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I. Introduction

India since its independence had thrice been Irfledged war and once it
has been in a major border skirmish with its neayhiy
state.However,among these incident one which éntoleanged the face
and vision of Indian foreign policy its outlook aliothe geo-political
considerations was the war of 1965 also famous has Sino-Indian
War.There have been various interpretations andh mghtering round the
war to some it was a blow to the Nehru’'s concegarging national
security and his foreign policy that that probabkgver really recovered
from where as to some scholars this war openedwgaradigm of real-
politics in India’s foreign policy.However, the ael evaluation and
diagnosis of the war for a long point of time anéretill todayremains still
a dark mystery its reason remains for the unavéitialof the records for
the period to the public.A major difficulty one cenacross, while dealing
with the subject and the relevant events of théogds that though there is
a wealth of details, yet most of the people conegnwere unable to put it
together into a comprehensive hypothesis. Thisrhaslted in anecdotal
accounts and mutually contradictory versions whiae comesacross
whileunderstanding the war of 1965. Where on the loand scholars like
Neville Maxwell and his books ‘India’s China Wakes a pro-Chinese
stand and blames India for the historic debaclethenother hand,strategist
scholars like Lt-Gen. Kaul's'The Untold Story’ anilullik’s‘Chinese
Betrayal'gives a completediametrically oppositendtpoint of the war. The
process of understandingis further complicatedhigyfact that most of the
authors had been either relying on their own measoor the memories of
others who had given them the informations.Thegmepaper is an attempt
to move deeper in the analysis of the events aypdoatrfind out what
compulsions and obligations where playing in thécganaking of Nehru
which led India to move ahead in the War and i fin really look out
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what policy Beijing adopted that ultimately ledtte so called Himalayan
Blunder.

Il. Birth of the Relations and the War:

In 1947 China, wracked by civil war, was in whapegared to be death
thrones and no conceivable threat to anyone. TharnnGovernment made
its initial assessment of thepossibility and patrdf a threat from China
and found those to beminimal, if not non-extenst-irthere were
geographic and topographical factors, the greattadurchains which lay
between the two neighbours and appeared tomakees-$@aje troop
movements impractical. More important, theleadgrsbi the Indian
Government - which is to say, Jawaharlal Nehru- foad/ears proclaimed
that the unshakable friendship between Indiaand&iould be the key to
both their futures and therefore Asia's,even théd& In his remarkable
speech during the debate on foreign affairs in lto&k Sabha on 30
September 1954, Nehru said: ‘Leaving these thrgeduntries, the United
States of America, the Soviet Union and China,easid the moment, look
at the world. There are many advanced highly cettwountries. But if you
peep in the future and nothing goes wrong-wars taedike-the obvious
fourth country is Indig He added that ‘Countries like China and India,
once they get rid of foreign dominations and inddlgndisunity, inevitably
become strong; there is nothing to stop thérléhru believe that being the
third and fourth powerful nations of the world ladind China the amicable
cooperation between the two would make them thempian of world
peace and human progréddowever the new leaders in Beijing were
charier, viewing India through their Marxist prisms a potentially hostile
bourgeois state. But in the Indian political pectppe war with China was
deemed unthinkable and through the 1950s New Bellefense planning
and expenditure expressed that confidence. Moredwyethe early 1950s,
the Indian government, which is to say Nehru arsddfiicials, had shaped
and adopted a policy whose implementation would enakmed conflict
with China not only 'thinkable' but inevitable. A4™ 1954 the signing of

2 Nehru, Jawaharlalndia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches; Septerh®46-
April 1961; (New Delhi; 1961) pp 305
% Nehru, Jawaharlalndia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches; Septerh46-
April 1961, (New Delhi; 1961) pp 305
* Nehru, Jawaharlalndia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches; Septerh46-
April 1961 (New Delhi; 1961) pp 307
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the Panchsheel Agreeméint Beijing between Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai
and an Indian government delegation gave a sdid &1 this relationship
of mutual trust. This agreement along with somatffri 1950s border
negotiation, marked the zenith of India-China ielsd, celebrated by the
sloganHindi-Chini-bhai-bhai(India and China are brothers).

But despite such cordial and friendly beginning tloeirse of relationship
between the two Asian neighbours took a complefierdnt turn in the
subsequent days to come. With the advent of Cold Bfaina began to see
India as threatening its perceived leadership of fthhird World.
Controversies soon emerged regarding the Indo-dibdtorder and the
Sino-Indian border in general. Two areas were ofiqdar concern: the
eastern sector (145,000Rm which the Indians called the North East
Frontier Agency (NEFA) and which the Chinese vievasdSouth Tibet;
and the western sector (34,00@knwhich included most prominently the
Aksai Chin plateau, bordering Kashmir, Xinjiang drtdet. Despite solving
the problem through diplomatic negotiations anttsdllehru government
decided upon the opposite approach. India wouloutyin its own research
determine the appropriate alignments of the Simaim borders extend its
administration to make those good on the ground tomh refuse to
negotiate the result. Barring the inconceivabléat Beijing would allow
India to impose China's borders unilaterally andeanterritory at will -
Nehru's policy thus willed conflict without foreseg it. Through the
1950s, that policy generated friction along thedeos and so bred and
steadily increased distrust, growing into hostjlingtween the neighbours.
By 1958 Beijing was urgently calling for a standistgreement to prevent
patrol clashes and negotiations to agree boundigmynagents. India refused
any standstill agreement, since such would be gredment to intended
advances and insisted that there was nothing totiag¢g, the Sino-Indian
borders being already settled on the alignmentsneld by India, through
the historical processMeanwhile in March of 1959, following an uprising
against Chinese rule in Tibet, Dalai Lama fleeirg Ihdia created

®*Panchasheel embodied five core principles - resfieceach other's territorial
integrity and sovereignty; non-aggression; nonffetence in each other’s internal
affairs; equality and mutual benefit; and peaceafalexistence which formally
envisioned “peaceful coexistence”

®Appadorai, A &Ranjan, M.Sindia’s Foreign Policy and RelationgNew Delhi;
South Asian Publishers Pvt Ltd.; 1985) pp 119-121
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significant tensions between the two natié®ome analysts have stated
that, during the late 50’'s the US Central Intellige Agency and Chiang
Kai-shek’s agents financed and trained Tibetan Isebéthin the Indian
Territory® Things turned out to be worse when again in #er Y956, the
Communist Party of China promulgated its first @#l map of China and
the surrounding area, rejecting the McMahon linist(idemarcated by the
British colonial authorities in 1914) showing largsvathes of Indian
Territory within the borders of China. The Indiaomvgrnment reacted
angrily, accusing the CCP of arbitrarily extendi@pina’s borders. This
became personified by ongoing border disputes lmtwibe two sides,
beginning in 1959 with Chinese incursions into Uddand the North East
Frontier Agency (NEFAJ. In due course, these tensions between the two
led to Sino-Indo war on October 1962, which ultiehatresulted in Indian
defeat and large stretches of its territory beingupied by Chinese forces
till date. On October 12, 1962 Nehru proclaimedidigdintention to drive
the Chinese out of areas India claimed. That bravaad by then been
forced upon him by the public expectations whick tharges of 'Chinese
aggression' had aroused, but Beijing took it sffiect a declaration of war.
The 1962 war almost brought an end to the muchaegdediplomatic and
economic relations between Beijing and New Delhstead bolstering the
positions and relations between Pakistan and Cinirthe region. India-
China relations remain bitter during this entireipe due to frequent border
skirmishes - such as at Nathula on the Sikkim- Thwder in September
1967 and at Somdurong Chu in 1987.

lll. Exploring the Reasons and the Rational of thewWar and Justifying
Nehru’s policy:

Before analysing Nehru’s forward policy and thiargt on the Sino India
war it's very much essential to have an insightNahru’s perceptions
regarding India’s national security problem. Vagayroup of scholar have

"ArshedTanwir;China Factor: In India Pakistan Relations: A Revje¥ournal of
Politics and Governance; Vol-3; No-4; October-DebenR014; pp 106
8 John W. GarverProtracted Contest: Sino-Indian Rivalry in the Tweth
Century(Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 20@160-61
°Achary, Alka; 2008China & India: Politics of Incremental Engagemg(ielhi;
HarAnand Publication Pvt Ltd.; India;) pp.31-34; ndaamb, AlastairThe
McMahon line: a study in the relations between #dChina and Tibet1904 to
1914, (London, OUP; 1966); pp 42
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a variety of mixed and diametrically opposite vensof the reasons of war.
Basically if looked in details one can find outtttizere are two major views
regarding the war one group which believes thatviass the initiation of
Nehru and his officials Menon whose blunt decisiatually instigated the
war. Whereas on the other side the group beliegvassit was the Chinese
betrayal after the signing of the PanchSheel andejection and dejection
of the historical border lines between India anan@ltonsiderably was the
real factor that led the Himalayan war. The papekdenly interested in
actually dealing with the arguments if the firsbgp of scholars blaming
Nehru and its officials. Actually there has beersteong misconception
about the actual chronological interpretation @f thicts and data of the war
that had led to the development of a story whickesahe Nehru group an
instigator in the war. However, there were varidastors which were
running in the entire scenarios that actually leehid to undertake the
policy that he adopted in the war to counter than€e aggression. Some
of the issues are discussed below.

Firstly, it was Nehru Gandhian outlook and libeFalbian internationalist
outlook which conditioned him against contemplating use of force as an
instrument of policy in international relations. Asrly as 1934, while
discussing Gandhi's article ‘Doctrine of the Sworldehru clarified his
own position in his autobiography- ‘we are movedthgse arguments, but
for us and the National Congress as a whole thevimdant method was not
and could not be, a religion or an unchangeabledcor dogma. It could
only be a policy and a method promising certaimltesand by these results
it would have to be finally judged”Nehru’s disking to the use of violence
and war was further more reinforced in his speeciOctober 1940 the
Congress Working Committee when he said that ‘ Hredia would,
therefore, through all her weight in favour of vebdisarmament and should
herself be prepared to give a lead in this to toeldv** But however the
gory trail of partition and the following princeltate dispute, the war of
1948 and the adamant and audacious approach dodloat Beijing with
regard to the border issue do led Nehru to chatsgeourse of action yet
although he was never in the favour of using armsnaans of resolving
disputes. It was evident when on August 11, 195trileleclared: ‘I have
ruled out war as a measure for the easing of IralasBan relations, but |

19 Nehru, Jawaharlahn Autobiography(London; 1936) pp 84
" prasad BimalThe Origins of Indian Foreign PolicyCalcutta, 1946); pp 185
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cannot rule it out independently or unilaterallyn’the same speech he said
‘Trenches are dug for the people who expect ansiovwa Whatever
happens, India is not going to be invaded. Evethédfe is war, do you
imagine that we will wait idly to be invaded? Carta not’*? Although
Beijing and New Delhi signed the famous PanchSheel yet India’s
deputy Prime mister Sardar Patel knew that the €d@ircommitment to the
treaty would hardly ensure a safe border, peacedramtly relations whit
its neighbours. Initially refuting the stand of &abn calling China as a
‘potential enemy’ in the context of China’s libeaast of Tibet, Nehru's
idealism however was broken when Delhi receivedd reply, criticizing
India as having been affected by foreign influenbestile to China in
Tibet.® It was evident when on July 4, 1954 in his letteithe Pradesh
Congress Committee Nehru wrote: ‘how can we puthfan such
declaration (Panchasheel)? In international affaiescan never be dead
certain and the friends of today might be enemfemmorrow.™ Thus a
man of idealism and believer of non-violence andlavgpeace through
brotherhood and cooperation on the whole, Nehrutiude must be
summed up as one who wanted to avoid war, who adthat, yet who
would not hesitate to fight to defend his countigterest. Once in a speech
in Rajya Sabha on 1959 exposing Government of aghialicy of making
adequate preparation to meet the Chinese challdaelgeu spoke: ‘From the
very first day, the problem about our frontier weefore us. The question
was whether we should raise it in an acute forrhat stage. We decided
not to... we felt that we should hold by our positeord that the lapse of the
time and events would confirm it, and by the tirhe thallenge came, we
should be in a much stronger position to facetits Inot as if it was not
thought about.”® Although in any situations, the options available
determined the action to be taken; in such a sitmah which India was
economically and military weak, the best course teafollow a friendly

12 Nehru, Jawaharlalindia’s Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches; Vol (New
Delhi; 1967) pp 195

13 Brigadier J.P DalviHimalayan Blunder: The Curtain Raiser to the Sindian
War of 1962 (Bombay; 1969); pp 489-495

14 okSabh Debatesyol. VII, Pt Il, 29 September 1954; col. 3683 asotgd in
Appadorai, A &Ranjan, M.Sindia’s Foreign Policy and RelationgNew Delhi;
South Asian Publishers Pvt Ltd.; 1985) pp 116

*Rajya Sabha Debated/ol. XXVII, cols., 1983-1985; pp 248-249 as quotied
Appadorai, A &Ranjan, M.SIindia’s Foreign Policy and RelationgNew Delhi;
South Asian Publishers Pvt Ltd.; 1985) pp 116
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approach which would enable the country, at ang,r&d postpone the
Chinese challenge but India believing on the ideélhe world peace and
hoping for getting the support of the western pewesorted the forward
policy toward the Chinese aggression which refibeteshift from Gandhian
attitude to a western liberal statesmen outlook.

The second factor which led India to move aheadhiewar was it$lindi-
Chini-bhai-bhamyth, which was responsible for the inadequate
preparedness against China. Despite consideringaCis its very cordial
neighbour, the communist mentality of Chinese sulgiways looks India
with suspicion. At the same time continuous pulbiccaof the border maps
by China showing a complete dejection of the Mc Btolhine, NEFA and
the illegal occupation of Aksai Chin region furthreinforced the faith and
believe of Nehru about the duality of Chinese arties in Beijing. This
ultimately led to the change in the attitude of Wetowards China.
Scholars like Mullik in his book ‘My Years with Nalt The Chinese
Betrayal’ and Frank Moraes in his book ‘Witnessato Era’ has rightly
showed that since from the beginning Nehru hadrégervations with
China. In 1952 when he went as a member of Culdeédgate to China,
Nehru in his briefing said: ‘Never forget that thasic challenge in South
East Asia is between India and China. That challemgs along the spines
of Asia. Therefore, in your talks with the Chinésep it in mind. Never let
the Chinese patronize yotf.In the similar tone when again in 1954 at the
time of his Peaking visit Nehru categorically statieat ‘some day or other
these two Asian giants, where bound to tread oh etiwer’ corns and come
into conflict, and that would be a calamity for AsThat was an eventuality
which we should all strive hard to avertMoreover meanwhile by this
point of time the border issue has already beeerrgéed and the authorities
and Beijing indirectly showed their keen interessabotaging New Delhi.
Thus against this background it was somewhat armgusin hear the
assertions of various people that Nehru did nothtemance any thesis
regarding the likely Chinese hostility towards tb@intry.

Thirdly, the policy of Non Alignment which was ihg making at that time
had two important components; to stay clear ofablel war politics and
attempt to promote decolonization. This was noteasy option since

®Moraes, Frankyitness To An Erél.ondon, 1973); pp 220-221
YMankekar, D.RThe Guilty Men of 1962, 1{Bombay, 1968) Nanda 8 pp 107
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following the Cominform line laid down by Andrei Znov, it was decided
in the Calcutta conference of the Asian communasti@s early | 1948 to
initiate insurgencies in various countries of Adia;Philippines, Malaya,
Indonesia, Burma and India. This was also the timteen India was
experiencing considerable difficulties in regardktashmir, integration of
Princely states in the Indian Union and the refitakibn of millions of
refugees in the aftermath of partition. Moreovehere was also
considerable pressure in the country for Indiadio the western block.
Faced with the hostility of China , the cold andifferent attitude of the
Soviet Union and the hostility of the United Statesl the western bloc
which supported Pakistan, no Prime Minister of é&ndould have remained
indifferent to the consideration of national seguriand certainly not
Jawaharlal Nehru In 1945, replying to Gandhi, whsisted on the ‘Hind
Swaraj’ model, for the for the future India; Nelsaid: ‘The question of
independence and protection from foreign aggresdioth political and
economic, has also to be considered in this contedd not think it is
possible for India to be really independent unlebe is technically
advanced country? Therefore to justify Nehru’s action in the waketloé
border dispute, it appears that he have decideadtpt a policy which
would contribute to India’s national security byiriging about a mutually
countervailing balance of forces in this part & thorld.

The fourth factor which justifying Nehru’s standpbin the 1962 war was
however a bit utopian in nature. Nehru despite d@ware of the caliber
and potential of the neighboring nation hardly ¢desed it as a serious
threat. It was evident since when in 1944 Nehrueohad came to the
conclusion that in the post-war world there woutddmly four great power;
the United sates, the Soviet Union, China and |ri8iiiain would be a fifth

power if it manage to salvage part in its crumblempire!® Thus it was

evident that since long before the war Nehru hadvikion that China and
India are in equal footing and it also became m@aiewhen despite being
warned and advised by his official not to underm@igina Nehru went
ahead with his Forward Policy in the LOC during tvar. Nehru had

'8 Norman Dorothy edd\ehru, The First Sixty Year@Bombay; 1965); Vol. Il ; pp
179

Munshi K.M; Bhawan’s Journal; February 26, 1968; Vol-XlIl as ajad in
B.RNanda’s edited bookndia’s Foreign Policy : The Nehru Years; (Vikas
Publishing House; New Delhi; 1976p 109
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decided, well before this and irrevocably as inad out, that India would
never agree to negotiate its borders. And the Longpsh was not
accidental but reflected the Indian approach taé@r that was later to be
named, from the British imperial vocabulary, theorifard policy”,
involving here the unilateral amendment of McMatsorglignment in
accordance with Indian convenience. India was itrgathe territory it
claimed as ipso facto (by reason of that claim)idnderritory. By mid-
1961, the forward policy of using force, non-vidlgn to extrude the
Chinese from the tracts of territory claimed byiindvas beginning to bite
in the Western border sector. Indian patrols, cotetlinow by the Army
rather than armed police, were challenging Chirpexsts and probing for
positions from which to dominate and sever theiedi of communication.
The unyielding granite in India’s diplomatic reflu$a negotiate had been
personally felt by Zhou in his abortive summit niegtwith Nehru in April
1960. It now began to occur to the Chinese leagemiiat India might
deliberately be making itself an enemy of Chinand &ven be bent on
provoking hostilities. Nehru's going ahead withstipiolicy was based on
assumptions. He was of the belief that China wauddl oppose Indian
patrols and border outposts out of fear of an Inuk@ked by both the
United States of America and Soviet Union. The semaf 1962 saw only
intensification of that situation. Beijing incredséhe minatory tone and
heat of its diplomatic warnings and made its ttga#tcounterforce more
open. Delhi’s replies continued to be insouciantl amransigent, Nehru
being confident in the assurances from his Intefige chief and courtier
generals that the Chinese were bluffing and wowden dare hit back at
India. For their part too the Chinese were uncergdiout India’s motives
and ultimate intentiof’

Fifth Factor which led the historic debacle of dn the war was the ill-
prepared army and the overconfidence that got atefie in the Indian

officials toward China. The official Indian versiof the war states that: ‘In
the years 1959-1960, LT General S P PThorat, GOC-ikastern

Command, had made an appreciation about the magnituChinese threat
to Indian borders in the Eastern Sector and hademasiections about his
requirements to meet that threat. But the Army HQuall as the Defence
Minister paid little heed to Gen Thorat's appreoiat It was not even

2 Maxwell, Neville; China’s India War:How the Chinese Saw the Conflict; (May
2011)
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brought to the notice of the Prime Minist&rTo top it all, irresponsible
and jingoistic statements by the political leadgrghecipitated matters and
gave a handle to the Chinese to attack Indian postelf-defense’. Then
Home Minister of India, Lal Bahadur Shastri, deethron February 4,
1962 that "If the Chinese will not vacate the aresmsupied by her,
India will have to repeat what she did in Goa. $¥ikk certainly drive
out the Chinese forces. Nehru also gave a stateamefictober 12, 1962,
that he had ‘ordered the Indian Army to throw thein@se out*Driving
out the Chinese forces was an optimistic declamaty the political
leadership but the ground situation was differeimdian Army was
logistically weak and ill-prepared to take on thpearior Chinese forces that
were well trained in mountain warfare. Accordingmditary analysts, a
series of factors led to Indian Army's debacle. Tratan intelligence
apparatus in the Himalayas was lacking. They hadlesr indication of
Chinese strength, mobility and tactics, espectaéyhuman wave attacks,
states a report. Roderick MacFarquhar, in his Bdek Origins of the
Cultural Revolution, Vol. 3: The Coming of the Gdéyam 1961-
1966 blamed the Indian intelligence community for ngroperly
analysing Chinese domestic and diplomatic developsneAccording to
him, they relied on CIA briefings, newspaper acccaumd dispatches from
the Indian embassy in Beijing about China's econourisis, its split
with the Soviet Union, and the Taiwan crisis. Dejieg on these
reports, Indian political, army and intelligenceadership concluded that
China will not react aggressively to India's 'ForgvRolicy'.

V. Concluding Observations:

The war of 1962 although is regarded a s one ofddmkest era of the
Indian Foreign policy is however regarded by schataa game changer for
the Indian foreign policy and its military prepaneds. The war brought a
new parading of realism and real-politic in thei&mdscenario. This was
evident with the developments that we noticed ia post war era. The
following issues clearly justifies the point of mapalysis and also proved

Zhitp:/Avwwv.quora.com/How-responsible-was-NehniHerindian-defeat-in-the-Sino-Indian-Indo-
Chinese-War{uesday, August,14 2007 (New Delhi)

21962 India China War, Role of Indian political amilitary leadership
http://defenceforumindia.com/forum/threads/196 Zanchina-war-role-of-indian-
political-and-military-leadership.10061(May 7; 2010)
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the fact that how the Himalayan debacle provedlasson for a developing
country like India.

Evident of Lal BahdurSashtri, Indira Gandhi and the 1965,
1971, 1999 War: Lal BahdurSashtri and Indira Gandhi who
succeeded Nehru, was a strong epitome of such metco
Successors of Nehru gave a strong impetus to tii@rinforeign
policy, the war of 1965, 1971, India’s strong pooriTashkent
andSimla Agreement and the bravado victory of GperaV/ijay in
1999 clearly implicated the fact that how the defeathe war of
1962 actually proved to be a boon of realism fadidnand its
policymakers in domestic and international stages.

Within 10 Years of China becoming Nuclear power Inih
turned into a Nuclear Nation: Despite getting defeated in the war
and followed by two other major wars India mainégina strong
zeal of empowering its arsenal and soon withinyears of the war
its came up as a nuclear nation joining the niike. c

Strengthened the defense:Nehru had a vision that India-the
champion of non-violence and peace in the worldtmosresort to
focus more on arms and weapons and this proved s$tramg
miscalculation for its part in the area of 1962eTgost war period
his successor gave strong thrust for upholdingdidaelopment of
such issue and as such there was seen a great sgengthening
the defense of the nation.They realized the vecy ¢d statecraft
and warfare of Kautilya and did not undermine thgatential
threats. This was evident in the rise of the defebadget that
showed a tremendous rise in the graph graduallgr advery
financial year.

FINANCIAL ACTUALS / PERCENTAGE
YEAR ALLOCATION INCREASE
OVER EARLIER
YEAR
1996-1997 29505.08 9.86
1997-1998 35277.99 19.57
1998-1999 39897.58 13.10
1999-2000 47070.63 17.98
2000-2001 (RE) 54460.91 15.70
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2001-2002 (BE) 62000.00 13.84

Source: India’s Military Budget
(http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/indiaudget.htm)

* Adoption of the attitude of No-First Use attitude: The forward
policy adopted by Nehru and Menon the war of 1962 wegarded
by some scholars especially NevilleMaxwell as ohe¢he major
causes of the defeat. Later when Henderson andkBroame up
with the reports italso validities the same groumdsch finally
made the Indian policy makes rethink about theswd. India after
turning up into a nuke nation made it clear abtipolicy of ‘No-
First Use’ in the defense relations and militarylaek. This policy
was not only a mere compulsion of the internationlgdu but
rather in find one can see how the war, the ‘fodvpolicy’ and
India’s adamant and unplanned attitude in the Waped its policy.

* Shedding off the essence of NAM and facing the tunef
Reality: After getting defeated in the war and realizing thezy
diplomacy of the world powers, the successors dfrbenaintained
a very strong essence in creating apathy towarduper power in
genera and USSR in particular the Friendship Agesgnwith
USSR and the bilateral and multilateral level sutanaind talks
with US clearly validated the fact that how thetph865 India was
on the mood of moving ahead keeping a strong belavith the
two super blocks and also maintaining the very resseof the
NAM. Its deep interest in regional solidarity andoperation got
reinforced with the creation of SAARC which untimétd India to
adopt a more global and acceptable image not agiomnally but
even globally. Its foreign policy started focusingore on
diplomatic terms rather than on discreet ways sblkéng disputes
with its neighbours may it be Pakistan, Sri LanBangladesh or
Nepal. The Himalayan blunder although where on taad
brought a wrath of debacle in the Indian foreigtigyobut on the
other its far reaching consequence and lesson grimige as the
most promising and fruitful development for turninthe
foreignpolicy of a developing nation like from aplanned pillar to
a strong edifice.

Moreover, for a Prime Minster of a rising natioririgea staunch believer of
nonviolence an advocate of universal brotherhood aedce when the
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guestion of maintenance of national integrity aadusity and the dilemma
of nation building arrive decision are bound to geterted. Moreover,

facing with the predicament of a neighboring natidro gets supported by
the strong west and is always in the mode to sistlecores with India, the
international pressure to leave up the policy afi-abgnment and an un-
demarcated and unacceptable border issue probldmawisuper power in
making nation, Nehru's decisions and action in Wea was very much

rational and cogent.
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