which has come to India since 
then [1962] has been limited in quantum 
and severely conditioned by the military 

alliance of the donor countries with Pakis­
tan. Furthermore, the goods of these donors 
have been available to Pakistan in sizable 
quantities as against the small dose we re­
ceived and even after the latter had joined 
up with China against India. We even per­
mitted our independence and dignity to be 
denigrated by accepting conditions which 
have not been imposed by the West on 
their SEATO ally. 

The other instance of our departure 
from our basic policy has been in regard to 
PL-480 grain. This is a case by itself. It is 
an error to call it aid, inasmuch as we pay 
for the grain, which is surplus in the sup­
plying country.1 The PL-480 agreement 
has been proved to be a political weapon. 
The Prime Minister [Shastri] announced 
this week (October 16, 1965) in Bombay 
that we shall not avail ourselves of PL-480 
supplies. The recent developments in this 
matter have demonstrated to our people 
and government that the critics of PL-480 
have been right all along. The consign­
ment has humiliated us, made grave in­
roads into our fiscal and economic struc­
ture, and enabled ominous economic pene­
tration. Furthermore, it will be found and 
seen enough, that it has affected our agri­
culture adversely .... 

But along with PL-480 and the post-

1 Enacted in 1954 United States Public Law 480 
(Food for Peace)' authorizes sales at competitive 
world prices of surplus agricultural products for 
local currency, saving the purchasers hard cur­
rency. Seventy to eighty percent of the proceeds 
may be loaned or granted to the recipient for eco­
nomic development projects; limited amounts are­
used for United States diplomatic and other ex­
penses in the recipient country and for loans to 
American firms doing business in the country. 
The proceeds may not be used to buy the products 
of the recipient. In India, sizable "blocked" funds 
have been accumulated under PL-480 transactions 
and other repayments, chiefly because mutually 
agreed upon ways have not been found to utilize 
them internally through "feed back" develop~ent 
loans. During her American visit in 1966, Pnme 
Minister Gandhi and President Johnson an­
nounced an agreement to establish an Indo-Amer­
ican educational foundation to aid Indian science 
and research, financed by blocked funds. Krishna 
Menon and other Indians objected to the proposal 
as interventionist, leading to its shelving. Menon 
told the editor in October 1966 that the blocked 
funds should be cancelled. [Editor's note.] 
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China oppression of 1962, military aid and 
as a consequence of it our economy and 
economic policies, have suffered denigra­
tion. Economic imperialism threatens us 
and will engulf us unless we extricate our­
selves soon enough. Recent policies in the 
economic and financial spheres and in 
respect of our industrial and technical de­
velopment projects have been large-scale 
surrenders to foreign economic power and 
to its domination .... Our talk of "self­
reliance" will be a mockerv and further 
subject us to the sceptici~m about our 
integrity if we do not turn sharply away 
from this reversal of our policy of indepen­
dence and non-alignment in relation to 
economic aid and collaboration.2 

It will thus be seen that it is not non­
alignment, but the departure from it that 
has been prejudicial to our interests: We 
first gradually and later steeply, succumbed 
to the pitfall of conditioned aid.· Our 
finance administration in recent times has 
gone headlong into industrial and economic 
collaboration terms which are onerous eco­
nomically, prejudicial in respect of self-

2 In 1965 when Krishna Menon wrote this article, 
a se:rere drought reduced India's food grain pro­
ductiOn from 88 million tons in the previous crop 
yea: to 72 million tons for 1965-66. Led by the 
Umted States, a massive international program 
filled most of the gap. A 1966 drought brought 
an.ot?er emergency, causing a search for about 11 
million tons for 1967 when domestic production 
may reach 79 million tons and the United States 
may place a ceiling on its help. In a special mes­
sage to Congress in February 196 7, President 
Johnson asked permission to sell 3 million tons of 
surplus grain to India, with other countries match­
ing the effort. He indicated that the United States 
would provide by new sales and emergency mea­
sures at least one half of India's likely shortage for 
196 7. "T?e President stressed the self-help aspect 
of India s ~o~d problem, recounting the Indian 
government s n~creased effort to provide incentives 
for farmers, s~ulate fertilizer production with 
the h~lp .of fc;>re1gn capital, improve transportation 
a~d distribution_ systems and step up family plan­
rung. Announcmg a new policy based on cost and 
supply factors and the political drawbacks of bi­
lateralism which Krishna Menon's criticisms illus­
trate, President Johnson said that henceforth the 
aid-to-India consortium under the World Bank 
should have food as well as financial responsibili­
ties. In April 196 7 the consortium began to seek 
a multilateral way to decrease India's food prob­
lem. [Editor's note.] 

reliance and politically inimical to our in­
terests and national independence. Politi­
cally the effect of the considerable shift in 
our economic and developmental align­
ment, has been to cast long shadows on the 
image of our independence. Our foes like 
China have exploited it. Internally, it has 
aided the forces of monopoly, large profits, 
foreign control and the denigration of our 
confidence and personality .... 

We now turn to the crisis revolution­
aries, reformers and sloganists. The cases 
they advance call for examination if only 
to clear our own minds. There are those 
who want a "new policy." This is in refer­
ence to foreign policy. If by a "new policy" 
is meant shifts in tempo, the taking into 
account of newly emerging factors, or 
profitting by errors, their own or that of 
others, it is a welcome outlook. But, quite 
obviously, what the "prochangers" want is 
the abandonment of non-alignment. Some 
of them go to the extent of talking about 
living down the past, of rescuing the coun­
try from the errors of the Nehru era, etc. 
"New policy"! This is another name for 
"alignment," dependence and seeking and 
hoping for strength from others. Alignment 
in the present context means joining the 
West, curtailing relations with the Afro­
Asian world, turning our back on Indo-Arab 
friendship. They would like to call it to 
"negotiate" from strength. Whose strength? 
Negotiate with whom? 

They expect the people to forget that 
Western arms are pointing at our chest, the 
policy of the Western alliance is basically 
unchanged and furthermore that the price 
of even a modicum of Western co-operation 
is the surrender of Kashmir and the pro­
fessed goals of our internal economic policy. 

Where has even the limited degree of 
shift in this direction taken us? They must 
face the answer provided by recent facts. 
We face an arms embargo, while Pakistan 
has arms conduited to it through the 
CENTO powers. We have the PL-480 
weapon pointed at us. We also see that the 
Sino-Pakistan combination has not brought 
the Pakistan-West alliances to an end! On 
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the contrary, Pakistan used CENTO, 
SEATO and NATO and Chinese re­
sources against us and for all we know con­
tinues to do so. 

Here is something for the prochangers 
to think about. To be aligned, even if the 
United States were prepared to buy our 
submission, it can only be at the price of 
(a) isolation from Afro-Asia; (b) total de­
pendence on the West, in effect the United 
States; (c) abandonment of our social 
goals; (d) abandonment of the reality of 
self-reliance; (e) strengthening of the Sino­
Pakistan axis. They cannot fail to note that 
the military ally of the West, whom they 
seek to join, Pakistan, while still condoned 
and cajoled, had to face the fact that the 
Western alliances and weapons have not 
taken her to her goal of conclusive military 
value! 

Next come those who in a more mod­
erate vein ask for "flexibility." What is 
non-alignment if it is not flexible? It is 
flexible because it is a policy of indepen­
dence and, therefore, nationally determin­
able. It is flexible because it is based on 
mutuality of interest. It is Bexible because 
it does not involve ideological commitments 
to capitalism or communism. It is flexible 
because it is pragmatic and takes into 
account the dynamism of change .... 

Then there are the advocates of dual or 
plural alignments. But the latter is what 
non-alignment is! Peaceful co-existence, 
mutual interest, reciprocity, all these are 
elements of what the group of reformers 
or revolutionaries choose to regard as dual 
or plural alignment. 

It does not do, either to rest on one's 
oars, to chant "non-alignment" or even 
merely to answer critics. All these have 
a somewhat defensive, complacent and 
"stand as you were" tone. This is not the 
tone we need. Our interests do not lie that 
way. Furthermore, events pass us by if we 
disregard them or are blissfully ignorant of 
them. Ours is a changing world. Our poli­
cies have to be dynamic. We are engaged 
by forces of reaction as well as of progress. 
Foes threaten our sovereignty. To many a 

question posed by the dynamism of change, 
there may be no simple or straight answer. 
Yet our postures, our dynamism, must pro­
vide answers. They are not eternal in valid­
ity. Our interests are. Our duty to them 
is also eternal. Assessments must take place 
continuously .... 

First of all, we should shed fear. We 
must not leave to Pakistan or China the 
determining of our policies. This is what 
would happen if we do not pursue policies 
which are moved by our interest, condi­
tioned by our history and uninhibited by 
prejudices. We have to recognize that our 
defence against Pakistan is not only against 
her armies, but against pressures from her 
allies. We should have no delusions that 
Pakistan will not continue at least for a 
measurable time as a Western client, de­
spite her courtship with China. Britain, 
the United States, West Germany, the 
CENTO should be left in no doubt that 
our policies cannot be determined by their 
pressures. We should tell them frankly that 
Pakistan's military supporters are pointing 
their guns at us. 

But more, the dependence on P.L. 480 
was a blunder of the first magnitude. We 
should undo it. ... We should put an 
end to all collaboration agreements that are 
not primarily and in the long run in India's 
interests. We need to reassess this doctrine 
of "attracting foreign capital." We ne:d 
to banish the superstition that we gam 
strength by denying its acquisition for 
ourselves .... 

The time has come for us to tell all 
prospective vendors that we [will] pay for 
goods in rupees; it may sound fantastic to 
some when so stated. Strange as it may 
seem, even the United States will under­
stand it after the first shock and come to 
accept it.3 She acclimatised herself to non­
alignment over a few years even though 

3 Krishna Menon refers to United States willing­
ness to accept Indian currency instead of. dollars 
for American goods. Food sales to India have 
usually been for rupees, although, in 1966~ the 
prospect of an American insistence on the dollar 
payment for food sales to all nations began to 
emerge for the years ahead. [Editor's note.j 



84 V.K.KruSHNA MENON 

she ridiculed and rebuked. The vendor 
country must buy our goods. Of all the 
vendor countries, the United States is more 
likely to do it after the first burst of anger, 
ridicule and threat. This mav sound a dras­
tic change in policy. It ~ay shock the 
pundits of the [Indian] Reserve Bank and 
the Finance Ministry. The idea of the 
indigenous manufacture of arms did the 
same. They thwarted it. But necessity has 
now educated them .... 

In the field of foreign policy, India 
should not remain inhibited by the shock 
of Chinese invasion. Her concern about 
nuclear peril, about disarmament and co­
existence must be reactivated. It is not in 
our interest to permit doubts to be engen­
dered in regard to our declared policy [of 
opposition to atomic arms] and integrity in 
respect of the nuclear weapon .... 

Indo-Arab relations are pivotal to India's 
foreign policy. Arab-Indian solidarity is a 
necessary constituent in the stability of 
both our continents. The West should be 
inhibited from playing at power politics in 
our areas. In Africa, our earlier relation­
ships arising from our identification with 
their fight for liberation must now be re­
placed by our sharing with them the strug­
gle for the liberation of the rest of the 
colonial world. The erasing of racial in­
e~uality must be felt by Africa and by us 
Wit~ equal concern. The Organisation of 
Afr~can Unity has surprised all the world 
by Its emergence as also by its cohesion. 

!he role of the Soviet Union as a great 
Asian and world power is of primary and 
overwhelming significance to us. She does 
not seek to make us aligned, and has never 
done so. The U .A.R. has drawn closer to 
the U.S.S.R. This should be a lesson. 
There is no attempt at domination of us by 
the U.S.S.R. We should have no fear of it. 
Our relations with the U.S.S.R. have to 
assume a more normal and different pat­
tern, and be of richer content. In anv large 
scale industrial advance of India, the Soviet 
Union has to play a conclusive role many 
times larger and more diverse than at 
present. Indo-Soviet relations must reflect 

dynamism on both sides. This should be 
on a more permanent basis. This will help 
the West to understand us better and help 
towards a world of greater equality. 

China's relations with us will undergo 
change with greater Indo-Soviet solidarity. 
The U.S.S.R. must feel that we are com­
mon Asian nations and that our attraction 
to her is not only because she is a rupee 
ar~a. China's willingness to be a good 
neighbour to India is to a certain extent 
dependent upon her learning this, if need 
be, the hard way. If the U.S.S.R. and 
India adopt the outlook of world States 
devoid of the desire to dominate, bound by 
ties of mutual respect and interest, the 
forces of world co-operation will be on the 
way to winning. 

The idea that the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. have come closer tooether and 
that the relation of the latter ~ith India 
will be shared by her with the United 
States in a two party arrangement is an 
error. The Soviet Union's interest in India 
and her relations with India will not be 
channelled through the United States or 
conditioned by her. Our friendship with 
the Soviet Union need not detract from 
our developing and maintaining good rela­
tions with the United States. Indeed, this 
will become more possible with greater ':or­
mality in Indo-Soviet relations. The Umted 
States will then take her place in the world 
as one of the great powers whose function 
is dependent on the trust and goodwill of 
the developing countries. It is in her long 
term interest to let Soviet relations with 
the Asian and African countries grow so 
that they become active partners in the 
endeavour for world peace. 

Today, China and Pakistan quite natu­
rally condition a disproportionate share of 
our thinking. Greater strength, arising 
from self-reliance, a higher standard of life, 
and growth of technology to which the 
U.S.S.R. can contribute more than any 
other State will help towards a Sino-Indian 
equilibrium. The normalisation of relations 
with China, which must come, can only 
happen when Indo-Soviet relations disable 
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China from holding up India as an impe­
rial puppet or a field for expansionism. 

In these and other ways rethinking is 
required. We need courage not only to 
defend our territorial frontier, but to dare 
to think in new dimensions. vVe need to 
be potent to help in building the bridges 
that will lead to a greater unity in the 

world. Our internal strength and our ex­
ternal relations have to develop further. 
Our nationalism must venture on its next 
long leap. It shall not be in the dark but 
illumined by our experience of the recent 
past, the wisdom that was Nehru's and the 
imaginativeness and the courage that must 
be ours alone. 4 

Nonalignment Without Myth 

M. S. RAJAN 

An authority on Commonwealth affairs, M. S. Rojon is Director of 
the Indian School of International Studies in New Delhi. In this selection, 
he offers a major restatement of nonalignment. Conceding that non­
alignment con no longer be a moral imperative, he criticizes Nehru's 
thought and practice. Affirming that the country's national interest 
requires a continuation of nonalignment, he argues that it must persist as 
a strategy. Power realities concern him as they do Michael Edwardes, 
although Rajan does not believe that India will be unable to refashion 
its foreign policy because of Nehru's tradition. He endorses a strong 
military position to replace the policy of deterrence through friendship 
found in Nehru's China policy. Calling for self-assurance, he reformu-

. lotes nonalignment as a peacemaking force which is traditional in pur­
pose but revised in rationale and means. 

UTIL very recently all the parties of 
the Left, Right and Centre sup­

ported the policy of non-alignment. The 
criticism of the Government related only 
to concrete cases of implementation. The 
one major theme of criticism of all the 
Opposition parties, with the exception of 
the Communist Party, was that, in opera­
tion, the policy was partial to the Commu­
nist bloc and unduly critical of the West­
ern bloc. 

The question naturally arises whether 
any or all of the ... reasons for India fol­
lowing the policy of non-alignment still 
hold good after Chinese aggression, and 

whether any change in this respect is called 
for. It seems to the present writer that none 
of the basic and standing reasons for adopt­
ing non-ali<rnment, and practising it so far, 
is irrelevan~ or inapplicable to India after 
Chinese aggression. On the other hand, 
the situation both within India, and the 
world in which she finds herself after 
Chinese aggression, emphatically calls for 
no other policy. Indeed, one could even_ go 
so far as to argue that, in the present situ­
ation, it is all the more necessary to hold 
on to the same anchor of non-alignment to 
preserve as well as promote our vital na­
tional interests. Those who have been 

From M. S. Rajan, "Chinese Aggression and the Future of India's Non-Alignment Policy," Inter­
national Studies, 5 (July-October 1963 ), 118-132, selections. Reprinted by permission. 
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demanding in recent weeks a change in 
policy are basing their demands either on 
unproved hypotheses or on an erroneous 
understanding of non-alignment as a policy. 

Thus, some critics have suggested that 
China dared to commit aggression on India 
precisely because she was non-aligned, and 
in order to destroy the success of non-align­
ment as a valid and practical policy in 
international affairs. They cite in support 
of their view Mao Tse-tung's repeated 
st.atements that a country could belong 
ezther to the "socialist camp" or to the "im­
perialist camp" and that there was no third 
choice. It is said that the Chinese were 
jealous of the success of our non-alignment, 
that they felt especially chagrined that we 
were benefitino from economic assistance 
from both Co~munist and non-Commu­
nist camps, that they believed that we were 
not genuinely non-aligned and wanted 
th.erefore to expose our alleged de facto 
~bgnment with the Western bloc, and that, 
m fact, their object in attacking us was to 
push us into the Western camp so as to 
deny us the benefits of economic assistance 
from the Communist camp. 

But, surely, nobody knows why the Chi-
~ese sought to commit aggression on India; 
here must have been a variety of reasons, 

afd perhaps the desire to destroy our non­
ahignment was not the most crucial of 
t 1~· The claim that our following the 
poh ~cy of non-alignment is the reason 
w Ich encouraged the Chinese to commit 
hggression, can only be one of the many 
_Ypotheses. It also seems difficult to be­

beve that the Chinese would have chosen 
such a cost! · · · . Y mstrurnent as a maJOr mva-
si~n of India merely to expose our alleged 
ah~n~ent with the West. They must have 
antiCipated that driving us into the West­
ern camp would lead to the very opposite 
and most _unwelcome result of militarily 
strengt~emng us against China with West­
ern assistance. 

Ac~arya [J. ~-] Kripalani has advanced 
the view that, smce India is the victim of 
aggression by a member of the Communist 
bloc, we can no .longer claim to be non-

aligned. This is over-simplifying the issue. 
It is now too well known that China is not 
a member of the Communist bloc in the 
same sense as, say, Czechoslovakia- in 
spite of the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friend­
ship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance of 
1950. Secondly, we know now that all 
members of the Communist bloc (includ­
ing China, ostensibly though) continue to 
recognize and respect non-alignment as a 
valid policy for India as well as other 
Asian-African countries. Thirdly, except­
ing possibly North Korea, North Vietnam 
and Albania, all the rest of the Communist 
countries (including Yugoslavia) have 
criticized (though not quite explicit!~ or 
sharply as most of the Western countnes) 
the Chinese action against India. Further­
more, the Communist parties of most non­
Communist countries of the world (includ­
ing the Communist Party of India) have 
done likewise. Hence, Prime Minister 
Nehru is quite right in pointing out that 
what we are up against is Chinese expan­
sionism- not Communist expansionism. 

It is, therefore, hardly correct to say that 
we are no longer non-aligned in "cold war" 
politics after the Chinese aggression. And 
it may be added, that those Western na­
tions who are now giving us military assis­
tance to repel Chinese aggression, have not 
only not asked us to join the Western 
camp in view of the aid, but have, on the 
contrary, also public expressed their sup­
port to our non-alignment. Also, it is 
known that after the recent Chinese ag­
gression, India appealed for military assis­
tance to the Soviet Union at the same time 
as she did for Western help. If the Soviet 
Union has not responded to our appeal by 
any significant supply of military equip­
ment (apart from supplying some helicop­
ters on deferred payment), it is not our 
fault. It must be assumed that if the Soviet 
Government was afraid that our getting 
substantial military assistance from the 
Western camp was likely to compromise 
our non-alignment, they themselves would 
have offered similarly substantial aid .... 

A like criticism has been that since the 
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Soviet Union has, so far as \Ve know, done 
nothing to discourage, and much less to 
prevent, Chinese aggression on us, or since 
the Soviet Government has not publicly 
supported our stand on the border dispute, 
or categorically and fully sympathized with 
our military reverses (while the Western 
Governments had done so), there is no 
point in our continuing the policy of non­
alignment. It is said that in order to get 
the full benefit of the Western support 
against a possible renewal of war with 
China, we should give up non-alignment 
and join the Western camp. 

It is true that millions of Indians were 
deeply disappointed that the Soviet Union 
did not either come out openly on our side 
after the October-November 1962 Chinese 
aggression, or openly and categorically con­
demn China for her attack on India. How­
ever, this view ignores the patent fact that 
China continues to be a military ally of the 
Soviet Union and that the Soviet Union 
cannot (in order to oblige us) treat China 
as Stalinist Russia did Yugoslavia, or as an­
other Albania today. It is possible that the 
Soviet Union is marking steps in the ideo­
logical dispute with Peking in the hope 
that the final break could be postponed for 
as long as possible. Presumably, it is 
thought that a final break with China is 
too grave a matter for the other Communist 
countries to take any precipitate action. It 
is too much for Indians to expect that 
Soviet sympathies and support to India in 
our conflict with China should go so far as 
to denounce publicly a fellow Communist 
country. Until the Sino-Soviet ideological 
rift leads to a break between the two Com­
munist giants, we should be content with 
Soviet neutrality in the Sino-Indian border 
conflict and accept at their face value 
Soviet assurances of respect for our non­
alignment. Since Soviet assurances are 
accompanied by continuing Soviet eco­
nomic (and even military, like the supply 
of some MIG aircraft and commitment to 
build in India a MIG aircraft factory) 
assistance to India (as well as that of other 
Central European Communist states), it 

would be imprudent on our part to give up 
non-alignment out of mere peevishness 
against the Soviet Union. 

It is not only unwise, but positively dan­
gerous to give up our non-alignment in the 
context of our relations with the Soviet 
Union. By doing so, we would undoubt­
edly incur the full force of displeasure of 
the Soviet Union and other East and Cen­
tral European states- and it may be noted 
that the Soviet Union is our northern 
neighbour. Even beyond this; we would 
also thereby cease to enjoy the goodwill 
and friendship of other non-aligned coun­
tries of the world. Even though not all 
non-aligned countries have supported us in 
the conflict with China, it would surely be 
unwise to incur the displeasure of all of 
them, which we would, if we gave up non­
alignment. And this would not only con­
firm persistent Chinese propaganda that we 
have not been genuinely non-aligned all 
these years, but also give them an addi­
tional and dangerous handle against India 
in the rest of the world. 

If we ever have to give up non-align­
ment, it would only be in favour of align­
ing with the Western bloc; in the present 
context at least, it is impossible to conceive 
otherwise. If this is so, what is the attitude 
of the Western bloc to the possibility of 
our aligning with it? If the Soviet UI?"ion 
has not, ever since it officially recognized 
our non-alignment in 1955, wanted us. to 
give up our non-alignment and to ahgn 
with the Communist bloc, today the West­
ern bloc (which was once so critical of our 
non-alignment) is quite understanding and 
appreciative of it. More: the United States 
authorities in particular are not at all eager 
(as they once were) to annex any more 
allies in the "cold war" and would probably 
be unwilling to ask for, or accept, any fur­
ther military alliances, because they no 
longer need them for their security against 
the presumed threat of the Communist 
bloc. Because of the revolution in weapon 
technology and the means of their delivery, 
the Western countries, more especially the 
United States, no longer need military 
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allies or land bases around the periphery 
of the Communist bloc. The United States 
authorities now seem to consider even their 
present allies quite dispensable and bur­
densome financially, some of whom could 
be easily dropped off without in the least 
adversely affecting American and Western 
security. Therefore, those like Mr. Rajago­
palachari1 who argue in favour of our seek­
ing a firm military alliance with the West 
in the context of the "permanent menace" 
from China are doing so in vain. The 
West is not waiting with open arms to 
receive India into its bosom. If we seek 
such an alliance in panic, the likelihood is 
that we would be rebuffed. 

Some critics ... have been asserting that 
we have already compromised our non­
alignment in favour of the West (because 
of the acceptance of Western arms aid). 
· · · Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan2 has ex­
pressed satisfaction that we are now no 
longer non-aligned in favour of the Com­
munist bloc mentally and emotionally, as 
he says we were before the Chinese aggres­
sion, and that, therefore, there need be no 
furthe~ controversy as to the validity of 
no~-ahgnment as a policy for India. Mr. 
Rapg?palachari has been further arguing 
that smce our present policy is oriented to 
the West, we might as well formally ally 
ourselves with the West. If we do not, says 
he, while, on the one hand, we would not 
get the full benefit of alionment with the 
West; on the other hand we would be 
incurring the suspicions of' the Communist 
bl?c as to the genuineness of our non­
alignment; he also suggests that, between 
the t~o blocs, by aligning with the West 
we will be more honest in our relations. 
1 _Chakravarti Rajagopalachari was a close asso­
Ciate of Gandhi and after freedom served as 
India's terminal Governor-General. In 1959 he 
helped to establish the anti-collectivist Swatantra 
party and became a critic of the Nehru govern­
ment's foreign and domestic policies. [Editor's 
note.] 
2 An independent critic and theorist who is diffi­
cult to classify, Jayaprakash Narayan is an advo­
cate of "partyless politics" and a decentralized 
societv. A former Marxist, he was influenced by 
Gandhi and his teachings and in the mid-I950s 
was considered a possible successor to Nehru. 
[Editor's note.] 

All this criticism is unconvincing. Two 
things are quite clear. \Ve have not com­
promised (as Yugoslavia has not) non­
alignment by the acceptance of Wes_tern 
aid .... Equally, both the blocs contmue 
to recognize our non-alignment. Whether 
we were non-alioned in favour of the Com­
munist bloc before, and are aligned in 
favour of the Western bloc now, is a matter 
of opinion, depending upon the ideolo~cal 
disposition of the critics, not on any objec­
tive facts .... 

It is said by some critics that the avowed 
respect for our non-alignment, presently 
being shown by the leaders of both the 
blocs, is insincere and opportunistic, meant 
to lull us into deception- and that _eith~r 
of them would at some appropriate ume m 
the future go back on their present stand 
and try to annex India as an ally. There­
fore, it is suggested by these critics, w_e 
now make up our minds as to which bloc IS 
sincerely friendly- and, according to these 
critics, it is the Western bloc, as demon­
strated by the readiness with which it r_e­
sponded to our appeal for military assiS­
tance against Chinese aggression- and 
align with it in order to ensure our future 
security. 

A student of diplomatic history could, 
however, point out that, in international 
relations, the only permanent factor is t_he 
interests of a nation, and not friendships 
and enmities which are of a transient char­
acter, and any nation which relies wholly 
on its friendships (or, for that matter, e~­
mities) to promote its national interests IS 
bound to be surprised and disillusione~ 
sooner or later (as India has been vis-a-vts 
China). Secondly, there is no way of prov­
ing or disproving whether either of the 
blocs today is sincere or not in its profes­
sions of respect for non-alignment, and the 
past does not give us any guide to 0e 
future. Until about 1955, the Communist 
bloc did not accept our non-alignment as 
genuine- it considered it a mere facade 
for our de facto alignment with the West. 
Indeed, it went further in not categorically 
acknowledging our independence. Like­
wise, until very recently, the Western bloc 
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did not acknowledge the integrity of our 
non-alignment policy; it thought that our 
policy was inclined in favour of the Com­
munist bloc and was even "immoral." Both 
the blocs are now pretty vociferous about 
their respect for our non-alignment policy, 
but nobody can say with any certainty that 
either of them is sincere in its stand. All 
that one can say with certainty is that their 
present attitude to non-alignment is simply 
in furtherance of their permanent national 
interests as now conceived. 

It is clear that in the existing nuclear 
stalemate, when both the blocs have ceased 
to be monolithic as they once were (with 
deep divisions within both the camps), 
with the tempo of "cold war" lessened and 
the two groups moving into a detente with 
no more need for military allies to ensure 
their security, the non-aligned countries 
have ceased to be important (and indeed 
become largely irrelevant) to their com­
petitive needs of security against the other 
bloc. This is a welcome development, in 
so far as the non-aligned countries have 
now practically ceased to be pawns in the 
"cold war" political chess. Therefore, a 
fortiori, it seems that India could continue 
to be non-aligned without the erstwhile 
threat to her policy from either of the 
blocs, and irrespective of the sincerity or 
otherwise of their attitudes to non-align­
ment. To abandon the policy just when, 
at last, both the blocs respect it, seems a 
little absurd on the face of it. 

One other reason being given by critics 
of non-alignment in urging its abandon­
ment is that it holds no guarantee against 
aggression. It is pointed out that no Com­
munist state has so far dared to commit 
aggression against a country aligned with 
the Western bloc. And, perhaps, pro­
Communists could equally argue that the 
West has not dared to commit aggression 
on a nation aligned with the Communist 
bloc. The British Prime Minister, Harold 
~acmillan, and the Japanese Prime Min­
ISter, Ikeda, reinforced this view by stating 
recently that Chinese aggression on India 
demonstrated that "neutrality" was no 
guarantee against aggression and that 

"neutralism" was unrealistic as a policy in 
international affairs. 

This is one more instance of over-simpli­
fying the nature and working of interna­
tional politics and of taking a mechanistic 
view of international affairs, apart from 
showing ignorance of diplomatic history. 
Nothing is a guarantee against anything in 
the world as it is today. Belgian neutrality 
did not prevent German aggression against 
it during the first World War. On the 
other hand, was not Swiss neutrality re­
spected by all the belligerents during both 
the vVorld Viars? 

Furthermore, non-alignment or interna­
tional guarantees of neutrality as such are 
no guarantee, always and for ever, against 
aggression, and it is clearly wrong for any­
body to claim, as our foreign-policy makers 
did sometimes, that it is so. On the con­
trary, alignment is not also, always and 
necessarily, a guarantee against aggression; 
for anybody to think so, is as illusory as in 
believing that non-alignment would give a 
similar guarantee. Those who think that 
alionment secures firm friends for any state 

b ' 

should ponder over the pithy remark of the 
present Pakistani Minister for External 
Affairs, Z. A. Bhutto, made some weeks 
ago (when he was still the Minister of 
Industries): "India finds herself friendless 
because of non-alionment, and Pakistan 
finds herself friendl~ss because of member­
ship of military pacts." ... 

It is clear, therefore, that it is quite pru­
dent, profitable and even necessary that we 
stick to the moorinos of non-alignment as 
closely as before. We have everything to 
gain by doing so. We would gain nothing 
more by aligning with the Western. ?loc. 
On the contrary, it might be positively 
dangerous to give it up. . . 

All this is not to say that m prev10us 
years the Indian Government has not com­
mitted any mistakes in formulating or 
implementing foreign policy which (among 
other thinos) might have encouraged the 
Chinese to0 mount an attack against India. 
The present writer maintains, however, 
that these mistaken policies and actions 
have no inevitable and necessary connexion 
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with the policy of non-alignment as such. 
Thus, for instance, until now the Govern­
ment seemed to base its policies and actions 
in world affairs, and in particular in rela­
tion to China, on the unwarranted assump­
tion that non-alignment as such was a safe­
guard against any threat to our security­
that merely because we were non-aligned 
with either of the blocs of the "cold war," 
China would not, or dare not, threaten our 
security and territorial integrity. On this 
erroneous assumption, among others, the 
Government seems to have neglected our 
defence vis-a-vis China. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that 
non-alignment has nothing to do with the 
nature of defence preparedness of a coun­
try, and that it does not mean that a coun­
try can afford to neglect its defences; vice 
versa, the building of defensive strength 
does not violate non-alignment. The con­
clusive examples of this are those of Yugo­
slavia and Egypt (also Indonesia in recent 
Y.ears) which have built up strong defen­
SIVe strength with the help of American 
a~d Soviet Governments, respectively, 
Without at the same time giving up their 
non-alignment with the two blocs of the 
"cold war," headed by their military donors. 
They have also demonstrated effectively 
that the receipts of foreign military aid, 
even from the leaders of the two blocs of 
~e :'cold war," does not necessarily and 
meVItably compromise their countries' non­
alignment in the bloc politics, as the Indian 
Government has been erroneously asserting 
for ma~y years. If such comparatively small 
couz:ttnes ~s Yugoslavia and Egypt could 
re~a~n the_I~ non-alignment in spite of re­
ceiVIng m1htary aid from the leaders of the 
two blocs, there was no reason at all why 
India should have feared any adverse im­
pact on our non-alignment of military assis­
tance from either of the blocs. 

Even if we were opposed to receiving for­
eign military aid for sentimental and psy­
chological reasons, we could surely have 
built up our defensive strength by allo­
cating far more of our internal resources to 
defence than we have been doing until the 

Chinese aggression.3 This would have, of 
course, impeded our socio-economic devel­
opment- though at the same time it would 
have strengthened the industrial base of 
our economy in support of defence indus­
tries. But that is the price all nations have 
to pay in this world of sovereign nations (in 
the absence of adequate collective security 
arrangements) for safeguarding their inde­
pendence and territorial integrity. The 
single most important lesson of our recent 
military reverses against China is, that be­
cause we tried to economize on defence 
expenditure and concentrated on building 
up a welfare society, we could not ade­
quately safeguard our territorial integrity. 
. . . While there could be no objection to 
foreign military aid as such, we should try 
to avoid depending too much on it by in­
creasing our internal sources which we 
have so far not done adequately. The Chi­
nese have now left us no alternative but 
to augment our military strength to match 
theirs up to a degree. But since too much 
dependence on the West is likely to com­
promise our non-alignment, we should do 
so largely from internal sources. Logically, 
this would call for our giving up the pres­
ent self-denying ordinance in respect of 
manufacturing nuclear weapons (which 
Mr. Nehru continues to reaffirm even after 
Chinese aggression) since (according to 
press reports) China is likely to make its 
first atomic bombs during the next two­
three years. Obviously, we cannot, and 
should not, rely permanently on the pro­
tection of either the West or the Soviet 
Union against the Chinese threat of 
"atomic blackmail" (as the Chinese now 
call the Western military posture), for that 
a According to the comparative statistical study of 
defence expenditure made by a UN Expert group 
on economic and social consequences of disarma­
ment for the years 1957-59, India's expenditure 
was only 2.4 per cent of the gross domestic prod­
uct. The comparative figures for some other non­
aligned countries are as follows: Burma, 7.3; 
Cambodia, 4.0; Ceylon, 1.0; Indonesia, 4.6; Leba­
non, 3.0; Syria, 5.6; Yugoslavia, 9.0; Sweden, 4.7; 
Switzerland. 3.0. (Source: UN Doc. E/3593/ 
Rev. I, Table 2-I.) In the 1963-64 budget, our 
defence expenditure has gone up to a little less 
than 6 per cent. [Author's note.) 
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would eventually compromise our non­
alignment. 

Unfortunately, our policy-makers seemed 
to have believed until now that a strong 
military establishment was incompatible 
with non-alignment; or, to put it the other 
way, that non-alignment necessarily meant 
keeping a relatively weak military estab­
lishment, presumably (and among other 
reasons) under the mistaken belief that 
augmenting our peace-time military estab­
lishment might provoke our aligned and 
un-aligned neighbours and tarnish our 
world image as a peace-loving nation. That 
this need not be so, has been amply dem­
onstrated by non-aligned, but militarily 
strong, Switzerland, Yugoslavia and Egypt. 

In the minds of some of our Congress 
leaders, non-alignment seems to have been 
confused with non-violence with which 
weapon we fought our struggle for free­
dom. Of course, the Government of India 
has never been a devotee of non-violence, 
but the minds of many of the Congress 
leaders seem to have been clouded bv their 
memory of the effectiveness of non-violence 
against British rule, resulting in a conscious 
as well as unconscious resistance to large­
scale defence expenditure. There is, how­
ever, absolutely no correlation between 
non-alignment and non-violence. The two 
ideas belong to two altogether different 
categories of thought- the former is a po­
litical policy, the latter a moral principle. 

Another mistake our foreign-policy mak­
ers seem to have committed is to confuse 
non-alignment, which is merely an instru­
ment of our policy, for the very goals of 
our foreign policy, or to treat it as a moral 
imperative from which no deviation is per­
missible except under moral obloquy. The 
ultimate goal of our foreign policy, like 
that of any other country, is to promote our 
enlightened national interests, and we 
sought to achieve it by following the policy 
of non-alignment, among others. This 
meant that if and when non-alignment 
ceased to promote our national interests 
(that situation has not yet arisen), ·we ought 
to switch on to any of the other alternative 

courses of policy available to us at any time, 
without being charged with political expe­
diency. But the Government has treated the 
policy all along as not just a means to pro­
mote our national interests, but as the end 
itself .... 

They also treated the policy of non­
alignment as a fetish to worship and as a 
saviour of the country. It was treated as a 
sacred cow which ought not to be touched 
by anybody else, even by a friendly critic 
of the Government. It is completely mis­
leading to say, as Prime Minister Nehru 
said recently, that if we abandon non­
alignment it would mean a "terrible moral 
failure." To treat it as a moral principle 
is wholly an error; it is siptply a political 
policy which happens to have paid ample 
dividends to us as well as to manv Asian­
African countries. To consider it a; a moral 
precept is to commit the same mistake as 
John Foster Dulles once did when he called 
"neutralism" immoral. Furthermore, as 
Acharya Kripalani wrote recently, if non­
alignment is sought to be treated by the 
Government as a moral imperative, then it, 
as well as the nation, must be ready to 
suffer martyrdom in its cause (as Gandhiji 
was willing to do for the sake of non­
violence). To point to this logical conse­
quence of treating it as a moral imperative 
is to underline its absurdity. 

This attitude towards non-alignment is 
in turn due to another, and a related, weak­
ness of our foreign policy. Due partly to 
this unbounded faith in non-alignment, 
and partly to the exaggerated emphasis on 
idealism and ethical principles in the con­
duct of international relations, we seem to 
have become often slaves to a doctrinal, 
crusading approach to international prob­
lems. In an imperfect world, in a world 
which is not wholly governed even by the 
principles of international law, let a_lone 
ethical principles, it is sheer fool-hardmess 
on our part to rely entirely on the self­
executing goodness of idealistic principles, 
not backed by military strength. To have 
faith in pmzchsheel is all to the good, but 
to rely wholly on its efficacy is dangerous 
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in an imperfect community of nations. We 
should have at the same time built up suffi­
cient military strength which would have 
proved a bulwark in case of violation of the 
panchsl1eel- and the two concurrent ap­
proaches would not have been inconsistent, 
as noted earlier. Even Hitler respected 
Swiss neutrality, but not wholly because of 
any respect for it as such, but also (and 
inter alia) because that brave little country 
backed it up with substantial military 
strength .... 

It seems to me, therefore, that no "ago­
nizing reappraisal" of our policy of non­
alignment is called for in view of the Chi­
nese aggression. What is most certainly 
called for is a reappraisal of our attitude to, 
and relations with, certain countries of both 
the blocs of the "cold war" and even some 
non-aligned countries. This reappraisal we 
can easily make without altering the basic 
principles of our foreign policy, and with­
out incurring any moral obloquy. At least, 
in the present context, we would gain noth­
ing by aligning ourselves with any bloc, 
not even with the Western bloc. And the 
West does not want us to do so. And the 
S~viet Union is also respecting our non­
alignment, and certainly does not expect us 
to align ourselves with the Communist 
bloc. Should, however, the Soviet Union 
o~enly back Chinese aggression and the 
Smo-Soviet military alliance come into 
operation, then, of course, we may be left 
w~th no choice but an outright alignment 
With the Western bloc· and the Soviet 
Union cannot then biaU:e us for doing so. 
Until then, it would not only be not desir­
a~le and necessary to give· up our non­
ahgn_ment, but it may be dangerous to do 
~o, smce, thereby, we would be incurring 
Instantaneously the hostility of the entire 
Communist bloc, including the Soviet 

Union. As for the future, let us leave it to 
international developments to guide o~d 
course. Prime Minister Nehru rightly sat 
in a B.B.C. television interview some weeks 
ago that India would continue non-alig~­
ment "subject to one fact- that war condi­
tions create their own momentum." That 
is the only right posture for the future. . 

Let us not give up too easily and in p~ntC 
(and unless and until our national surviVal 
is the compelling alternative) the n~n­
alignment which is our proud contribuuon 
to the theory of international affairs­
something which has contributed to the 
stature and self-respect of many nations, 
including ourselves; something which has 
significantly contributed to the mainte­
nance and promotion of international peace 
and security. Let us not lose faith in our­
selves, our basic convictions and policies, 
because of the shock of Chinese aggression. 
Loss of faith in oneself is the beginning.of 
the end of disaster. Besides, what is m­
volved here is more than India's own sur­
vival a~ a sovereign, independent a.n~ sel~ 
respectmg nation. If we who ong:m~te 
this policy of non-alignment, and practised 
it with demonstrative success, abandon thf 
policy, the faith of more than a score 0 

other nations who have emulated our ex­
ample is likely to be shaken in their own 
non-alignment policy. And this in turn, 
and in due course, is likely to draw the_se 
nations into the political and military orb~ts 
of the Communist and non-Communtst 
blocs of nations and thereby revive ~e 
erstwhile race of the two blocs for alhes 
from among .the non-aligned countries. 
And the revival of the trend towards total 
bipolarization of the community of nati~ns 
would once again envelop the world With 
the threat of a Third World War. 



IV. TWO SUMMARY STATEMENTS 

Indian Nonalignment and the Balance of Power 

A. P. RANA 

Few theories of foreign policy are more durable than those of the 
balance of power. Carefully defined as "responsible," a balance 
of power theory is used in this commentary on Indian nonalignment 
as the basis to evaluate its objectives and performance. A. P. Rona, 
who is Reader in Political Science at Baroda University, finds that India 
has employed a normative balancing policy without acknowledging the 
fact and in competition with an ideology of nonalignment, which has 
often denied it. Relating the normative theory to his interpretation of 
the impact of nuclear weapons on the interstate system, Rona suggests 
that India's nonalignment should be viewed as a force which serves to 
protect its independence and contributes to the preservation of the 
international community on ethical grounds. In his analysis, he offers 
ideas employed by both critics and defenders of nonalignment. His 
presentation also blends "idealistic" and "realistic" viewpoints, a divi­
sion that crosses the line between critics and defenders. Valuable as an 
example of how it is possible to comprehend more than one version of 
nonalignment in a single interpretation, the selection helps to place the 
study of Indian nonalignment within a major theoretical school of inter­
national politics. 

ANYONE who is engaged in the study 
of International Relations is con­

fronted by a concept which, in many ways, 
is central to this study- the concept of the 
balance of power. In India, however, this 
concept has received scant attention. In 
fact, after independence, we assumed that 
by being non-aligned we had rejected bal­
ance of power policies; that it was our duty 
to indicate to the great Powers the dangers 
and futility of pursuing such policies, and 
of ourselves scrupulously avoiding any 
taint of them. 

Yet we were critical of a phenomenon 
we had not conceptually attempted to de­
fine or understand. Undoubtedly, men in 
power do not have much time to make 

subtle distinctions and arrive at fine defini­
tions. Nehru could not be bothered to 
clarify in his mind what it was he was 
denigrating. The curious fact, however, 
was the extent to which Indian scholars 
accepted many of Nehru's pron~ur:ce­
ments without adequately questwmng 
them. Indian scholarship of those years 
reads so much like toeing of the official 
line. Indeed, this trend has continued even 
in the post-Nehru period. Policies of non­
alignment and policies of the balance o.f 
power have come to be regarded as antl­
thetical in the run of the literature on 
India's foreign affairs. The implication 
often is that the great powers are eng.a~ed 
in pursuing balance of power pohc1es, 

From A. P. Rana, "The Nature of India's Foreign Policy," India Q11 arterly, 22 (Apri.l-June 1966), 
101-102, 104, 110-114, 116-117, 120-123, 125-134, selections. Reprinted by permisSIOn. 
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whilst we have steadfastly refused to sub- · 
scribe to them. It would appear that even 
as scholars, we have been interested, not in 
critically appraising the official line on for­
eign affairs, but in being strenuous apolo­
gists in its behalf. · 

To a remarkable degree, the supposedly 
antithetical relationship between policies 
of non-alignment and policies of the bal­
ance of power, recalls similar identifica­
tions in the American attitude to European 
affairs before 1914 and after 1919. Presi­
dent Wilson, who wanted his country. to 
participate fully in international affa1~s, 
spoke of "the great game, now for e~;r. dis­
credited, of the Balance of Power, m a 
speech on II February 1918. President 
Wilson had famous European predecessors 
in Bright, Cobden and Kant ... · 

By "balance of power" I mean a process 
(which I shall call the "balancing process") 
for the "division" of power available to 
sovereign states in their external relations 
inter se throuoh the mechanism of a par-

' 
0 th"bl ticular system (which I shall call e a -

ance system"); this system-managed proc­
ess, if objectively perceived, has operated 
by and large (roughly since the 16th cen­
tury) to preserve the "notional structure" 
of international society as it emerged ~ur­
ing the Renaissance and the ReformatiOn. 
After 1946 however the balancing process 
has opcrat~d to pres~rvc not only the "no­
tional structure" but the "physical roots" 
of this society as well. . .. 

... Now all states necessarily "practice" 
or "make use of'' a balance policy in an 
international state-system the operative 
process of which is the balancing process. 
But there are some states which not only 
practice balance policies but truly follow 
them; and there are others who practice or 
make use of balance policies so as to t~nd 

Communist China to-day "is a particu­
larly apt example. One reason for its strong 
opposition to non-alignment (especially as 
pra~tice.d by a relatively large power as 
India) IS due to the fact that her policy is 
not truly a balance policy, whereas India's 
is very much so. A state which truly, or let 
us say, a stat7 w?ich normatively, follows 
a b.alance policy IS a state which sincerely 
believes, as far as circumstances allcw in . . . ' 
pr:s~rvmg .Its mte~ty and independence 
w:tlun an I~ternatwnal society of indepen­
dent sovereign states. The policies of most 
of the states belonging to the Common­
we~l~h of Nations are examples of such 
policies. T?cy ar~ no doubt policies pursu­
mg the na~onal .mterest, but a larger view 
of the natwnal mterest is taken and the 
ultimate connection between th~ national 
interes~ and the interests of the society of 
states ~s, as far as possible, kept in mind. 
Nehru s speeches bear rich evidence of 
such an attitude to international affairs: 

There~o~e, whether a country is imperialist 
or soc1ahst or communist its foreign . . t r 
h. ks . "l ' minis e 

t m pnman Y of the interests of that coun-
try. But there_ is a difference, of course. Some 
people may thmk of the interests of their coun­
try, re~ardless of other consequences. Others 
may thmk that in the long-term policy the in­
terests of another country is as important to 
~hem as that. of their own country .... self­
m_terest ~ay Itself demand a policy of co-oper­
an~n With other nations, goodwill for other 
nations. · · · Again, ~ ?ope we have still enough 
moral fibre and spmt left in us to face any 
danger, not on!y on the borders of our country 
but far away, If we think it is a danger to the 
world; The Commonwealth represents, I hope, 
not only these democratic institutions but in 
a considerable ~easure, the content of det~oc­
racy. · · · Clt?hcs added) .... Democracy, in 
other words, 1s peaceful co-existence, not only 
between those who are like each other, but 
also between those who are unlike each other. to or to ultimately destroy the balancmg 

process, as we have defined it, or to super­
sede it. Those who wish to destroy the 
balancing process or tend in that direction, 
and those who wish to supersede it, are not, 
however, truly following balance policies, 
although for the moment they may be prac­
ticing or making use of them 

Often, genuine Asian and African anti­
colonialism qualifies as a true or normative 
balance policy, whereas neo-colonialism or 
international communism or fascism does 
not. Once again Mr. Nehru mav be 
quoted · 
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· ... the fact of it is that even before our eyes 
we see certain areas where colonialism con­
tinues, and is trying to dig itself in, or some­
times changes its shape, putting on new 
clothes, or putting on a new look, and yet 
essentially remaining the same thing. 

It would be a difficult matter to prove defi­
nitively that Nehru saw the United States 
system of alliances as a neo-colonialist 
power drive, though sometimes he ap­
peared to give that impression. It is. how­
ever, as likely that he feared that without 
some opposition to the United States of 
America, from a fairly important state such 
as India, a drive which might not have 
originated as an offensive power-drive 
might degenerate into one. Nehru indi­
rectly voiced this fear often: 

We are convinced that there is a keen desire 
on the part of Asian countries to work to­
gether, to confer together .... Possibly this is 
due to a certain resentment against the behav­
iour of Europe in the past. It is also due, un­
doubtedly, to a feeling that the Asian coun­
tries might still be exploited or dominated by 
Europe or the countries elsewhere. 

and on another occasion he said much 
more succinctly: 

SEATO and the Baghdad Pact, apart from 
being basically in the wrong direction, affect 
us intimately. In a sense, they tend to encircle 
us. 

Yet the historical record points to the 
United States as a Power which, in two 
world wars, and in the peace treaties which 
followed them, pursued truly normative 
balance of power policies. Non-alignment 
of a large state like India in the circum­
stances of the post war, nuclear world, has 
similar characteristics. However, this should 
not be taken to mean that conBict between 
truly normative balance policies can be 
ruled out. Geographical considerations, if 
none other, make possible such conflicts, 
(though undoubtedly these will not be as 
fundamental as the conflict between them 
and the policies of a Power like Communist 
China). This, in fact, is the way in ·which 
the balancing process has normally worked 
in the past, notably in the 18th century, 

and is likely to continue to work in the 
future. 

This analysis helps in understanding the 
rationale of Indian non-alignment. It has 
two essential purposes to serve. On the 
one hand it is implicitly, though not ex­
plicitly, on the side of those Powers who 
wish to remain independent and sovereign 
within a society of sovereign states. At the 
same time, on. another plane, policies of 
non-alignment seek to protect their states 
from the adverse consequences of the bal­
ancing process, consequences which led, 
for example, to the Partitions of Poland. 
To turn to Mr. Nehru again, he said in the 
Lok Sabha on 25 March 1957: 

It seems to me to really lead to the conclusion 
that where circumstances compel an imperialist 
power to withdraw, necessarily you must pre­
sume that it has left a vacuum. If so, how is 
that vacuum to be filled? Surely if somebody 
else comes in, it is a repetition of the old story, 
perhaps in a different form. It can only be 
filled by the people of that country growing 
and developing themselves economically, polit­
ically, or otherwise. 

As explained earlier, even those states 
who genuinely follow balance policies will 
come in conBict with each other because 
the balancing process works through the 
balance system of individual self-help and 
self-defence. One has to be wary not only 
of a hegemonial power like C:om£?unist 
China but also of a power which Is not 
hegemonial by nature (or in history) but 
may become so through force of circum­
stances. "In international affairs," said 
Nehru, "one can never be dead certain, 
and the friends of today might be enem_ies 
of tomorrow." Thus non-alignment whilst 
protecting a state from the hegemonial ten­
dencies of a hegemonial power, heli:s al~o 
in putting pressure on that state which m 
its fight against the hegemonial pow~r, 
might feel obliged to become hegemomal 
itself. It opposes both the "natural" hege­
monist and the "helpless" one; and this is 
especially necessary because today the fight 
between the two is a battle of Titans in­
volving the fate of c\'cry part of the world. 



96 A. P. RANA 

Seen in this light, there was hardly any 
contradiction in this country taking West­
ern help when attacked by a hegemonial 
power like China, whilst continuing to 
oppose any marked extension of Western 
influence in Asia, especially in the imme­
diate vicinity of India, (e.g. our recent pro­
test against Western projects of building 
military bases in the Indian Ocean). 

Indian non-alignment, therefore, is not 
entirely a shoddy affair, although in inter­
national affairs no concept or policy can 
altogether escape that charge. As a concept 
it has subtlety and richness; and the poli­
cies which derive from it are eminently 
respectable, not only helping this large 
country to maintain its independence, but 
a!so helping international society to con­
tmue as a society of independent, sover­
eign, co-existing states; and this at a time, 
when that society has expanded enor­
mo~sly and yet bears more soft spots than 
durmg any of its past historical phases. 
Much of this help is effected without 
economic po:ver and a military capability 
absurdly !rmrted for such large objectives. 
Nehru hrmself pointed this out: 

If we have been successful in some measure, 
t~e success. ~as been due not obviously to any 
kind of mrbtary strength or financial power, 
but because we took a correct view of events. 
If I may say so in all modesty, we understood 
them more correctly than others, because we 
were more in tune with the spirit of the age. 

He went on to say: 

I can understand, although I would not 
approve, military alliances between Great 
Powers. That would have some meaning. 
But to attach small countries to themselves in 
alliance means- and I say so with all respect 
to those countries- that they are becoming 
very much dependent on those countries .... 

. At so'?e stage in the development of the 
mternatwnal state-system, it must have 
appeared vital to politically-minded men 
(men interested in ordering mankind in 
the mass) to adopt, however unconsciously, 
the notion of the idea of "sovereignty" of 
a particular portion of the earth's surface 
in relation to another, just as to our remote 

ancestors it must have seemed expedient 
to invent the notion of time. Thus the 
present international state-system, composed 
as it is of sovereign states, is essentially a 
notional system. It owes its existence to 
ideas in the minds of men - the idea of 
state sovereignty, the notion of law govern­
ing the inter-relationship between these 
sovereignties and so on. When a state de­
fends its territory, it is in essence defend­
ing an ordering concept in the minds of its 
rulers and its people; an ordering concept, 
because the idea of state sovereignty, 
through mutual recognition, has brought 
into existence a certain system with partic­
ular rules of its own, and has made rela­
tions between populated parts of the world, 
more predictable, more rational and more 
orderly. Had the fiction of sovereignty not 
been adopted, and subsequently defended 
with zeal and devotion through the cen­
turies, the world would have been infi­
nitely more barbarous than it is today. 

Therefore, when we say that the bal­
ancing process has worked to preserve the 
structure of this state-system, what we 
really mean is that the process has worked 
to uphold and defend an idea, a notion, a 
fiction. But before the invention of nu­
clear weapons, even the most violent wars 
never posed a threat to the "physical roots" 
(i.e. developed land surfaces and human 
population) of this notional state-system; 
it did not pose a threat of the physical 
extinction of these foundations. During 
the Napoleonic Wars or during Hitler's 
war, what was threatened was the extinc­
tion of the notion of the state-system, not 
the extinction of human population and 
developed land surfaces. Napoleon and 
Hitler were bent on a hegemonial system, 
but the instruments with which they tried 
to achieve their purposes did not pose a 
threat of annihilating the physical founda­
tions of the notional system. Had this been 
so, their wars would have appeared, even 
if prospectively successful, to be self­
defeating. 

Nuclear weapons, however, have made 
such annihilation possible. Thus the bal­
ancing process has now to perform a dual 
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function, which it did not have to perform 
before. Whereas before 1945 it 1zad s11c­
ceeded in preserving tlw notion of tl1e state­
system, now it is being called 11pon to pre­
serve the physical foundations of tlzat sys­
tem as well. No doubt it is the balancing 
process itself which makes possible such 
destruction: and this, in fact, is the most 
potent criticism against the balance of 
power in the nuclear age. Before 1945, if 
the balancing process had failed, the state­
system of sovereign states might have suf­
fered eclipse but not land surfaces and the 
human race: these would have continued 
to exist even under a hegemonial system. 
But if the balancing process, which we 
have identified with the balance of power, 
were to fail in the nuclear age, the human 
race itself would perish and together with 
it all the notions and systems of organising 
and ordering human society on an inter­
national scale. 

This makes it all the more imperative 
that we correctly understand and appreci­
ate the functioning of the balance of power 
in our times, in order to enable it to work 
normatively, rather than destructively.1 ••• 

... The balance of power- the present 
balancing process- firmly but unknow­
ingly supported by the Afro-Asian world, 
has been identified with international an­
archy. Yet have we really attempted to 
comprehensively understand a process in 
which all of us have been participating? 
Have we attempted to estimate the forces 
that support this process and to perceive its 
more civilizing possibilities? In our part of 
the world we certainly have not; we have 
been busy condemning the Great Powers 

1 The balance of power, or the balancing process, 
may be worked "destructively" if, as in the past, 
a state wishes to eliminate this process and substi­
tute for it a process worked by a hegemonial sys­
tem. But it may also be worked "destructively" 
if the true nature of the process is not fully under­
stood or if there is an irrational antipathy against 
having anything to do with it. This was the 
cardinal error of United States policy after \Vorld 
War I. We are more fortunate because India, in 
fact, is following a normative balance policy; but 
we hardly know it or admit it, thinking we are 
keeping our hands "clean." Such thinking could 
lead to gx:ave consequences to our country and to 
the world. [Author's note.] 

for following balance of power policies, and 
in preaching sermons to them whilst deny­
ing that we preach sermons to anyone! 
Sooner or later we shall have to accept the 
responsibilities of a Great Power status in 
Asia. It is best that we begin to look 
around us with a more knowing eye, and 
realize that we live in a strange interna­
tional environment, uncertainly poised be­
tween ultimate savagery and growing civili­
zation; that the nuclear equilibrium was an 
unavoidable dilemma, and that, revolted as 
we are, and as all decent people are in any 
part of the world, by the total destruction 
it threatens humanity, it has nevertheless 
the potentialities of encouraging civilized 
growth to an extent never before made 
possible in any other historical phase of the 
balance of power. 

Having arrived at a definition of the 
balance of power, and having explained it, 
we are in a better position to examine the 
nature of our foreion policv. Too much b J 

emphasis was placed by Indian writers, 
thinkers and publicists in the 1950s on the 
ideological basis of India's non-alignment. 
Whereas there is an undoubted measure 
of truth in seeing a country's foreign policy 
as a reflection of its domestic cultural tradi­
tions and ways of thinking and feeling, 
yet, in foreign affairs, these have, at the 
most an incidental influence. Even today 
this 'is not appreciated, and most of. our 
publicists, as well as our scholars, contmue 
to emphasise the role of Indian cultural 
traditions in our foreim policy. No doubt 
our temperament is m~re peace-loving ~an 
of some of our close neiahbours: our philo-

o b . 
sophical and religious thought ears eVI-
dence of this althouah we should not for­
oet that we have als~ produced a political 
~hinker like Kautilya. Yet Mr. Nehru's 
first instinct in 194 7, or earlier. must have 
been to look to the emeraing world situa­
tion, before shaping the foreign policy of 
his country. It was the feasibilfty, the prac­
ticality, of the policy, which m all proba­
bility, must have been Mr. Nehru s first 
consideration. This needs to be said lest 
non-alignment develop into a creed _in this 
country, as it is threatening to do, mstead 
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of remaining a rational policy which we 
might have to discard some day should the 
world situation change. 

Moreover, these large ideological claims 
do us disservice in the eyes of the intelli­
gent common man abroad, who has come 
to believe that such talk is mere eye-wash, 
that Indians are facile dissemblers, hiding 
a basic opportunism under the mask of an­
cient cultural heritage, which it is absurd 
to pretend can have great relevance to her 
external relations in the modern world. 

To a great degree, whatever Nehru may 
have said or believed, non-alignment is 
effective as a policy because of the latent 
threat of alignment which it unmistakeably 
holds out.2 This is a great deal similar to 
the policy England had pursued with re­
gard to Continental Europe for the greater 
part of the 19th century. The so-called 
British "isolation" from continental affairs 
carried at all times a masked threat of inter­
vention, and later, even of alignment. The 
British needed a fragmentation of power 
on the European continent so as to be free 
to pursue their interests overseas and keep 
~em secure. Now and again they would 
mterfere to see that the continental frag­
mentation of power was not unduly dis­
turbed, and then withdraw. But at no time 
in_ t?e last century did they show a marked 
w1lhn~ness to enter into a permanent pact 
or ~l~Ianc_e. Even the so-called policy of 
eqmhbratiOn was not as religiously fol-

:? ~f course one can hardly ell:pect Indian foreign 
pohcy statements, however candid, to admit this. 
Usually we have emphasized that we wish to steer 
clear of all power blocs. \Ve have maintained that 
the essence of non-alignment lies in keeping away 
from power blocs as much as possible. There is 
~lways the danger, of course, of some of our men 
In the Foreign Ministry becoming falsely theoreti­
cal about non-alignment (and cling to it when it 
may need to be discarded) because they fail to 
und~rstand its intrinsic nature. Nor are many of 
our Intellectuals immune to this error. Most policy 
statements about non-alignment are taken at their 
face value by those whose first business is to criti­
cally analyse them: to distin~ish between politi­
cal statements and the hidden, but much more 
real, implications underlying them. By and large 
they have refused to see that the threat of align­
ment, direct or indirect, underlies a non-aligned 
stance in foreign affairs. We refuse to consider 
the various possibilities which may make us 
aligned some day. [Author's note.) 

lowed as the policy of fragmentation of 
power .... I say this because India's non­
alignment is not, in any fundamental 
sense, different from Britain's European 
policy in the 19th century. We, too, are 
actively engaged in working the balancing 
process by refusing to be linked perma­
nently to any other power or to grouping 
of existing alliances; yet our non-involve­
ment, ... carries a latent possibility, if not 
an actual threat of alignment. Through 
this we oppose the power of both sides; we 
confront their power with ours, and thereby 
help to lessen or to divide their potential 
might vis-a-vis each other and the world. 
Then again, the aim of our foreign policy 
is to maintain our sovereign independence 
intact and to continue to be a sovereign 
power within a society of other sovereign 
powers. (Hence our almost feverish insis­
tence that all states should subscribe to the 
principles of Panchsheel or the five princi­
ples of peaceful co-existence). This, then, 
is a fairly good example of a "normative" 
balance of power policy manipulated by a 
large power. Indeed, non-alignment is no 
new manifestation; it is but a particular 
balance of power policy to suit the particu­
lar circumstances of India's position in the 
world, even as American and Russian poli­
cies are from their respective points of 
view. 

But it is the realities of nuclear technol­
ogy that have made possible and effective 
our particular balance of power policy. 
Non-alignment owes its effectiveness to the 
difficulty the two Super Powers are experi­
encing in resolving their conflicts by an 
ultimate resort to war. It is the "unthink­
ability" of an all-out war that has per­
suaded these Great Powers to act with 
great caution and circumspection in achiev­
ing the objectives, through means other 
than war. If Nehru, in 1947, had felt that 
war between the two world antagonists was 
very likely, he would have found it impos­
sible to effectively operate his foreign policy, 
if he had at all been bold enough to adopt 
it. For the one striking difference between 
United Kingdom's position throughout the 
19th century and India's after 1947, is that 
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the former had enough military power to 
pose a potent threat to other states: her 
geographical position and her naval su­
premacy enabled her to get away with non­
involvement. India, on the other hand, 
was a stanreling in 1947. Yet nuclear tech­
nology made all the difference to this starve­
ling: it gave India almost all the power 
she needed to manoeuvre effectively in for­
eign relations and to pose something like a 
"threat" to both the alliance structures .... 

War having become unthinkable. non­
alignment has become possible. In this 
sense non-alignment has historical unique­
ness. It is a product of the Cold vVar and 
particularly of the nuclear "balance of ter­
ror."3 But it is to represent non-alignment 
falsely if it is projected as a policy of ab­
stention from power-politics or as a refusal 
to follow the old bad ways of the balance 
of power. This would be utterly incorrect. 
It is not merely the aligned world which 
indulges in a balance of power policy: 
Indian non-alignment is in every facet such 
a policy- although it seeks to be a norma­
tive one. What is baffling about our con­
duct of international affairs is not what we 
practice but what we preach. And Mr. 
Nehru must be credited and blamed, 
respectively, for both our good fortune and 
our self-deception. 

This may, perhaps, become clear if we 
examine the much-emphasised relation be­
tween non-alignment and peace. We have 
placed great emphasis on "the pursuit of 
peace." Nehru repeatedly maintained that 
peace to us was a necessity and an ideal. 
No one can deny the sincerity of these 
utterances. Yet, every time in our brief 
history, when there was a clash between 
the "pursuit of peace" and defence against 
any form of territorial aggrandisement, we 
did not hesitate to take up arms to defend 
our territories. At such critical moments, 
our political leaders told us that we value 
peace, but not at the expense of our terri­
torial integrity. 

Naturallv so. But if this is "naturally 

a The mistake that has been often made by us is 
to identify the balance of power with this nuclear 
"balance of terror." ... [Author's note.] 

so," we cannot maintain that the primary 
objective of our policy is peace; the primary 
objective, quite obviously and quite sensi­
bly, is the maintenance of our territorial 
and political integrity. That has a priority 
above all other objectives. Now this is 
characteristic of any balance policy; peace 
has never been the primary object of a bal­
ance of power policy; the true objective of 
a balance policy has been the preservation 
of the sovereignty of the state which prac­
tices it, and that of a normative balance 
policy, the active pursuit of maintaining 
one's sovereignty within a society of inde­
pendent sovereign states. We value peace 
more, no doubt, than some of our neigh­
bours. But this does not justify the claim 
we often make that peace is above all our 
objective; the military clashes with China 
and Pakistan revealed these objectives to 
be different. No doubt we may not have 
been the first to provoke, the first to invade: 
we fought in self-defence. Nevertheless, 
we took to arms for an objective we re­
garded as being infinitely more precious 
than peace. And in the Goa incident we 
did not even make that pretence. 

However, the much-emphasised relation 
between non-alignment and peace cannot 
be so casually dismissed. Aren't we sup­
posed to be a bridge between the East and 
the West? Have not our attitudes fostered 
more objectivity, and have they not ~e~v:d 
to impart a greater degree of respons1b1hty 
to the statements of the leaders of both 
parties to the Cold War? Have we not 
created a sort of "cordon sanitaire" in inter­
national affairs, thus helping somewhat .to 
clear the atmosphere in which these affaus 
are conducted? Have we not fostered a 
"temper of peace" in international relations 
by emphasising that negotiation i~ the on~y 
intelligent method of ~ettling, dispute~ m 
the nuclear age? In bnef hasn t n~n-ahgn­
ment contributed greatly to the chmate of 
peace in international affairs? 

None of these claims can be altogether 
denied; what has not been particularly 
stressed, even by our scholars, is that many 
of these objectives are meant to support an 
international "status quo," particularly fa-
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vourable to India. A conflict between the 
two Super-Powers has every possibility of 
escalating into a nuclear war. This would 
be almost as disastrous for India as it would 
be for the two Great Powers. Any major 
war between the great Powers is likely to 
affect the present international status quo, 
making the fate of a large country like 
India uncertain, if not altogether perilous. 
Therefore, a war between the great 
Powers, nuclear or conventional, is not 
particularly to our advantage. But wars 
waged against a country like South Africa 
or against Southern Rhodesia or against the 
Portuguese possessions in Africa or India, 
or a colonial conflict waged in order to 
expel a colonial Power from its colonial 
dependency- such wars have our firm sup­
port. For, apart from helping us to be in 
the swim with African and Asian coun­
tries, such wars are necessary to bring about 
a status quo even more favourable to India 
than that which prevails in these areas 
today .... 

It is not, then, the maintenance of peace 
that is our primary concern but the main­
tenance of our international position as a 
s~vereign nation within a society of sover­
eign nations. The significance of this policy 
-the policy of a potentially great Asian 
Power -lies not so much on its peace­
strengthening capacities as in its sincere 
desire to continue to live as a sovereign 
state within a society of independent sov­
ereign nations. A large power, such as 
India, pursuing such policies, should be 
aware that it must needs use its influence 
in a particular cause, should the need arise; 
that it should be ready and willing to 
shoulder even the burden of war in pursuit 
of these larger aims: for it is a rare phe­
nomenon in international affairs when the 
good of one's country becomes intimately 
associated with the larger good of the 
world. Non-alignment, since 1947, has 
served these purposes well enough; events 
have vindicated our contention that by 
being non-aligned we have been able to 
serve ourselves and the world. But it is not 
inconceivable that a po!icy of alignment 
may, in the future, become necessary to 

serve the same ends: it is these ends we 
need to keep remembering. For non-align­
ment, more essentially understood, is a na­
tional policy aimed at the perpetuation of 
the international society of sovereign states, 
in the circumstances of the post-war world 
-and, within this society, the maintenance 
of the sovereign independence of. the st~tes 
which practice it. Underlying it IS a behef, 
that due to certain geographical and other 
factors, alignment would not serve the 
same ends as effectively. Nehru must have 
had something of this in mind when, be­
fore an American audience, he declared: 
'Where freedom is menaced or justice 
threatened, or where aggression takes place, 
we cannot and shall not be neutral. · · · 
The great democracy of the United States 
of America will, I feel sure, understand 
and appreciate our approach to life's prob­
lems because it could not have any other 
aim or a different ideal. Friendship and 
co-operation between our two countries are, 
therefore, natural. I stand here to offer 
both in the pursuit of justice, liberty and 
peace." 

This then, is the essential link between 
the world's great democracies and our­
selves, however much we may clash with 
them. It has been maintained that the 
United States has been interested in us 
because we are a democracy. Yet the true 
American interest does not lie in the "cor­
respondence" of our internal forms of gov­
ernment: it lies in the essential correspon­
dence in our aims in foreign affairs No 
doubt the United States is interested in our 
experiment in democracy: but that is so 
because a change in the form of govern­
ment in this country could very conceiv­
ably lead to a change in our foreign policy, 
gravely affecting the security of the United 
States. To use the terminology of this 
paper, the United States interest in us lies 
in the realization that a democratically 
organized India is likely to continue to 
follow a truly normative ·balance of power 
foreign policy, and not adopt a balance 
policy which, at best, is indifferent to the 
larger considerations characteristic of such 
normative policies. 
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Which, of course, does not mean that we 
cannot come in conflict with the United 
States. Two normative balance of power 
policies may clash with each other, though 
fundamentally they may be in agreement. 
The British and the Russians were bitter 
enemies throughout the 19th century over 
the Eastern Question; yet they came to­
gether in World \Var I against Germany. 
So may, in the future, the United States 
and the U.S.S.R., against Communist 
China. Our resistance to the United States 
is based squarely on one important rule of 
the balance of power. To resist and divide 
the strength of any power which threatens 
to have the means, even if it does not have 
the intention, of achieving hegemony. In 
the circumstances of the nuclear age, even 
a Power which did not have any intention 
of being hegemonial, may be induced to 
adopt such policies. Without Russia's re­
sistance to the United States, for example, 
the now-free colonial world would have 
appeared to the United States a dangerous 
vacuum, which, if they did not fill, others 

might, ultimately posing a potent threat to 
United States security .... This is always 
the incipient danger, to the participating 
states, of the operation of the balancing 
process; a giant, as Nehru maintained, can­
not help behaving like a giant sometimes. 
It is such considerations that underlie 
Asian and African resistance to American 
military pacts: the fear that the United 
States might become too dominant in the 
region and be tempted to pass from a nor­
mative balance of power policy to a hege­
monial one. Non-alignment, which to a 
large extent depends upon the existence of 
these pacts, nevertheless feels it must shout 
at them and denounce them. Fundamen­
tally akin though American and Indian 
interests may be, it is naive to believe that 
they \viii not clash at other levels, as long 
as the balancing process is operated by 
both. This is the dilemma and the chal­
lenge of international politics: geography 
and technology create the dilemma and 
pose the challenge to all that is worthwhile 
in human ingenuity ...• 
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He is now Adjunct Professor of International Affairs at Columbia Univer­
sity. Loll begins his review of persistent and changing elements in Indian 
foreign policy with mention of his belief in the ability of Indian culture 
to assimilate and synthesize various ideas and institutions, leading to an 
"intuitive" approach to external affairs. Sometimes called the "Indian 
mind" view of Indian society and politics, loll's first premise has been 
shared by India's former President, Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, a distin­
guished philosopher, and Chester Bowles, twice United States Ambassador 
to India. Other Indian and Western observers of Indian affairs do not 
subscribe to this premise which makes possible resolutions of apparent 
contradictions in Indian thought and practice. After introducing India's 
external orientation as a product of India's long history and complex 
civilization, Loll surveys the major events in the state's foreign relations 
and suggests how and why Indian nonalignment may have developed 
since independence. Certain ideals and interests continue, however. The 
Loll framework is meant to encompass several criticisms and defenses. 
Whatever final judgment is made about the strengths and weaknesses 
of Indian nonalignment, the diplomatic record and emerging issues inter­
preted here will have to be a major part of the subject matter under 
evaluation. 

PRIME Minister Jawaharlal Nehru died 
in May 1964. Not long before he 

died India was involved in a sharp clash 
with a major power, China, and suffered 
a quick military reverse. During Lal Baha­
dur Shastri's relatively brief tenure as 
Prime Minister India was engaged in 
another military conHict. This time [in 
hostilities with Pakistan in September, 
1965] India was not defeated, but aspects 
of the fighting brought out the inadequacy 
of her largely antiquated defensive posture 
compared with the attack capabilities of 
more modem military equipment. These 
practical factors and the accumulation by 
India of general experience in international 
affairs have encouraged the belief that 
Delhi's outlook on world affairs has been 

changing recently, and might well be 
entering a new phase. 

This view must be carefully assayed in 
the light of the main factors that influence 
and mold India's approaches to interna­
tional affairs. In view of the length and the 
largely unrevolutionized character of the 
Indian tradition, probably the best point of 
departure in this endeavor is what miR~t 
be described as the intuitive factor. ThiS 
is the factor that gives expression to incho­
ate tendencies and spontaneous attitudes 
springing from deeply ingrained elements 
in the Indian scene. Obviously, it is be­
yond the scope of this brief study to delve 
into this point for a full exploration. Never­
theless, it is necessary to remind ourselves 
that in dealing with India we are con-

From Arthur Lall, "Change and Continuity in India's Foreign Policy," Orhis, X (Spring 1966), 91-
105, selections. Reprinted by permission. 
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cemed with a society that has endured 
over the course of several millennia and 
developed, in this long process, a strong 
tendency to synthesize and assimilate 
rather than to espouse or reject. 

It would be an oversimplification to say 
that India never makes an about tum in 
its attitudes, but it would be safe to say that 
hitherto Indian history and its movements 
have not developed along such lines. 
Therefore, at any given moment of time 
in India the conditioning of a very long 
past is a powerful factor in the formulation 
of policy, more powerful perhaps than in 
most other countries. Note, for example, 
the fact that in his first official broadcast 
to the Indian peoples, on September 7, 
1946- a few days after he had taken office 
as Vice President of the Executive Coun­
cil of the Viceroy of India and almost a 
year prior to the attainment of indepen­
dence by India- Nehru, who at that time 
had had no official experience in foreign 
affairs, not even in a parliamentary opposi­
tion party, stated in remarkably full outline 
the foreign policy which he was to imple­
ment for the next seventeen and one-half 
years. It was all there: nonalignment but 
an active foreign policy of full participa­
tion in world affairs, anti-colonialism and 
opposition to racist policies, international 
cooperation to create one world, the contin­
uance of good relations with the Common­
wealth always saving India's opposition 
to the policies of South Africa (at that 
time a member of the Commonwealth), 
acknowledgment of the great international 
responsibilities placed on the United States 
and the Soviet Union, and India's special 
relations with the vast Asian world. In this 
last category fell India's relations with the 
U.S.S.R. and China. Regarding the former, 
he said: "They are our neighbours in Asia 
and inevitably we shall have to undertake 
many common tasks and have much to do 
with each other." China (not yet taken 
over by the communists) he described as 
"our neighbour which has been our friend 
through the ages and that friendship will 
endure and grow." 

How was it that, although he had had 
no official experience in foreign affairs or 
government, Nehru could outline a policy 
which has continued to shape India's exter­
nal posture for the last twenty years? Of 
course, he was a keen student of world 
affairs, and his training had been cosmo­
politan, but these personal factors do not 
explain the sureness of touch that we see 
in his first pronouncement on foreign 
policy. Deeper still was another impelling 
factor that persuasively directed Nehru's 
thinking. This was India's long practice 
over the millennia of the arts of synthesis 
and assimilation. It is in the stream of that 
long practice that there is room for India's 
friendship both with an anticommunist 
West and a communist Russia, for remain­
ing within the Commonwealth while op­
posing the colonial policies of London in 
the years when the United Kingdom was 
still an important colonial power (and now, 
too, in regard to British policies in and 
around Aden and in certain parts of 
Africa), and for constant support for dis­
armament and other steps to reduce ten­
sion or neutralize trouble spots. 

It is of primary importance to under­
stand that this way of thinking that lay at 
the root of Nehru's first broadcast remains 
strongly operative in India. The severest 
test of India's non-alignment ca~e when 
the Chinese forces penetrated mto the 
country in 1962. The test was all the more 
severe because Nehru was somewhat be­
hind rather than in front of the march of 
events, and, therefore, when the clash came 
the shock to him was all the greater. He 
could not believe that relations with China 
could or would deteriorate as they did in 
the late 1950's and the early 1960's. ~s 
late as December 1958 some time after It 
had become known in Delhi that the Chi­
nese had established a number of posts in 
the Aksai Chin area of Ladakh, Nehru, 
true to the intuitive approach to foreign 
affairs which derives from India's long his­
tory, said in the Indian Parliament: "The 
normal idea is that security is protected by 
armies. That is only partly true; it is 
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equally true that security is protected by 
policies. A deliberate policy of friendship 
with other countries goes farther in gaining 
security than almost anything else." •.. 
When Chou En-lai was in Delhi in 1960 
Nehru said at the banquet in honor of the 
Chinese Prime Minister: "We have opposed 
not only war but what is called the cold war 
because this represented the approach of 
hatred and violence. We have endeavoured 
to follow, in our limited and imperfect way, 
the teachings of two great sons of India, 
the Buddha and Gandhi." The implication 
~as that India was very far from thinking 
In terms of war. 

The immediate effect of the Chinese­
Indian war of 1962, however was to call 
into_ question the basic pilla~s of India's 
foretgn policy. Criticism was strong in the 
country and in Parliament. Nehru himself 
said that India had been livino in an unreal 
world, and that "we are gro~ing too soft 
and taking. things for granted." But he 
~lung tenaciOusly_ to the old lines of policy: 
"'Y e . are not gomg to give up our basic 
prm~tples because of our present difficulty." 

f:lts successors have not only reaffirmed 
~heu resolve to cling to old lines of pol­
Ic)i hut have moved in a measure- albeit 
sa tentatively- toward negotiation until 
ther~ _was acceptance by China of all the 
provtsions of the proposals offered as a basis t negotiation by the six Colombo Powers. 
I ec~ntly there have been indications that 
~d.1a would he willing to consider nego-

tlabons if there we . . . b P k" re some mt1manon y 
1 e mg of a readiness to negotiate. As 
ong a?o as December 1964 Prime Minister 

Shastn . said tJ:at India was prepared for 
talks Wtth Chma consistent with her self­
respe~t. He_ was saying, in other words, 
that 1~ the Intention of China was really 
to arnve at a settlement and if Peking 
would n?t put forward at the negotiating 
table clmms to large areas of territory with 
threats to take them by force, then there 
could be negotiations between the two 
countries. A year later, Shastri, referring 
specifically to India's relations with China 
(as well as those with Pakistan), said a day 
would come when the countries of Asia 

would have to sit down together and reach 
accord on a path to peace. 

Under the new regime of Mrs. Indira 
Gandhi, talk of negotiation with China has 
increased. Jayaprakash Narayan, whose 
name means much in India although he is 
not now active in politics, said at a public 
meeting on February 2, 1966, that the 
Colombo proposals were now "dead." He 
called for fresh efforts to solve Sino-Indian 
disputes and suggested that the head of a 
state such as the U.A.R., Rumania or Tan­
zania should play a role toward this end. 
On February 16, 1966, speaking in Parlia­
ment after the Defense Minister of India 
had made a statement on border incursions 
by the Chinese, Mrs. Gandhi said that 
India was prepared to talk with China 
"should proper conditions arise." The very 
vagueness of this phrase places it in the 
category of a diplomatic feeler; although 
there is not yet any indication from Peking 
of a response, it is not unlikely that in the 
near future we will see that steps toward 
negotiation are being taken by both sides. 
In any event, these tentative moves by 
India may be regarded as some evidence 
of a return toward what one might call the 
normalcy of Indian foreign policy, the pol­
icy which Nehru said went back to roots 
some 2,500 years old. 

There are some in India who are im­
patient with the tradition and would like 
to see some radical shifts in Indian policy. 
But even in regard to China, where the 
reasons for such a shift are prima facie very 
strong, I believe it has not in fact occurred. 
Should there be further significant military 
ventures on the border and should China 
rebuff the tentative indications of readi­
ness to negotiate, we might still come to se_e 
some real changes in Indian policies, but 1t 
is wholly premature to predict such a de­
velopment. In this connection it is relevant 
that India's President [Radhakrishnan], 
though his constitutional position is closely 
analogous to that of a constitutional mo?­
arch, exercises his considerable influence m 
favor of the search for a way to honorable 
neootiations \vith China. 

For its part, perhaps, Communist China 
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might be inhibited from responding to the 
current Indian overtures because she has 
apparently convinced herself that India is 
joing a "U.S.-dominated anti-China front." 
On the other hand Chinese leaders are 
probably aware that Prime Minister 
Gandhi, speaking in Parliament on March 
I, 1966, rejected suggestions that India 
should enter pacts for containing the Chi­
nese in Southeast Asia. Mrs. Gandhi was 
of the view that such pacts were not con­
ducive to peace, and might in fact increase 
tension and impinge on India's indepen­
dence of policy. It cannot be ruled out that 
China might see negotiations with India 
as a strategy of averting or neutralizing any 
adoption by India of a posture opposed to 
Chinese interests. It must be remembered 
that even membership by Pakistan in 
SEATO and CENTO has not prevented 
the development of close relations between 
that country and China. These considera­
tions are brought into focus not to develop 
a prognostication, one way or the other, 
regarding future Chinese moves, but be­
cause they are germane to a fuller under­
standing of Indian policy toward China at 
this time. If, in spite of the continuing 
aftermath of the border dispute- mainly 
in the form of exchanges of sharp diplo­
matic notes and other expressions of mu­
tual suspicion- responsible voices can be 
raised in India in favor of negotiations with 
China, then we must admit the strength 
of the intuitive and traditional attitudes 
that influence the formulation of India's 
approaches to foreign policy. 

Nehru's seminal broadcast of September 
1946 did not touch on Indo-Pakistani rela­
tions for the simple reason that Pakistan 
did not come into being until almost a year 
later. Despite his reluctance to accept the 
division of the old India- this solution was 
by no means his first choice for the sub­
continent's problems- his basic approach 
was to regard Pakistan as a fraternal state 
with which India must develop familial 
relations .... 

There is no question but that the divi­
sion of the subcontinent has created funda­
mental problems of power imbalance in 

Asia and has established a situation in 
which outside powers are able to exploit 
the division in their own interests. This 
preliminary statement is necessary for an 
appreciation of the complexities which con­
front Indian foreign policy in much of 
Asia. 

At the Bandung Conference in 1955, 
Chou En-lai, although at the time appar­
ently friendly with Indian leaders, could 
not but notice sharp exchanges between 
them and the Pakistani leaders. Conse­
quently, he took Prime Minister Moham­
mad Ali aside and said to him that although 
Pakistan was a member of SEA TO, China 
still reaarded it as a friend. This was en­
couragi'ng news for Pakistan, but for India 
it meant that in the Asian hinterland she 
was confronted with the possibility of a 
wide arc of hostility. In these circum­
stances no Indian aovernment could take 

' b 
seriously the view that the solution of the 
Kashmir issue would bring about perma­
nent good relations with Pakistan if such 
a solution were based on the ceding of any 
more territory in North India to its neigh­
bor. Supposina India agreed to an arrange­
ment which a~ve the Kashmir valley or a 
substantial p:rt of it to Pakistan, t~e stra­
tegic implication would be tha~ Chma and 
Pakistan could join forces easily over the 
head of India. . . . 

What, then, are the practical options 
open to India in respect of policies. to~ard 
Pakistan? ... One conceivable option IS to 
make some small territorial adjustments of 
such a character that both sides could save 
face. If the recent war has had a really 
soberina effect on both countries a mutual 
accom~odation on these lines- rather than 
a solution a word that aenerally carries 

' b . 
overtones of a tidy settlement- is co~cei~-
able. It should not stand alone. With 1t 
should go other developments to. impr?ve 
relations between the two countnes, With­
out in any way diminishing the separate 
sovereignties of India and Pakista~. . 

It would be naive and wholly Impracu­
cable to suagest any undoing of the parti­
tion of the 0subcontinent. But it would be 
almost equally naive to read into the future 
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of the subcontinent and the surrounding 
areas an era of peace unless both India and 
and Pakistan recognize frankly that, while 
remaining separate entities and states, they 
must both accept a primacy of relationship 
inter se. If either continues to put before 
its relations with the other its relations with 
a third or more countries there will be the 
constant prospect of the intrusion into the 
subcontinent of outside adventurism to 
the detriment of the peace of the area .... 

It is sometimes said that India has moved 
toward greater friendliness with the Soviet 
Union as her confrontation with China has 
developed. I do not think this view cor­
responds with the facts. In his policy broad­
cast of 1946, Nehru suggested that India 
and the Soviet Union would inevitably 
have to undertake many common tasks and 
would have much to do with each other. 
Thi~ has _remained a constant pivot of 
Indian pohcy. In one's vicinaoe one must 
have meaningful friendships: 0 this is true 
for all states. India and the Soviet Union 
in spite of the differences between thei; 
political and economic systems, have sought 
D~d developed ~utually friendly relations. 

fferences With other neighbors may 
h~ve, from time to time, highlighted their 
~~Iffndship, but it is not true that those 

I erences have caused the two to come 
~gethe.r: that rapprochement has been 
ttermmed by broad common interests in 

the peac~ of the area and of the world, by 
t e requuements of India's economic plans 
an~ also by India's desire to render such 
assistance as it could to improve relations 
fetween the West and the U.S.S.R. This 
ast endeavor could not have been imple­

men_ted at all if India had been cold or 
hostile toward the Soviet Union. 

In ~e "pristinity'' of Nehru's policy 
there IS. no reason why India should not 
be as fnendly with the U.S.S.R. as with 
the W~tem world, and particularly with 
the U mted States. This of course does not 
mean that in all matters India should try 
to equate the actions and policies of the 
two superpowers. It does mean, however, 
that in each situation, be it Vienam or the 

Dominican Republic on the one hand, or 
Hungary on the other, India should bring 
to bear an equal degree of understanding. 
India's reticence in 1956 with regard to the 
Soviet Union's action in Hungary was 
widely criticized, but not generally known 
were the very considerable efforts being 
made by India at the United Nations, 
Moscow, Budapest and elsewhere to coun­
sel restraint on all those concerned. Not an 
exact parallel, but in some ways analogo~s, 
is the striking fact that in his statement m 
the general debate at the Twentieth Ses­
sion of the UN General Assembly, on 
October 12, 1965, Sardar Swaran Singh, 
India's Foreign Minister, was unique 
among the representatives of the more im­
portant countries in not mentioning the 
Vietnamese situation. Since it is a well 
established tradition that the general debate 
statements of foreign ministers or other 
senior representatives of governments made 
at the General Assembly constitute overall 
statements of foreign policy, the omission 
was, of course, deliberate and was ex­
plained solely by India's desire not to cause 
embarrassment to those directly involved 
in Vietnam. India's reticence over issues 
such as Hungary or India's support for the 
Soviet Union in certain matters (e.g., some 
aspects of the Soviet plan for general and 
complete disarmament) are remarked upon 
in the Western press and in some sections 
of the Indian press and thus become obtru­
sive. On the other hand, the reticence of 
India in regard to issues that trouble her 
Western friends often goes unnoticed and 
is thus consigned to public oblivion .... 

Recently, encouraged in part by indica­
tions that Pakistan's relations with the 
West are not as staunch as they have been, 
Moscow has shown more receptiveness to 
Pakistani overrures. This development is 
not detrimental to India's interests. On the 
contrary, it made it possible for Premier 
Kosygin to invite President Ayub Khan 
and Prime Minister Shastri to Tashkent 
last January to what turned out to be a 
significant conference on Indo-Pakistani 
relations. The U.S.S.R.'s widening interest 
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in the affairs of the subcontinent has been 
welcomed by India .... 

In some of the foregoing remarks we 
have touched on India's outlook toward the 
United States .... Central to this Indian 
attitude is the acknowledgement that the 
United States has vast and onerous world 
responsibilities. If at times there have been 
differences of opinion as to how these re­
sponsibilities might best be expressed and 
discharged, particularly in relation to India, 
its neighbors and other states of Asia, this 
is no negation of the general recognition 
by India of Washington's responsibilities. 
In this connection it is relevant that India, 
as the initiator and major formulator of the 
post-World War II policy of nonalignment 
at a time when alignment against Soviet 
communism was an essential credential for 
acceptance in certain Western circles, faced 
a difficult task in the conduct of its rela­
tions with the United States through most 
of the 1950's. However, since the com­
mencement of the Kennedy Administration 
there has been a much greater degree of 
acceptance of nonalignment- which is by 
now the official posture in world affairs of 
some sixty countries. 

Other elements in India's attitude to­
ward the United States include recogni­
tion that, although great hazards accom­
pany the possession of great power, the 
United States has yielded its power in such 
a manner that the world has avoided major 
conflicts. India is also unqualifiedly grate­
ful for the large measure of economic assis­
tance provided by the United States. espe­
cially in times of crisis such as the present 
food shortage .... 

On the matter of assistance generally, 
India will carefully observe U.S. policy in 
regard to arms deliveries to Pakistan, which 
ceased during the short Indo-Pakistani war 
last year, as did deliveries to India. Perhaps 
here is an opportunity which should be 
seized by India and Pakistan to limit their 
respective defense establishments, under 
the control arrangements mentioned earlier. 
Then, if supplies were made to the two 
countries within mutually agreed limits, 

suspicion on· the subcontinent would be 
considerably allayed and criticism of U.S. 
policies in this field would diminish.1 

On the question of Vietnam the same 
Presidential address to the opening of the 
budget session of the Indian Parliament on 
February 14, 1966, stated: 'We are deeply 
concerned about the present situation in 
Vietnam. Any effort to resolve this conflict 
by peaceful methods will receive our sup­
port." Following Vice President Hum­
phrey's [February 1966] visit to India, 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi gave a more 
precise description of the Indian position 
when, in response to a question in Parlia­
ment, she confirmed that the Vice Presi­
dent had asked for India's support for the 
U.S. solution of the Vietnam problem. 
According to reports, Mrs. Gandhi replied 
that she explained to the American Vice 
President India's commitment to a policy 
of nonalignment and its "special responsi­
bilities as chairman of the International 
Control Commission.''2 It seems clear that 
India will not abandon her policy of non­
alignment even in her quest for good rela­
tions with the great powers. At the same 
time it is only fair to remember that India's 
leaders are convinced that nonalignment 
does not inhibit, much less preclude, the 
development of good relations with the 
United States and other states. 

At no time has India claimed leadership 
of the nonaligned world. But it is a plain 
matter of record that through the 1950's 
and the early 1960's her leaders did, in fact, 
enjoy by common consent. a positi~n of some 
pre-eminence among their nonaligned ~ol­
leagues. This was in a measure a reflectiOn 
of the personal stature of the late Jawahar­
lal Nehru, who nevertheless was always 
anxious to make it clear that he regarded 

1 To the displeasure of India, in A!'ril 1967 the 
United States declared that it woula not resume 
anns deliveries to India or Pakistan. [Editor's 
note.] 
2 Based on the 1954 Geneva Agreement on Indo­
china India is chairman of the International Com­
missi~n for Supervision and Control for Vietnam 
on whcih Canaaa and Poland also serve. [Editor's 
note.] 
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others, particularly Tito and Nasser, as in 
every respect equally important. During 
Nehru's lifetime two developments oc­
curred which inevitably affected India's 
position. The first of these was the very 
success of nonalignment as an international 
posture. Nearly all African states professed 
to adopt it, and enshrined it as an integral 
part of the Charter of the Organization of 
African Unity. Because of their under­
standing of nonalignment, many of these 
African states were of the view that they 
could not take sides against China when 
her forces attacked India in 1962. The 
spread of nonalignment has made a degree 
of polycentrism inevitable. 

The second factor which adversely 
affected India's stature in the nonaligned 
world was the rapid success of the Chinese 
in their armed attack against India in 1962. 
Power is respected in the international 
com.munity. It had been assumed that big 
India was reasonably strong. China was, 
of course, assumed to be powerful, and it 
was thought that in a military confrontation 
between the two there would be a meeting 
of .two Asian giants. It turned out to be 
quite otherwise, and this could not but 
affect I.ndia's prestige. But the result of 
that e~Isode was not just the humiliation 
of India. It split Asia and caused wide 
repercussions. . .. 

Though there have been these and other I . 
. oosenmgs of the texture of nonalignment, 
It cannot be precluded that India will re-
turn to · · f . . a position o some consequence 
mternatwnally. She has certain obvious 
~dvantages and assets, and the buffets of 
International events have convinced her 
that she must build a strong economy and 
strengthen her armed forces while at the 
same time she rediscove;s the moral 
str~ngth t?at has been part of the Gan­
dhian hentage, which is also a manifesta­
?on o~ her long tradition. It was in keep­
mg With that heritaoe that Lal Bahadur 
Shastri worked so h~rd for the Tashkent 
agreement; and the recent tentative feelers 
toward negotiation with Peking are also in 
keeping with that heritage. 

What India seems to lack now, in com­
parison with the greater part of the Nehru 
period when she was in the forefront of 
those states that contributed proposals for 
the bridging of differences between the 
main protagonists, is the capacity to demon­
strate leadership in the world community. 
This is to be explained partly by the fact 
that India's leaders are preoccupied now 
with the deployment of national capacities 
for dealing with basic economic tasks such 
as food production, communications and 
transport. Added to this is the feeling that 
in her state of exposed general power de­
bility she must first build her own overall 
strength. 

How far will the design for a strength­
ened India go? Will India build the atomic 
bomb? Speaking in the Indian Parliament 
on March 1, 1966, Mrs. Gandhi again re­
jected the suggestion that India should 
manufacture the bomb. On the other hand, 
India and other nonaligned countries have 
repeatedly stated in the past year or two 
that, if there is to be a meaningful non­
proliferation agreement, the present nu­
clear powers must simultaneously agree to 
take steps to achieve a degree of nuclear 
disarmament and to make the nuclear test 
band treaty comprehensive and universal. 
What if these conditions remain unful­
filled- a most likely eventuality? In this 
connection, Indians are apprehensive about 
several facts, including Pakistan's nonad­
herence (a position shared only by Guinea, 
Rumania, Mali, Cuba and France) to the 
resolution [on November 23, 1965] at the 
Twentieth Session of the General Assem­
bly on the nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Indian leaders feel strongly that 
they should have pressed harder for disar­
mament agreements which might have pre­
cluded the development of the Chinese 
bomb; now they are concerned that if India 
sits back while Pakistan, Indonesia and 
others develop such weapons it would be 
more than any Indian government could 
justify to its peoples. This indicates the 
seriousness and urgency of making world­
wide arrangements to arrest the spread of 
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nuclear weapons, which requires, inter alia, 
bringing China into the councils of the 
world community and instituting more pur­
poseful talks on disarmament and arms 
control than those now in train at Geneva 
in the absence of France and China. 

The pressures which India strives to cre­
ate for a nonproliferation agreement to be 
accompanied by a degree of nuclear dis­
armament and a comprehensive and univer­
sal test ban treaty do not include the use of 
threats that she might break loose from her 
self-imposed restraint (India and Japan are 
the only countries in Asia that are known 
to be exercising genuine restraints in this 
regard) on the development of nuclear 

weapons. India fears, however, that if the 
great powers do not accept some form of 
nuclear disarmament tbere will almost cer­
tainly be untoward consequences. 

India herself is psychologically unpre­
pared for the manufacture of nuclear 
weapons. The old foreign policy of India 
basically remains intact, and though sub­
jected to various distorting forces it shows 
a strong tendency to continue in the cha~­
nels foreseen for it by Nehru in 1946. It IS 

most unlikely that India 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 .... 





SUGGESTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL READING 

The study of Indian nonalignment leads 
to a sizable bibliography which can only be 
introduced here. These suggestions are 
made on the assumption that India's inde­
pendent foreign policy must be seen 
through understandings of the origins, con­
ditions, and problems of what collectively 
is called Indian foreign policy, but that is 
actually a group of policies of which non­
alignment is a central one. 

Surveys of Indian foreign relations since 
freedom are found in Richard L. Park's 
contribution to Foreign Policies in World 
Politics, ed. Roy C. Macridis, 3rd ed. 
(Englewood Cliffs, 1967), in W. Norman 
Brown, The United States and India and 
Pakistan, rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass., 
1963), and in the chapter by Angadipuran 
Appadorai in Foreign Policies in a World 
of Change, eds. Joseph E. Black and Ken­
neth W. Thompson (New York, 1963). 
More extensive accounts are K. P. Karun­
akaran, India in World Affairs, 2 vols. 
(Calcutta, 1952 and 1958), surveying 
1947-53; and M.S. Rajan, India in World 
Affairs (New York, 1964), covering 1953-
56. India's relations with the West from 
1947-54 are examined in J. C. Kundra, 
Indian Foreign Policy (Gronigen, 1955). 
Economic development and foreign aid are 
stressed in Barbara Ward, India and the 
West, rev. ed. (New York, 1964). A study 
of the external policies and internal dy­
namics of India and Pakistan is Norman 
D. Palmer, South Asia and United States 
Policy (Boston, 1966). 

Nehru's political thought as a source of 
!ndian foreign policies may be examined 
m M. N. Das, The Political Philosophy 
of Jawaharlal Nehru (London, 1961); 
Michael Brecher, Nehru: A Political Biog­
raphy (London, 1959); Frank Moraes, 
Jawaharlal Nehru (New York, 1956); and 
Donald E. Smith, Nehru and Democracy 
(Bombay, 1958). These volumes are use­
ful for their bibliographies of Nehru's 

many wntmgs. India's Foreign Policy 
(New Delhi, 1961) presents many of his 
views from 1946-61. Nehru's revised so­
cialism and mature reflections appear in­
"The Basic Approach," an appendix of 
Vincent Sheean, Nehru: The Years of 
Power (New York, 1960). A posthumous 
study is Walter R. Crocker, Nehru (Lon­
don, 1966). An interpretation of Nehru as 
Gandhi's student is Willard Range, Jawa­
harlal Nehru's World View (Athens, Geor­
gia, 1961). Gandhi's implications for inter­
national relations are assessed in Paul F. 
Power, Gandhi on World Affairs (London, 
1961). Nonalignment is associated with 
Gandhian ethics in K. S. Murty, Indian 
Foreign Policy (Calcutta, 1964). 

The Machiavellian tradition in Indian 
political thought is indebted to Kautilya's 
Artha5iistra, tr. by Rr. Shamasastry, 4th ed. 
(London, 1952). A study of this tradition 
is George Modelski, "Kautilya: Foreign 
Policy and International System in the 
Ancient Hindu World," American Political 
Science Review, 58 (September 1964). 
The tradition of dharma or righteousness 
is interpreted in K. P. Mukerji, The State 
(Madras, 1952). British India's place in 
international relations is examined in 
Taraknath Das, India in World Politics 
(New York, 1924) and Bisheshwar Prasad, 
Foundations of India's Foreign Policy (Cal­
cutta, 1955). A study of the Congress party 
and world affairs up to freedom is Bimla 
Prasad, The Origins of Indian Foreign 
Policy, 2nd ed. (Calcutta, 1962). Anti­
imperialism is explored in Richard M. 
Fontera, "Anti-Colonialism as a Basic In­
dian Foreign Policy," Western Political 
Quarterly, l3 (June 1960). 

Indian policy and attitudes toward Kash­
mir and Pakistan are studied in Sisir Gupta, 
Kashmir (New Delhi, 1966), and his book 
India's Relations with Pakistan (New 
Delhi, 1958), treating the years 1954 to 
1957. The Pakistani outlook may be found 

Ill 
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in M. M. R. Khan, The United Nations 
and Kashmir (Djakarta, 1955). See also 
Ayub Khan, "Pakistan's Approach to 
World Problems," United Asia, 14 (No­
vember, 1962). Experienced observers of­
fer their accounts in Lord Birdwood, India 
and Pakistan: A Continent Decides (New 
York, 1954); and Joseph Korbel, Danger 
in Kashmir (Princeton, 1954). Several 
Indian writers interpret the background 
and events of the 1965 Indo-Pakistani con­
flict in International Studies, 8 (July, 
1966). 

According to many Indians, India's 
membership in the Commonwealth is not 
inconsistent with nonalignment because 
India secured its terms of association. The 
background is surveyed in Percival Spear, 
India, Pakistan, and the West, 2nd ed. 
(London, 1952). More specialized are 
M. S. Rajan, The Post-War Transfonna­
tion of the Commonwealth (Bombay, 
1963); and India and the Commonwealth, 
2 vols. (New Delhi, 1954), edited, respec­
tively, by K. P. Karunakaran and B. N. 
<?anguli. Membership in the United Na­
tions brought a different set of opportunities 
and problems. India's conduct in the 
United Nations may be studied with the 
help of Ross N. Berkes and Mohinder S. 
Bedi, The Diplomacy of India (Stanford, 
!958), which finds some flaws in applying 
Ideals. More conventional is India and the 
Un~ted Nations (New York, 1957), an 
Indxa~ <?ouncil of World Affairs study. 
Wxt~m Asia India's policies are inter­

preted m Werner Levi Free India in Asia 
(Minneapolis, 1952)/ and Norman D. 
Palmer, "India's Position in Asia," Journal 
of International Affairs, 17 (No. 2, 1963). 
~e Institute of Pacific Relations has pub­
hs.hed V .. P. Dutt, India's Foreign Policy 
Wtth Spectal Reference to Asia and the Pa­
cific (New York, 1950); and V. P. Dutt and 
Vishal Singh, Indian Policy and Attitttdes 
Towards Indo-China and SEATO (New 
York, 1954). The Indian Council of World 
Affairs sponsored Defense and Security in 
the Indian Ocean Area (Bombay, 1958). 
The diplomat-historian K. M. Panikkar is 

concerned with this topic in his writings 
especially India and the Indian Ocean 
(London, 1962.) Quincy Wright inter­
prets India's action against Portuguese 
India in "Goa Incident," American JoHrttal 
of International Law, 56 (July, 1962)· 
Indian and Western opinion about the Goa 
episode is reviewed in Louis Dupree, "In­
dia's Move Into Goa," American Univer­
sities Field Staff Reports Service: So11th 
Asia Series, 6 (February, 1962). 

The Sino-Indian dispute has produced a 
considerable literature. From the Indian 
side, see P. C. Chakravarti, India-China 
Relations (Bloomington, 1961 ); Girilal 
Jain, Panchsheela and After (Bombay, 
1960); and V. P. Dutt, China's Foreign 
Policy (Bombay, 1964). K. M. Panikkar 
interprets his diplomatic role and Nehru's 
China policy in a memoir, In Two Chinas 
(London, 1955). Nehru's thouohts after 
the 1962 border crisis may be fo~nd in his 
"Changing India," Foreign Affairs, 41 
(April, 1963). Documentary sources in­
clude Report of the Offzcials of the Go~­
ernment of India and the People's Hepubltc 
of China on the Boundary Question (New 
Delhi, 1961); and the numerous White 
Papers of the Indian government, begin­
ning in 1959. China's views may be located 
in Documents on the Sino-Indian Boun­
dary Question (Peking, 1960); Selected 
Documents on Sino-Indian Relations (Pe­
king, 1962); and Peking Review. About 
the struggle between the two Asian states 
these sources offer insight: Margaret W. 
Fisher and Joan V. Bondurant, Indian 
Views of Sino-Indian Relations (Bergeley, 
1956); Margaret W. Fisher, Leo E. Rose 
and Robert A. Huttenback, Himalayan 
Battleground (New York, 1963); P. P. 
Karan, "The India-China Boundary Dis­
pute," Journal of Geography, 58 (January, 
1960); and Klaus H. Pringsheim, "China, 
India and Their Himalayan Border," Asian 
Survey, III (October, 1963). 

The crisis in Indian foreign policy with 
the collapse of its China policy in late 1962 
raised questions about nonalignment and 
the record of Nehru's stewardship. Al-
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though they have criticisms, contributors 
vindicate nonalignment in the Indian 
monthly Seminar, No. 45 (May, 1963). 
Unlike most Indians, Patwant Singh, in 
India and the Future of Asia (New York, 
1966) argues for alignment with the West. 
A defense is N. R. Deshpande, "National 
Interest and India's Policy of Non-Align­
ment," Indian Journal of Political Science, 
25 (January-March, 1964). Views critical 
of the Nehru bequest are found in A. B. 
Shah, ed., India's Defense and Foreign 
Policies (Bombay, 1966). Paul F. Power, 
"Indian Foreign Policy: The Age of 
Nehru," The Review of Politics, 26 (April, 
1964) focuses on the Indian leader. Anal­
ysis of Indian reappraisals of foreign policy 
is offered by Werner Levi, "Indian Neu­
tralism Reconsidered," Pacific Affairs, 37 
(Summer, 1964); P. J. Eldridge, "India's 
Nonalignment Policy Reviewed," Austra­
lian Outlooh, 19 (August, 1965); and Balgit 
Singh, "Pundits and Panchsheela," Back­
ground, 9 (No. 2, 1966). 

Indian nonalignment and Russian-Indian 
relations may be studied with the aid of the 
following. K. P. S. Menon, The Flying 
Troika (London, 1963), is by India's am­
bassador to Moscow, 1952-61. K. M. 
Panikkar is the author of "Middle Ground 
Between America and Russia: An Indian 
View," Foreign Affairs, 32 (January, 1954). 
The often unstable history of Indian Com­
munism is depicted in John H. Kautsky, 
lVloscow and the Communist Party of India 
(Cambridge and New York, 1956), and 
Gene D. Overstreet and Marshall Wind­
miller, Communism in India (Berkeley and 
Los Angeles, 1959). An important back­
ground book is Chattar Singh Samra, India 
and Anglo-Soviet Relations: 1917-1947 
(Bombay, 1959). An article pointing out 
India's post-1962 dependency on Russia is 
Selig S. Harrison, "Troubled India and 
Her Neighbors," Foreign Affairs, 43 (Janu­
ary, 1965). 

The writing on relations between the 
United States and India is a developed 
field. An early study is L. K. Rosinger, 

India and the United States (New York, 
1950). A product of the Council on For· 
eign Relations and the Indian Council of 
World Afiairs is Phillips Talbot and S. L. 
Poplai, India and America (New York, 
1958). India mzd the United States, ed. 
Selig S. Harrison (New York, 1961) re­
ports on a 1961 conference in Washington 
of specialists from both nations. Well­
known is Chester Bowles, Ambassador's 
Report (New York, 1954). Papers sympa­
thetic to India are Vincent Sheean, 'The 
Case for India," Foreign Affairs, 30 (Octo­
ber, 1951), and E. Malcom Hause, "India: 
Non committed and Nonaligned," Western 
Political Quarterly, 13 (March, 1960). 
Shared democratic principles are stressed in 
Richard L. Park, "Bases for Political Accord 
Between India and America," The Indian 
Yearbook of International Affairs: 1957. 
Economic relations are studied in Charles 
Wolff, Jr., Foreign Aid: Theory and Prac­
tice in Southern Asia (Princeton, 1960). 
American images of India are examined in 
Harold Issacs, Scratches on Our Minds 
(New York, 1958). Jawaharlal Nehru, 
Visit to America (New York, 1958); and 
V. L. Pandit, "India's Foreign Policy," 
Foreign Affairs, 34 (April, 1965) reveal 
official Indian views of the United States. 
India News, published by the Indian Em­
bassy in Washington, carries material of 
interest to the American public. 

The study of nonalignment in world 
politics may help to clarify India's policy. 
Critical essays are in Neutralism and Non­
alignment, ed. Lawrence W. Martin (New 
York, 1962). Less critical papers are found 
in "Nonalignment in Foreign Affairs," The 
Annals, 362 (November, 1965). Outside 
the Contest, ed. K. P. Karunakaran (New 
Delhi, 1963) is essentially sympathetic to 
nonalignment. Comparative studies are 
G. H. Jansen, Afro-Asia and Nonalignment 
(New York, 1966); and Peter Lyon, Neu­
tralism (Leicester, 1963). Attempts to ana­
lyze the elusive concept are found in N. P. 
Nayar, "Growth of Nonalignment in 
World Affairs," India Quarterly, 18 (Jan-
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