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Geopolitical code is defined as the operating aafdie government’s foreign
policy that evaluates places beyond its boundatiess a set of strategic
assumptions that a government makes about oth&Fssia forming its
foreign policy. Such operational code(s) involveslaation of places
beyond the state’s boundaries in terms of its eggiat importance and
potential threats. It is not just state-centriciaiso involves a particular
single state’s view of the world. It operates atéhlevels: local, regional
and global. The local-level code involves evaluatiof neighbouring
states...... The regional-level code is required fotestghat aspire to project
their power beyond their immediate neighbours. Goeernments of all
regional powers and potential regional powers rieedap out such code(s).
Finally, a few states will have global policies,datheir governments will
have appropriate world-wide geopolitical codes’ y([6a & Flint 2000 /
2004: 91). The geopolitical code gives a highlysbi picture of the world
on account of its being state-centric that carugswhat Henrikson (1980)
calls an ‘image-plan’. It is the building bloc diet geopolitical world orders.
The present paper is an attempt to analyze Indgasr changing
strategic assumptions in the light of the followjpeyrtinent questions:

1. To what extent was India’s non-aligned geopoliticade a success
during its formative stage?

2. Does India possess a hostile and aggressive apprtaegard its
neighbours?

3. Does India aspire to become a regional power,gholaal power?

The Non-Aligned Geopolitical Code: Success or Faila

India has a peculiar geographical location on ttesszroad of the South
Asia and the Central, or high Asia, and this hagpsH its ‘image-plans’ to
evaluate places beyond its boundaries, or in otleds, it sets the strategic
assumptions in forming its foreign policy.

The three spatial levels of approaches in Indiarifm policy can be
identified during its formative stage, particularlyhen Jawaharlal Nehru
dominated Indian politics, and gave it a distinetgeopolitical code. At the
local level, India offered a sort of informal proterate over the small
Himalayan kingdoms (Nepal, Bhutan, and Sikkim Silkkim’s merger with
India in 1975) and a paternal attitude to Sri Lanklere it has interfered in
the civil war. At the regional level, there wasauute rivalry with Pakistan
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in South Asia and with China at a larger Asian guenttal scale. Globally,
India had desired, or pretended to become a warieep. This was cantered
on Nehru’s status as a world statesman and hisindlee establishment of
the Non-Aligned Movement (Taylor & Flint 2000 / 200

India’s foreign policy was described as one of tnality’, ‘non-
alignment’, or ‘independence’- a policy based oa tlonsideration of each
issue on its own merits.

In the first statement which he made when he becammber for
external Affairs in the Interim government in Sepber, 1946, Nehru said:
‘In the sphere of foreign affairs, India will follo an independent policy,
keeping away from power politics of groupings aéignagainst the other’.
Krishna Menon, Nehru’s chief advisor on foreignipgl declared in the UN
General Assembly, on October 17, 1960: ‘We are mwutral
country...... We want it understand that we do not weledhis appellation
of being called a neutral, or neutralist, whataveneans.....\We are neutral
in regard to war or peace. We are not neutral gane to domination by
imperialist or other countries .We are not neutséth regard to ethical
values...... Neutrality is a concept that arises onlyvar.....Therefore, our
position is that we are unaligned and uncommittation in relation to the
Cold War.....we do not belong to one camp or another’

In his biography of Nehru, Michael Brecher (19563bremarked: ‘The
term to describe Indian foreign policy has undegyérequent changes. It
has begun with ‘neutrality’, or ‘dynamic neutralitylater became
‘neutralism’ and then ‘non-alignment’. Nehru prefdhe phrase ‘positive
policy for peace’.

Nehru placed particular emphasis on ‘non-alignmeith the great
power groups’, on opposition to colonialism, and the necessity of
peaceful co-existence and of creating a climafgeaice. ‘Peace’, he argued,
‘can only be preserved by methods of peace. A ardpproach to peace
is a contradiction in terms.....Peace cannot livariratmosphere of constant
preparation for war and threat of war....The majoct fes that we are
following not a passive or merely neutral policythka dynamic policy
which is based on certain definite principles aigectives as well as
certain methods. We try not to forget the mearsesrch for our ends...... It
must be recognized.....that any policy that is réalisnust take into
consideration the profound changes in the relaliipssof forces in Asia and
the world'.

Initially, Nehru’'s foreign policy developed alondpet idealistic lines,
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combining a Gandhian moralist heritage and tradiiith a social democratic
idealism derived from contacts with British Labdeaders. In order to make
the non-aligned geopolitical code successful, Nelecepted Chinese
suzerainty over Tibet through the infamous Sinaand-riendship Treaty in
April 1954 that endorsed the ‘nebulous’ principlEspeace, especially the
Panch Shila, or Panchsheel (five principles of eedtwas probably the first
attempt to make the non-aligned approach relewatlie contemporary ‘East
versus West’, world geopolitical order, createdameount of the ideological
confrontation in a bi-polar world order. The 19544ty, based on morality and
ethics, was designed in a way as to resolve tiferelifces over Tibet. Inherent
in the Treaty was a ‘cautious’ declaration that tiitorial disputes of the
nature could be resolved peacefully by adoptingpieadigm of the Panch
Shila with the ultimate aim of generating a worldpeaceful co-existence.
India, then, launched a ‘moral’ propaganda offemsiffering the five
principles of peace (Panch Shila) as a solutiorthéo world’s geopolitical
problems. The non-aligned approach, as a mattcgfwas intended toward
collective peace to challenge the emerging Cold Wemd of collective
security by military alliances. The success ofrtha-aligned geopolitical code
was achieved in December 1957 when the United hatendorsed the
incorporation of the Panch Shila in its resolutias,a means to resolve the
conflictual crisis, arising out of the ‘East versiWest, ideological
confrontation between capitalism and socialism.

Parallel with the moral and ethical crusade to Ik@sdhe emerging
international tension and crisis, India began thskt of geopolitical
engineering of bringing the ‘developing countri@athin the non-aligned
fold so that these countries would not align thduesewith either of the
collective military alliances, taking shape. in I94Asian Relations
Conference) and then in 1949, when fifteen Asiannt@es met in New
Delhi to protest against the colonial policy of tRetherlands in Southeast
Asia, particularly, in Indonesia. For time, the raligned approach
appeared successful at a relatively ‘larger’ regidevel. In 1950, India
convened the first ad hoc Afro-Asian ‘caucus’ & tnited Nations.

At the local level, however, India offered a shadpmetection to the
Himalayan kingdoms: Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan, withimterfering in the
internal politics of these kingdoms. It was a couétion of the British
frontier policy, so at that level, the policy ofmmtervention vis-a-vis non-
alignment yielded some positive results.
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But at the regional level, the non-aligned geopalltcode suffered at
the Chinese hands. The Sino-Indian 1954-Treaty segbthe hollowness of
the non-aligned approach, and a failure also. Tivatch was independent
till the British left the Sub-continent in 1947 JIfeo the Chinese aggression
and subsequent occupation in 1950. Tibet had aepemdent history of
several centuries, and the British policy was dexigin a way to make its
independence and territorial integrity inviolablEhe British feared the
Chinese design. India should have continued wiehBtitish Tibetan policy
when it inherited the system as a result of thesfier of power in 1947. But,
instead of protecting independence of Tibet, bva#d China to annex and
occupy the territory of Tibet through military imention, repudiating the
obligation it had inherited from the British withegard to Tibet's
independence. India’'s acquiescence to Chinese fidrcand illegal
occupation of Tibet, and subsequent acceptancebef, Tbeing a ‘Region’
of China was in a sharp contrast to the New Dalbntlave’ that was held
in 1949 to protest against the Dutch colonial polit Indonesia. Accepting
Tibet as a ‘Region’ of China in the 1954-Treatyditn itself raised the
guestion on the ‘validity’ of the boundary with @hkj particularly, the
McMahon Line. With regard to its non-aligned apmtwato China,
geopolitical code at the regional level, during filsmative stage, was a
failure, but in case of Sri-Lanka, at the localdewas one of intervention
to re-install the government of Mr. Bandaranayke.

A meeting of twenty-nine countries of the Afro-Asiaontinental realm
took place in 1955 at Bandung. This actually ineldi broad cross-section
of countries of both the continents, including Coamist China and North
Vietnam, and pro-Western Japan and Philippinedretact, it was attended
by countries, belonging to both the mutually exslescollective alliances.
India and China were the key players at the Bandwmjerence. However,
Pakistan did not attend it. The conference was @hsoiccess no doubt, and
was more of importance for symbolic reasons, btit@same time it lacked
‘pragmatism’, so far as the genuineness and retevahthe approach in the
fast growing and changing international geopolities concerned.

Nevertheless, the first meeting of the Non-Alignedvement took
place at Belgrade in 1961, attended by twenty-sixintries, but the
countries in alliance with either super power weog invited. China, North
Vietnam, Japan, and Philippines were eliminated|ubing Pakistan for
their alleged membership to these military allianaead active participation
in the operational processes of these alliancesstgsach other.
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The Non-Aligned Movement was the joint product dffee great
statesmen of the contemporary world: Nehru of Indiéo of Yugoslavia
and Nasser of Egypt. The Suez crisis in 1956, tieguirom the invasion of
Egypt by Britain, France and Israel, all belongiogthe NATO alliance,
prompted India to support Egypt. It was a moralpguwp nothing more than
that. Similarly India gave moral support to Titoheavwas attempting to
forge an independence from the Soviet Union in éasEurope. ‘Hence,
for both Egypt and Yugoslavia, their interest itNan-Aligned movement
was to find broad global support in their effodgémain independent of the
Cold War powers. India, on the other hand, had uah smmediate threat
and saw the movement as a vehicle for playingoies as a world power....
The Non-Aligned Movement was actively involved inpporting anti-
colonial revolutions and was vehemently againstGoéd War assumption
that all countries had to choose sides in the Gemitest (Taylor & Flint
2000 / 2004: 101). The territorial pattern, comimgt of the movement,
perhaps manifested a genuine precursor to a gdiepbliransition to
Galtung’s ‘World Classes’ world order (1975).

Galtung (1975) had proposed four alternative futgeopolitical
scenarios that appeared to transcend the Cold Wee. first was the
development of super-state rivalry based upon theseunits. In this
scenario, there would be ten super-states in anpedeworld of trading
wars as each vied for economic advantage. In tlw®nske geopolitical
scenario, each unit/super-state would try to ptoté€ economy by
promoting autarky. The end result of such a procgesld be the re-
discovery of pan-regions as Northern super-stat@sbme their Southern
neighbours. Since there were only four Northerneswgpates, this could
produce four pan-regions, which might or might motlude India and
China. In the third scenario, he put North agaisuth (Japan, USA,
European Union, Soviet Union against China, Solfhst Asia, Latin
America, Africa, Middle East, India). Galtung terthéhese states ‘world
classes’. This was a ‘third-worldist’ view of theord politics, represented
in the past by China’s or India’s claim to be teader of the third world
against the combined might of the USA and the Sdvi@on. This type of
thinking of geopolitical structuration was closetglated to the social
analyses from which world-systems analysis couldiéeéved. There is no
denying the fact that India held precedence oven& terms of ‘leading
the third world countries vis-a-vis the mutuallyckisive military alliances’
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in the contemporary world. The Non-Aligned Movemevds a success,
because it caused revolt in the periphery agdmestolonial powers, leading
to independence and de-colonization of the AfroaAshations, despite a
few of them moving into the folds of the alliancésdia’s uncommitted

neutral approach, undoubtedly, held success atgkbieal level because
more and more states believed in the relevanceeofmovement that sought
‘balance of peace, rather than, balance of povireithe world geopolitical

order. Nevertheless, the movement did not cause wiagy be called ‘a

geopolitical paradigm-shift’ in the contemporaryesario, because the
destiny of the world was still in the hands of #iances, facing each other
in a belligerent way.

But, at the regional level, the neutral approactd dot yield any
significant success rather there was acute rivalith China for the
leadership of the newly-emerged third world cowstrof the Asian realm,
and with Pakistan, the rivalry concentrated on mler of factors, such as
communalism, refugee problems, water disputes hadKashmir. In fact,
both India and Pakistan inherited a conflictuabtienship with hardened
cleavages, and mutual exclusiveness, necessasdban the ‘two-nation
theory’. Both, India and Pakistan were born outt&f same Indian nation,
however, along the communal-religious pattern. Musireas in the north-
west, and in the eastern Gangetic delta of theerasegion of the sub-
continent were grouped and organized as indeperidaslim nation-state
of Pakistan (West and East Pakistan), of courseh vai ‘divided’
geopolitical shape.

In spite of being born from the same Mother Indiation as twin-
sisters, both India and Pakistan became enemy ¢b ether, and the
cleavage that developed as a result of religioustrost, and extremism
widened to the extent as to have caused geopbliiialry in the sub-
continent. The non-aligned code was of no use atréigional level. And
Pakistan renounced the Panch shila- the five ppiesiof peace, as being
‘useless, and without any solid foundation of redpgd, and approved
standard international behaviour, rather, utopgnt philosophical lacking
in realism’.

In the words of Rosenthal (1956): ‘Indeed a good pkindia’s foreign
policy is based on Pakistan’. Pakistan was at dnde&’s ‘first line of
defense’ and the nearest neighbour, and at the siameethe source or
object of India’s deepest concerns in its regigedpolitical code. ‘In fact,
in view of the past relationships of the people wimw inhabit the two
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countries and in view of their inescapable intimaitye relations between
India and Pakistan might well be treated as asp#at®mestic rather than
of foreign policies’ (Palmer 1961: 245).

In their attitudes towards each other India andid®ak were greatly
handicapped by a communal past, the tragedy oitipartand a long series
of issues which sustained friction between thentesimdependence. But,
the most important being the question of the atocesd Jammu & Kashmir
to the Indian Union on October 26, 1947. Pakistasamproved the
accession of the State to India. India and Pakis¢éanly became involved in
a war over the territory in 1948. Since Januaryl949, a cease-fire has
prevailed. Jammu & Kashmir has been in fact dividézhg the cease-fire
line. Jammu & Kashmir got divided with a bulk ofetmorthern and
mountainous Kashmir, including Gilgit went underkiBtan’s control.
Roughly, 83,100 square kilometers (one-third ofttital area) of Jammu &
Kashmir went under Pakistan’s control. Pakistas Im&ever accepted
Kashmir's accession with India, rather, it called & plebiscite to ascertain
peoples’ view whether they political conditionsSouth Asia. On the other
hand, India had the communist bloc on her longh®sort frontiers, along the
Himalayan and Trans-Himalayan mountains. Relatiomgh China,
particularly, with regards to the boundary and frontier had never been
cordial since the late nineteenth century, parmidylsince the disappearance
of the Russian threats in the Ladakh, following tAaglo-Russian
Convention in 1897, when China attempted to pusivda its southern
boundaries beyond the centuries-old customaryittosdil line, along the
Himalayan and the Trans-Himalayan mountains. Smudah boundary
relations were historically disputed. And, righorfr the beginning, even
during the British period, China was consideredbt India’s ‘enemy’
number one, because it had attempted to tamper thighlong-settled
traditional and customary boundary line along thgh lerest-cum-watershed
of the Himalayas, and the Trans-Himalayas.

Therefore, the failure of the non-aligned approgiska-vis Panch shila
in terms of the Sino-Indian border relations in 8@s and early 60s of the
last century was not surprising, rather, it waseatary-old geopolitical
reality that simply revived, when both, India andia became free of
foreign control. So long as the British governedidn China preferred a
cautious acquiescence, but once the British left,dragon became active to
cause troubles to India, staking claims over Ladakid NEFA (presently
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the Arunachal Pradesh of the Union of India). Iiliacquiescence on
China’s military activism in Tibet in the early 506§the last century, and its
subsequent occupation, and incorporation in Chipetigco-administrative
system, and India’s agreeing to accept Tibet adiigal region of China in
the Sino-Indian Friendship Treaty, signed on A@B, 1954, simply
manifested an inherent weakness in the non-aligeegolitical code. India
could not oppose Chinese military action in Tilf@ébet was independent till
its occupation by the Chinese forces. Succumbin@Ghmese pressure on
Tibet issue was a serious strategic blunder tidiiloommitted, placing the
entire Himalayan boundary vulnerable to Chineseeggion and invasion.
Was it not a reflection of weakness at the regidenad! of the paradigm of
the non-aligned geopolitical code that India fetiyd of carrying forward in
international arena?

Chinese pressure and outward expansion continagdnd the crest-
cum-watershed of the Himalayas and the Trans-Hiyaalantil it occupied
forward posts in Ladakh, and in NEFA, particulartythe Twang area, and
it went on till it invaded India in 1962. India lb$housands of square-
kilometers of area in the Ladakh region in the mavestern frontier, and in
the Arunachal Pradesh, in the north-eastern frgn@hina claimed over
more than 40 thousand square-kilometers of arearells no recognized
boundary between India and China, it is just ‘e liof actual control’,
particularly since the Chinese aggression in 19&®a’s failure to contain
the Sino-Pakistani Border Agreement on March 05319nvolving a part
of Northern Kashmir was, yet another example olufei at the regional
level of the non-aligned approach. In 1968, Chinecessfully detonated a
nuclear device, despite a strong world-wide prot€sina, thus, joined the
USA, USSR, UK, and France as a nuclear power Stitma had already
separated herself from the Soviet-led continentataiian power bloc.
Faced with hostile US-led military alliance on tbee hand and ‘enemy’
Soviet Union on the other hand, perhaps compellgidaCto go for nuclear
deterrence against them, but for India, it was @l source of concern.
China had already occupied bulk of the Ladakhegtdey, and threatened
mobilization across the McMahon Line. With Chinacting a nuclear
power, the relevance of the non-aligned geopoliticale was put to test
that needed a more pragmatic geopolitical code hwhauld rival China’s
approach.

Although, the non-aligned geopolitical code waseaeassity for India,
on account of its political location on the threlshof the non-communist
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capitalist maritime power blocs and the commundsitimental power bloc
of the Eurasian realm, with each putting its pressa bring India into their
military and political folds, but India preferred raiddle-path, i. e., an
uncommitted approach towards each other. To locth@tCohen’s model
(1973) South Asia was conceived of as ‘an indepet)dether small
geostrategic region, hemmed in between the Tragesipent Maritime
World, dominated by the traditional maritime powsditerally by the United
States of America, and the Eurasian Continentallyalominated by the
USSR and China on the one hand, and in betweershatter-belts: Middle
East and South-East Asia, these are characterizéatk of political unity,
political fragmentation, but are caught in betwéle@ contrasting interests
of the two major geostrategic regions.’

Was this independent characteristic of South Agi@ostrategic region
(minus Pakistan) geographically destined, or pmlty destined? Was the
non-aligned geopolitical code that India put inkimage-plan with regard
to its foreign policy, a mere reflection of thisogelitical pattern that Cohen
(1973) visualized? May be in terms of consistemspure from mutually
exclusive emerging political realities and pattesisce the end of the
Second World War that India preferred such geopalitcode which was
more or less a geopolitical necessity during themédive phase of its
federation, but it was definitely a failure at tiegjional level, because India
and Pakistan, in spite of being born from the siother Nation, continued
rivalry to the extent of outbreak of wars, and Ghidespite being subject to
foreign rule and exploitation like India, adoptetedligerent attitude toward
India to the level as to have invaded India. CHiaa consistently renounced
India’s Panch shila paradigm to resolve the cédewld border disputes.

To, Pakistan, the Panch shila paradigm in the ffldnternational
relations that India attempted to put forward andr/carry forward to
resolve political crises in the post- war worldcked pragmatism, and
could not be the basis of resolving territorial #iets, and disputes. Instead
of peaceful resolution to the conflicts, and diggutPakistan all the time
favoured ‘hostile’ solution through military actsm, to resolve the Kashmir
conflict. It was the period of ‘containment and ¢lear) deterrence: the US
world model, and Pakistan got itself fitted in thabdel against India,
though the model was designed to counter-balanc@RtSbasic strategic
advantage on account of its ‘superior’ geopolitigasition, beside a strong
military prowess. Pakistan had no threats fromW%SR, so, there was no
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need for Pakistan to get into the US model of woddntainment and
(nuclear) deterrence, but its objective was to Keedm under pressure, and
constantly engaged.

Pakistan had always maintained a kind of ‘diploaiauperiority over
India, in the sense that in spite of being an acthember of the CENTO,
and SEATO, which were designed against the cornsheommunist power
bloc, Pakistan succeeded in befriending China agdindia-an unholy
alliance, but for that Pakistan was not reprimandgdhe United States.
Similarly, Chinese strategic friendship with Pa&ista strategic partner of
the USA, against India spoke of ‘entrapped geoipslibn the threshold of
High Asia and South Asia, in which India was at tkeeiving end. The
political complexities, arising out of the ‘emergexxis’ against India, at the
regional level appeared to have made the non-aligreopolitical code,
rather, redundant.

The geopolitical pattern that emerged on accoungrofving Sino-
Pakistani alliance against India somehow resemibtedvhat Spykman
(1944) wrote: ‘.....there has never really been ap&nland power-sea
power opposition. The historical alignment has gkvéeen in terms of
some members of the rimland.......... against some memlbérghe
rimland....... '. Pakistan being a part of the Asiatimland, however, got
aligned with China-an emergent land power of thatemporary world,
with nuclear capability against India, a membertioé same Asiatic
rimland, to which Pakistan belonged.

In September1965 Pakistan with Chinese supportnagkred to
engineer a massive infiltration into Kashmir acrtiss 1949 cease- fire line
with the object of changing the alignment, andaase complete collapse of
the rule of law in the state to the extent as berite the ‘remaining’
territory of Jammu & Kashmir. The infiltration wasomptly followed by
the Pakistani invasion, and war broke between ladi Pakistan along the
cease-fire line, and the Indian army, while drivimgt the infiltrators, and
the Pakistani armed units beyond the cease-fire, lemd the Indians
succeeded to occupy two Pakistani outposts neagilkK#inus securing the
vital route to the Ladakh-Chinese border and préngrany Sino-Pakistani
link-up near Karakorum Pass. China had been cemsigt favouring
Pakistan’s support for ‘Kashmir people’s struggle freedom and the right
of national self-determination,’ in spite of thecfahat the Kashmiri had
already approved of the accession to India whichk vedified by the State
Assembly. China issued an ultimatum warning Indistop the war, or to
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face the consequences. Chinese forces becamee’aaltimg the ‘actual line
of control’, in the Ladakh, and in the NEFA regiorhis was aimed at
pressuring India to stop engaging the Pakistar@ef®in the Pak-occupied
Kashmir. China accused India of intrusions over bloeder, especially at
Nathu La. Chinese invasion loomed large over Indayever, the Chinese
threats receded in the face of the growing worldenreaction to their
ultimatum.

The USA, and the UK had extended their moral supoPakistan, and
made a ‘covert’ diplomatic attack on India, so thmatia could stop fighting
in the Pak- occupied part of Kashmir. Break-uphe Eurasian continental
power bloc, with China getting out of it, accusthg USSR deviating from
the true Marxian ideology, had its impact on thepggitics of South Asia,
in the sense that the USSR came out openly in favlindia’s stand on the
Kashmir conflict, because it no other option

To quote Woodman (1969: 312): ‘The US governmentlena very
clear that if China took advantage of the Indo-Btaki war, Mao Tse-tung
could expect retaliation. The Soviet Union facedcaplex dilemma: if
Moscow joined with Washington in trying to end thar, China, as well as
Afro-Asian communists would condemn her as betgyeommunism; if
she took no action, then the USA would extend h#ueénce in the Indian
sub-continent; if her weight were thrown on Indiagisle, Pakistan might
become a satellite of China.’

Given the emerging geopolitical trend following @&se ultimatum,
warning India of consequences if it continued withilitary build-ups’
along the Sino- Sikkimese boundary (?), and grov@ignese influence in
the politics of the sub-continent, compelled theSBSo0 side and / to favour
India, but it was not without intention, ratherhat they wanted was to
bring India into their strategic fold, against ba#lsA and China, so that
they could secure a strong foot-hold on the sulilgent. The USSR
pledged support to India’s non-aligned geopoliticatle. The September
1965 India-Pakistan war continued for 17-day, havewithout any sincere
attempt on the part of the world community to ehd tvar, though the
Security Council of the UNO called for cease-figdinese intervention had
demonstrated to the world her extraordinary contibnaof strategic
withdrawal and propaganda bravado. The United Matiemerged as an
effective arbitrator and the Soviet succeeded énuhaccustomed role of a
mediator by bringing Pakistan and India to the eagrice table at Tashkent
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on January 10, 1966. The basis of the Tashkeneagget was the paradigm
of Panch shila.But, the spirit of Tashkent soorpevated, and the optimism
proved short-lived.

The construction of the Karakorum highway across Bak-occupied
Kashmir in 1967, linking Chinese Xingjian (Sin kg@nProvince with the
Pakistani Province Sind-vis-a-vis the Karachi Pproved to be great
strategic disadvantage for India. Sino-Pakistaritany build-up and co-
operation grew stronger and stronger. And thistamyi build-up, as a part of
the Sino-Pakistani strategic partnership was neithiened at the US
strategic model nor against the USSR, rather, & aned at India, and
against India’s practicing non-aligned approache Balance of power was
always in Pakistan’s favour, ever since Pakistartabee an active member
of the of the US world model, beside being a Chengtsategic ally against
India. Being a strong admirer, and believer in plagadigm of Panch shila
vis-a-vis non-aligned geopolitical code, India halvays renounced the
concept of balance of power on the ground thatitsed arms race in the
region, and might lead to war.

However, It was quite pertinent to see the USussgence on
Pakistan’s growing strategic partnership with tleth rival, China, against
India. Was the US acquiescence, a part of theirdygeopolitical strategy to
see India strategically weakened to the extentoasotne to terms with
Pakistan on the Kashmir conflict ?

In view of this complicated geopolitical scenanothe South Asia-vis-
a-vis the world, India’s geopolitical stand in iten-aligned approach, was
not in keeping with the realities, rather, contcaolly to her interests. A
slight change in her non-aligned approach seeméed t political necessity
as she had to ‘confront’ with Pakistan, China dmel WSA on her soil. The
USSR also required a South Asiatic ‘rimland’ stgatepartner to contain
growing threat from the USA, and sought to newelChinese growing
presence in the region. There was something commdhe interests of
both, continental Russia, and maritime, rathemland’ India that the two
joined hands to give a new outlook to their bilateelations, by agreeing to
forge a ‘strategic relation and defense pact, tstan their defense
requirements, and to protect their strategic viahity.

It was in September 1971, India and Soviet Uniagned the first
‘defense agreement’, known as the Indo-Soviet Vre&tFriendship and
Co-Operation for twenty years. It was a departu@nf the Nehruvian
geopolitical code. Had Nehru been alived, he wowt have allowed the
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Indo-Soviet strategic Treaty, and at the same timmeild not have favoured
the disintegration of Pakistan vis-a vis the caraf Bangladesh. He was
conscious of his international stature as an ‘dpost peace. Contemporary
historians and politicians held him responsibledtbkinds of disputes with
the neighbours. Even to-day people have the same that whatever
problems India has with Pakistan and China, areréselts of Nehru's
mishandling of the situations.

With the signing of the treaty, the regional ba¢ power that used to
be in Pakistan’s favour, some how changed. It gsaeto a new strategic
dynamism in the sub-continent, however, in the fairarms race. India
was required to be a little bit hostile toward R&kn, given the fast
changing political scenario in East Pakistan follggvthe army crack-down
on the innocent Bengalis, which had caused magsftggee problem in
India. The war of independence began in East Rakishdia supported the
freedom struggle in East Pakistan in violation ¢ @f the five principles of
peace, because a ‘dismembered’ Pakistan was alwayser strategic
advantage in the subcontinent.

Abandoning the paradigm of Panch shila, India becawstive to make
East Pakistan an independent State, and this wee pwssible because of
the Indo-Soviet defense treaty.

The 1971 war with Pakistan was decisive for Indiaso many reasons:
an independent Bangladesh came into being in maé&ast Pakistan, and
the new nation was quickly recognized by the wadanmunity ; the US
warship, Enterprise that moved across the Bayesfgal with the object of
helping Pakistan in the war, particularly to seattRakistan retained its
sovereignty in East Pakistan, had to return baitkowt helping Pakistan
for fear of being attacked by the Soviet warshipgsent in the region;
Chinese role was, rather, ambiguous this time, gsbb because of the
threats of the Soviet intervention. India’s pogsitibecame pre-eminently
strong after the war. In fact the war ended with #mtire Pakistani army,
numbering nearly one lakh, in East Pakistan andr /Bangladesh,
surrendering before the Indian army as prisonewaf (PWQO). This time
again Pakistan attempted to ‘distort’ the 1949 edae line in Jammu &
Kashmir, during the war, but could not succeedjemgta substantial part of
the Pak-occupied Kashmir came under Indian conbetause the Indian
army had moved beyond the cease-fire line, whikdrdy out the invaders.

The 14-day war came to an end following a unildteease- fire on the
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western front, declared by India, that went in efflen December 17, 1971,
at 20.00 hrs. However, the war on the eastern foarhe to an end
following the surrender of the Pakistani army orc&aber 16, 1971. It was
a good opportunity for India to settle the Kashpriwblem for ever, because
Pakistan having been defeated in the war, wasr@teving end, and there
was a public demand in Pakistan for immediate seleaf the Pakistani
POW, lodged in different Indian jails, even at twst of Kashmir. India
could have used this Pakistani sentiment that POMIdvbe repatriated
only when Pakistan accepted Jammu & Kashmir's acedo India, and
vacated the ‘occupied’ territory. But, instead @fadissing this issue, India
negotiated on the cease-fire line only, with thgeob of making it an
international boundary between India and Pakistaross Jammu &
Kashmir- accepting the status quo with regard te thvision of the
territory. The secret negotiations, some how, becanblic and there was
strong protest in the country over the ‘negotiagdangement on the cease-
fire line. India’s stand seemed to be ambiguouberaconflicting- a kind of
‘blend of Nehruvian geopolitical code and real pod,’- emotion got
clubbed together with reality. And, this ambiguatand of India, greatly
benefited Pakistan.

On July 02, 1972, India and Pakistan signed thde&SAkgreement. Both
the sides agreed to withdraw their troops to the before the out-break of
the war on December 03, 1971, and to obtain andidntify it , it was
resolved to give responsibility to the army comnmesdo prepare 25 maps
to delineate 740 kilometers of long boundary lihevas further resolved to
,however, on India’s insistence that a new lineaftrol, the line on which
the fighting ceased on December 17, 1971, be aadest the new cease-fire
line, which would be henceforth known as the ‘liak control’ (LOC),
instead of the cease-fire line. It was further hest that ‘both sides would
respect the position of either side without pregedito the recognized
position, beside easy repatriation of the POW tha Simla agreement one
finds reflections of the Panch shila again.

The contents of the Simla Agreement revealed thdial considered
Jammu & Kashmir as a disputed territory, and the¢ded a peaceful
resolution to the conflict. But the agreement appeao have made the
whole exercise of accession of Jammu & Kashmimttid doubtful. India
should have pressurized Pakistan to recognize ecepathe accession as
final, before finalizing the terms and conditiomms the agreement. It could
have also pressurized Pakistan for vacating theimed part. Pakistan
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would have agreed, given the public opinion theae,the time, that
(Pakistani citizens) they were interested not ishair, but in the release of
the Pakistani POW. But nothing that sort happefé@ Simla agreement
was a diplomatic victory for Pakistan, and a faluor India’s foreign

policy.

Hostile and Aggressive Approach: Departure from Neftuvian Peace Ideals ?

India is almost surrounded by a number of neighfowith whom her
relations are not very cordial, rather, relationhwhina and Pakistan have
never been smooth. China has consistently attempteadter the line of
actual control since the cessation of the war i6219n, both, the western
sector and the eastern sector. China is a cortbtaatt to India, and perhaps
the enemy number one. Pakistan, ever since its edigrarment in
December 1971, has been actively causing troubledia in various ways.
Moreover, the Sino-Pakistani strategic allianceiragjalndia for long has
been a matter of serious concern, so far as tmotél integrity of the
country is concerned. China is a nuclear power, ibutolds under its
occupation a substantial part of Ladakh since e&fg, similarly, a
substantial part (almost one-third part) of Jammkashmir is under illegal
occupation of Pakistan since October 1947. Pakiataary small country,
compared to India’s territorial size, but it ofteémpwever, together with
China, threatens India. China is relatively powkettian India, and together
with Pakistan, the power potentials of the two Imeechuge to decide the
destiny of the subcontinent (?)

It is in the background of the emerging geopollt®eenario as a result
of growing Sino-Pakistani strategic and politickibace against India, there
was a need to abandon the non-aligned approadicyparly at the regional
level, and to replace it by a ‘restraint’ hostiladaaggressive approach,
particularly, towards China and Pakistan, if Indiare to survive. India,
which had earlier renounced the balance of poweorthin local, regional
and international geopolitics as being ‘sustairter’arms race Vis-a-vis
rivalries, now realized its relevance in practiaad real politics. The lose it
suffered at the hands of Pakistan and China can lmnlcompensated if it
started its military build-up to the extent as gual Pakistan and China,
particularly, in terms of power potentials, so tagierfect balance of power
could exist in the subcontinent. A new arms ra¢énsevith Pakistan started
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acquiring arm and ammunitions from the USA and @hend from other
NATO countries, India depending on the Soviet Unidor its arms
requirements. The whole subcontinent came undenthence of the Cold
War vis-a-vis the super confrontation.

The ‘satellite’ geopolitics, i. e. super power ties for the control of
the sky began to push the world towards a nuclelrchust (Bunge,1982)
Despite the UN resolution of making the Indian Otea zone of peace, it
turned into an arena of intense super-power resliThe USA, which had
purchased the Diego Garcia Islands in the Indiaea@cfrom the UK,
started converting the island into a sophisticateldary base, as a part of
its nuclear deterrence strategic policy against $lowiet Union, despite
strong protest from India and other littoral coigdr It was in the midst of
such intense geopolitical rivalries at the gloleadel, with its impact in the
subcontinent, and consistent Sino-Pakistani pressuia detonated its first
nuclear explosion in 1974 in Pokhran in RajasthBEme detonation of a
nuclear explosion marked the beginning of deparftoen the Nehruvian
peace model to a more realistic, pragmatic ‘aggresmodel, particularly
at the regional level. Soon after India’s detonatid a nuclear explosion,
Pakistan with the Chinese help successfully deamhatnuclear explosion.
Thus, a nuclear arms race began in the subcontiddhtthese three
neighbouring countries of the South Asia and HigieAlndia, Pakistan and
China with common boundaries, became nuclear powdnde the latter
two were in an alliance against the former, andldhlance went against
India, again. But, India had a reason to be less@med in that situation,
because of the 1971 Indo-Soviet Treaty that guaeshsafety and security
to her in case of any potential military threatheTireaty was signed for
twenty years, and it was due to expire in 1991 uMNaily, there was no fear
for India. India succeeded in preventing a rediaibance between her
neighbours, against her, particularly, when Pakistander Chinese
influence, sought for their cooperation and collation for a kind of an
alliance to stop India’s growing military strength.

Neighbours, like, Myanmar (former Burma), BanglddeSri-Lanka,
and the Himalayan kingdoms, Nepal, Sikkim, and Bhutenounced to be
drawn into the grand alliance that Pakistan progoseder Chinese
influence, against India. Rather, Sikkim mergedhwitdia in 1975. China
protested strongly against the merger, but of g bscause the merger was
done through a referendum, and the Sikkimese owdmihgly supported
it. This time, China did not issue any ultimatumaming India of severe
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consequences if it went ahead with the merger psoc&he Chinese
reaction to the merger of Sikkim to India, meretynfined to her verbal

protest nothing more than that. Chinese attituukerefore, revealed the fact
that China realized India’s growing military streing

The merger of Sikkim, perhaps, marked the beginointhe success of
India’s re-defined / re-shaped geopolitical codat timanifested a departure
from the traditional Nehruvian approach, to a nteadistic approach.

Indian army played a big role in the Island Stattthe Maldives, and
Mauritius. Similarly, it intervened in the civil wan Sri-Lanka, where it
army went to establish peace. India had stoppedetiiey of Pakistani
soldiers, when the Sri-Lankan authority had sodightheir help to suppress
the Tamil rebellions. Although, India had adoptegdicy of ‘restraint’
hostility in its geopolitical code, but it never miefor an ‘aggrandizement’
foreign policy. India’s re-defined foreign policy as designed towards
maintaining her territorial integrity which had sered most during the
formative phase of its federation, when her terg® were forcefully
occupied by China and Pakistan. India had also @hBangladesh when its
border security forces made attempts to cross theeBengal border. At
one stage, Indian army had to move into Bangladesttop unprovoked
firing by the Bangladesh Rifles over the Indianzeihs. She had asked the
Myanmar military junta to install democracy, and telease the pro-
democracy leader who has been detained for lordjainarmy had also
moved into the Bhutanese territory to flush out itteurgent outfits, which
had their camps, meant for anti-India operation.

With the shift of the global geopolitics from thedian Ocean to the
Pacific Ocean, following the end of the super-powesalry, and Cold War,
India’s responsibility to police the Indian Oceagmarticularly, the Bay of
Bengal region has increased. It is in this regibrthe Indian Ocean has
increased the Chinese military (naval) pressure wudlyanmar’s pro-
Chinese policy. Chinese military (naval) presenas &lso been felt in the
territorial waters of Pakistan. In view of this dging geopolitics in the
Indian Ocean, India’s role has become a necessityhér own security.
Littoral countries, including South Africa and Aradta also favour India’s
role to police the oceanic region.

India’s ‘restraint’ hostility approach, particulgrl towards her
neighbours has also been conditioned the followiginent factors:

a) to take pre-emptive steps to foil any attemptsmy @ the neighbours
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to forceful occupation of territory, and to neutzel threats to the
integrity of the Nation;

b) to stop cross-border movements of insurgents, qudatly in the
northeastern region, form Myanmar, Bangladesh, &haiso from
Nepal;

c) to stop cross-border terrorism along the line aftad in Jammu &
Kashmir.

Pakistan, China, Bangladesh, Myanmar, and to aeneXepal have been
sustaining several insurgent groups of Assam, MNagkl Manipur,
Mizoram, Tripura, and Pak-Occupied Kashmir, which &ghting against
Indian Government for independence of their terng® These
neighbouring countries are providing all kinds @flghto these insurgent
groups with the object of territorializing secessésm in the border areas to
the extent as to cause disintegration of India.

Could the Nehruvian geopolitical code be viablecémtain the cross-
border insurgency, and cross-border terrorism, desostained by the
neighbours ?

Since 1980, Pakistan has been sustaining terromsindia. First, it
disturbed the Punjab state of India for almostytears. It provided all kinds
of logistic support to the Sikh terrorists. The ymse was to create an
independent Khalistan in place of the Punjab. S#¢whousands innocent
lives in the state, were lost. The Government didrhad to go for military
intervention, code-named ‘Operation Blue-Star’'Jime 1984, to flush out
the terrorists holed-up in the Golden Temple. Alitjo, the operation was
successful, but the end-result was quite painfabbse of the assassination
of the Indian Prime Minister, Mrs. Indira Gandhhet architect of the
‘hostile’ geopolitical code. The Khalistan movemehbwever, weakened
over time, and finally disappeared. But, India-Btda relationships
worsened very much.

Failure to gain success in Khalistan movement, f2akinow turned to
Kashmir again, with a new objective. Soviet interven in Afghanistan had
rendered several thousands Afghans homeless, asd ttomeless Afghans
entered Pakistan as refugees. Pakistan settled themtme Occupied-
Kashmir, with some ulterior motive. These homel&$sghans had fought
the Russians in Afghanistan, and, thus, they haguiesd sufficient
knowledge of mountain warfare. Moreover, they bgkuhto the same racial
stock, to which the inhabitants of Gilgit (part B&k-Occupied Kashmir)
belonged, i. e. the Poshtu people. With the helghese homeless Poshtu
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Afghans, Pakistan formed several militant orgamizes, with arm-training
camps, spread across the Occupied Kashmir, patigutiose to the line of
control, with the object of disturbing the rulelafv, and creating terror in
Jammu & Kashmir. In the 80s, Pakistan made attermptske over the
strategic Siachen Glacier, but the attempts weiteddy the Indian army.
Having failed to capture the strategic Siachen iBtacPakistan began
sustaining terrorism in Jammu & Kashmir with thdphef the militant

organizations that it formed.

Since 1989 Pakistan started abetting cross-boedearism to disturb the
state of Jammu & Kashmir. Over time the intensityPakistan-sponsored
cross-border terrorism increased to the extend &aswve created a ‘war-like’
situation, all along the line of control in Jammuk&shmir. An Israeli-type
military action to destroy the militant camps begdime of control in the
Occupied Kashmir was hotly debated in the politaedle, but the plan was
dropped and abandoned for reasons best known tailihg elites. Instead,
India detonated a series of nuclear explosiongetoorize’ Pakistan in 1998,
but the attempts misfired with Pakistan respondmdndia’s challenge,
detonated a series of nuclear explosions. A nuelga-race between India
and Pakistan, thus, started taking shape over Kastimt made the
‘geopolitics’ in the sub-continent highly sensitimad nuclearized. Pakistan
described cross-border terrorism as ‘freedom steyjggnd re-newed the
demand for ‘plebiscite’ in Jammu & Kashmir. Butjstitime, Pakistan’s
demand did not get support from the western wdmld,China continued to
support it. India was required to be tough thisetitw/ith the increase in the
intensity of cross-border terrorism, the politicatuation in the state of
Jammu & Kashmir became more ‘fluid and threateningllages after
villages, inhabited by the Muslims, Hindus, and 8ikhs, were targeted by
the Pak-trained terrorists which saw brutal kilraf innocents people.

Pakistan, as it is said, had vowed to avenge the db East Pakistan in
1971 war , by dislodging Jammu & Kashmir from theia Union. It was,
perhaps, in the background of a specified politstedtegy Pakistan used the
Afghan refugees to obtain its desired political lg&y settling the Afghan
refugees in the occupied part of Kashmir, Pakisaanght to change the
demographic character of the region, so that iar&ytthis region could give
more trouble to India geo-strategically. As a pHra ‘war-game’ Pakistan
secretly planned a massive infiltration across lthe of control into the
Kashmir valley in 1999-2000, with the help of thégAan refugees, local
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tribal terrorists, Talibani elements, and so one plan of infiltration was to

be executed in the summer of 2001, particularlyenvthe ice starts making
it easier to cross the mountains and deep vallsya-vis the line of control.

Massive infiltration occurred in the summer of 200l was the largest

infiltration since 1947. The infiltrators had ocdoegh the bankers that the
Indian troops had temporarily vacated. This is mtieemal practice of the

Indian troops to vacate the bankers in the sumnuating and to re-occupy
them with the beginning of the cool months , beeahg pressure from the
other side becomes less during these summer moiiths. Pakistan-

supported infiltrators used this opportunity, thegt only occupied and

infiltrated into Indian territory, but also brought sophisticated weaponry
system and huge ration and food items with thentiaa of long warfare.

Fierce fighting continued for nearly month betwdles Indian army, and
the infiltrators and the Pakistani army combinedit Bhe fighting was
confined along the line of control. The fightingsvenown as the Kargil war.
The Indian army had planned to cross the line aitroh but the decision
was, latter abandoned because, as thought, therthebystrategists that
Pakistan might use her nuclear weapons. Althoughitfiltrators and the
elements of the Pakistani army which had occupgiedinkers within Indian
territory, were driven out. After much persuasigrtiie US, and the members
of G7, Pakistan agreed to respect the line of obntthina, however,
maintained a ‘cautious’ neutrality during the Kéegar, in spite of the visit of
the Pakistani foreign minister to master Pekingigport, but he had to return
empty-handed. The change in Chinese attitude nbghattributed to: (1)
India’s growing strength in the region, and (2) r@hension of troubles in
Tibet, because the Tibetans had been demandingofreérom the Chinese
rule for long, and China feared that a supportad&ig®an’s Kashmir policy
might result in a demand for right to self-deteration for the Tibetans via-a-
vis a demand for independence of Tibet.

Pakistan, however, became diplomatically isolateding the Kargil
war. But, lose in the Kargil war, made Pakistanfudher intensify the
cross-border terrorism not only in Jammu & Kashiirt also elsewhere in
India. The attack on Indian Parliament in Decent@1 was a part of the
cross-border terrorism, and war again seemed atdeitbetween India and
Pakistan. There was every apprehension of escalatioa nuclear war
between the two, but somehow the war was avertedia,l however,
continued to adopt an hostile attitude towards faki and in a changed
world political scenario, following the cessatiof thhe Cold War, the
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relevance of a non-aligned geopolitical code disappd, and, at the same,
time a more vigorous foreign policy, not based o ¢émotion of the Panch
shila , became a geopolitical necessity for Indiavertheless, India tried to
improve bi-lateral relations with Pakistan. At tharious meetings and
summits of the South Asian Association of Regiddabperation (SAARC)
India had adopted a very positive attitude towdPdgkistan, but Pakistan
was, rather, reluctant to normalize relation witidia. It was only at the
Islamabad Summit of the SAARC that a change in $2aki attitude was
noticed. And, since then both the countries staméat may be called
‘confidence building measures,’ but the outcomesyat to be encouraging.
Pakistan’s continued support to terrorism in Jan&ri{ashmir, and in other
parts of India raised doubts over her intentiorer€fore, a ‘hostile’ attitude
towards Pakistan is allowed to be carried on @kiBtan openly abandons
her hostility against India.

Apart from Pakistan, India faced troubles from bastern and northern
neighbours, because these neighbours prefer tondee rather, weak, so
that it could not dominate the South Asia. Indisswequired to be cautious
from Sri-Lanka, although the civil war there in -8dnka, had India’s
implicit but tactical support, once, because onthefinvolved communities
in the civil war has paternal linkages with the iamd Tamils, therefore,
clandestine support to the fighting Tamils was aisgultural paternal
necessity for Indian government. But, now situatiohanged, following the
assassination of Indian Prime Minister Rajiv Gantehithe Tamil militants.
Instead of being hostile to the Sinhalese, andSiiid.ankan government,
the Indian government has expressed serious cotzéne militancy of the
Tamils. A support to the Tamil militancy in Sri-Lieawill create a ‘natural’
problem for Indian state of Tamilnad. Therefore,sitin the interest of
India’s territorial integrity that India should hava hostile approach towards
the Sri-Lankan Tamils, so that these elements coatdcreate problems in
the Indian state of Tamilnadu. India needs some kih‘restraint’ hostile
approach towards Nepal, because it has becomeeatjdtsource of ‘red’
terrorism, may be under the influence of China. &eps taking the
opportunity of open borders with India, and ‘expugt red elements to
India in an organized way, with the object of cagspolitical instability in
the frontier and northern peripheral areas of Indéage part of India is now
under the influence of the red terror, being suastiby the communists of
Nepal. Sino-Nepalese relations have improved toreatgr extent that
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necessarily worries to India. The Nepalese comnsiaiee getting supports
from their Chinese counterparts to cause troubldsdia. Since the Indo-
Nepalese boundary is not restricted one, the dyvosser movement is very
easy. Besides, so many problems have emerged betwdia and Nepal
that require a tough attitude towards Nepal.

It is a hard fact reality that emerging geopolitiseenario in and around
India, and the Indian ocean as well, necessarilkemadia to pursue a
tough and ‘restraint’ hostile geopolitical codethex than a peaceful Panch
shila geopolitical code, towards her neighbourgabee of their consistent
supports to the insurgent and terrorist groupsiefvarious ethnic and sub-
nationalist groups of India, which have waged wgaiast India, using the
territories of these neighbours.

Similarly, Australia and the Republic of South Afialso do not prefer
to India’s policing of the Indian Ocean. India, fpaularly, since the Kargil
war, has entered into strategic deals with a nurobeountries of Central
Asia, and with the Island Countries of the Arabi@ea. This shows a
‘paradigm-shift’ in India’s geopolitical code frorRanch shila to one of
hegemony and domination, beyond Cohen-stated (18@@)h Asian geo-
strategic region. India is looking towards both fa&cific Ocean and the
Atlantic Ocean, as she is making efforts to enfigepresence in both the
oceans, not just for strategic purposes, but atsopblitical, social and
economic purposes.

India’'s main approach is to frustrate any move @ Immediate
neighbours to form a strategic ‘alliance’ againgr,hand for that an
aggressive geopolitical code cannot be ruled ather, it is the best way to
maintain regional balance of power.

The proposed Indo-US nuclear deal is very muchragiaa ‘paradigm-
shift’ in India’s geopolitical code, given the gexitical developments,
rapidly taking place in the post Cold War worldtlwChina making every
possible effort to downsize India’s strategic, podil, economic, and other
interests, not only in Asia-Pacific, and Asia-Indi@cean realms, but also in
South America-Atlantic Ocean-African realm, so thatia could not equal
China in international geopolitics.
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Regional or Global Power

Successful detonations of a series of nuclear siple and test-fires of
inter-continental missiles of wider ranges have endddia, one of the
emerging global powers to play a decisive roleniiinational geopolitics.
India is an emerging economy also, with a relagivieigher growth rate.

Though, economic growth is not higher than Japah @hina, but it is

certainly higher to sustain her military prowess-atvis nuclear capabilities
for the years to come.

The Soviet Union relegated to a peripheral couattgr the cessation of
the Cold War vis-a-vis the end of confrontationcdogse its economy was
incapable to sustain her military prowess. Pakistaey have acquired
nuclear capability, but its economic capacity i$ sach that it can sustain
its nuclear programmes vis-a-vis military prowess lbng. It is a falling
economy with a stagnant negative growth for thé dasiple of years, and
there is no sign of its improvement in the comingufe. It may face the
same fate as the Soviets had experienced in & ®0st of the last century.

India emerged as a South Asian regional power m eharly 90s,
particularly, when her economy started coming dutesession, following
the adoption of the economic privatization and ribieation policy,
allowing foreign investments, in the economic sedtwluding in the sector
of infrastructure. Towards the end of the 20th. tsn India was
recognized as a ‘fast developing’ country by thestemn political and
strategic analysts, and, then, by the USA andlisssaBut, China’s reaction
in this regard was more ‘guarded’. It was during ttime, India made a
series of successful detonations of nuclear exmigsibesides successes in
the field of defense researches, but these ‘suesgsgrobably, worried
western powers, particularly, the USA, that putntdéon’ against India.
Several western countries, including other coustrigolding nuclear
capabilities, known for their power potentials afetlowed the US way.
India was asked to sign the Nuclear Proliferatioaaly (NPT) that India
refused to sign it.

The refusal to sign the NPT showed India’s firm edetination to
sustain the pressure of the nuclear power-holdmghties. India did not
yield, rather, continued with her nuclear prograremEconomic growth
coupled with military ‘preparedness’ face any ewuatity, made India a
regional power in South Asia and in the Indian @cesalm, particularly,
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towards the end of the twentieth century. Chinastious approach and
acquiescence during the Kargil war in 2001 mightabieibuted to India’s
growing military prowess, backed by its economicteptials that the
Chinese realized. This time they refrained fronuiisg any ultimatum to
India as they had done in the earlier India-Pakistars.

With the cessation of the Cold War, the bi-polarldavas replaced by
multi-polar world, in spite of the ‘unchallengedSlUeconomic and military
prowess. Number power nodes emerged in the peyipbethe world-
systems with capacity to challenge not only eablemtout also, to powerful
States. In the multi-polar world, the non-alignegp@ach has become
redundant; rather, a powerful hegemonic approaclpeag to be
geopolitically more appropriate.

Each pole and / or power node has to survive, angdrvival, it has to
struggle (social Darwinism). The powerful one sueg, and the weaker one
is either disintegrated, or absorbed by the povenfie. This is the way the
international relations function, and result in #dgnment of the political
forces. It is an ever-changing geopolitical phenoome in the world-
systems. Since, most of the military and stratedjiances of the Cold War
period have either disintegrated or disappearedemxthe NATO, whose
aerial extent has widened with the incorporatiorsaime former socialist
countries of central and Eastern Europe in themtepast. The period of
strategic alliance has ended following the emergasfcmulti-polar world,
and each pole is supposed to develop its own myilp@wer to resist the
pressure and expansion of other country, or grougamntries. It is,
therefore, imperative for each nation, irrespectifetheir base of power
potentials, to develop its military prowess, bassd economic power
potentials.

India is one of those poles and / or power nodatlthve emerged in the
recent past, and the future of the world appearbeodestined by its
‘changed’ geopolitical code that aims at becomiag ‘entity uniquely
dominant in the global system, with a position @é-pminence, if. e.
weltmacht.” India is, therefore, one of those fetat&s in the world that has
the necessary military capacity, and economic piatiéies, to decide the
destiny of the global geopolitics. The traditiomake States, including the
USA, is getting older with the passage of time, lmdalia and China are the
new entrants in the present world-systems. Bothatienpting to acquire a
dominant position in the global power-politics, lwithe intention of
becoming ‘weltmatcht.’
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Conclusion

India’s non-aligned geopolitical code that it soughspatialize in the field

of international relations was destined by thediwlhg conditioning factors:

i. its contemporary location on the threshold of thie mutually exclusive
power systems, being sustained by the US- marifpower and the
Soviet-led continental power;

ii. its adherence to the ancient traditions of toleeaisgnthesis, peace and
assimilation;

lii. its comparative material weakness to sustain tresspre from the
aforesaid military alliances;

Iv. its perception that alignment with any of the atas would make the
territory of the country ‘a centre of intense geld@pmal rivalry’, between
the opposite forces, trying to bring as much aregpassible of the
Asiatic Rimland under their zone of influence;

v. its ardent belief that the people who had achieiveddom from the
foreign rule, would disapprove any such idea thatild again, put them
under the ‘shadow’ influence of foreign hegemongt domination;

vi. its fear of being dominated by either of the alties, if it entered into
any kind of strategic deals with any of the alliesicin that case, its
internal and external relations would have beenestiio guidance by
any one of them, with whom it had a defense pact.;

vii. Its assumption that alignment with any of the bléadliances, would
result in the re-emergence of historical centrifdgaces, and it would
have been difficult to hold together the country.

The preference to a non-aligned geopolitical code a/geopolitical necessity

for a new State like India, which was undergoinfpremative phase of its

integration, consolidation and federation, at thmet when ‘containment,
deterrence, counter- deterrence, resistance, andgaddon scenario etc,’
became the preferred words in international pglitgarticularly, in the bi-
polar Cold War politics. But, these words had nlevance in India’s non-
aligned approach, because the approach was baseén@ dine principles of
peace, called the Panch shila. However, India’saligmed geopolitical code

was not much successful at the regional levelabtie local level, it was a

success, because relations with the Himalayan &imgdwvere cordials. India

offered to continue the British-founded systemrdgbimal protectorate over

Nepal, Sikkim, and Bhutan, but with assurance af-imervention in their



30 Geopolitics Quarterly, Volume: 3, No Wijnter 2008

internal matters, and respect to their territanggrity. Sikkim latter merged
with the Indian Union. Similarly, India had offerezh informal paternal
attitude to Sri-Lanka (Ceylon). But, this was aipeémwhen the politics of Sri-
Lanka (Ceylon) was not as disturbed to the extentoahave led to the
outbreak of the civil war in the latter years.

However, at the regional level, there was acutalmyvwith Pakistan in
South Asia and with China at a larger Asian comtiakscale. Rivalries with
Pakistan and China had resulted in a series waits aBthe global level, the
non-aligned geopolitical code was a neither a failor a success, rather, it
lay at the crossroads or at the median of botHuriand success. One
thing, however, requires to be mentioned that aoact of this approach,
India could save herself from being a ‘centre aj-kppower geopolitical
rivalry.’

A change in the geopolitical code started takinace] following the
Indo-Soviet Strategic Treaty in September 1971 thedessarily helped
India to overcome the problems arising out of ‘ausd but implicit’
threats from the USA, and China. India won the wgainst Pakistan,
ignoring the Chinese threats, and the threat, pdsedhe US warship:
Enterprise, that entered the Bay of Bengal to hbép fighting Pakistani
forces in East Pakistan, but the warship simplyrretd back.

A paradigm-shift in India’s geopolitical code wastined following the
successful detonation of a nuclear explosion, &ad tmarked a departure
from the Nehruvian legacy of Panch shila, to onésastained hegemony
and domination,” in South Asia. The change was ss&taed because of
changing attitudes and behaviours of the neighbwhish started providing
necessary sustenance to the different insurgentpgravaging war against
the Indian State. Bangladesh, Nepal, and Myanniewad their territories
to be used by the insurgent groups of Nagalandarasdlanipur, Mizoram,
and Tripura. China and Pakistan encouraged irtfitng into Indian
territories. Sri-Lankan Tamils attempted to maket paf Indian state,
Tamiland, as their military base against Sri-Lan®a. being refused, they
started creating problem to the integrity of theidsn and on being
surrounded by these geopolitical problems, suddaimg the neighbours,
India was compelled to adopt a ‘restrained’ hosgjempolitical code. Of
course, India’'s growing economy was a great hetptlicc change in the
geopolitical code.

Since the beginning of the Khalistan movement engtate of Punjab in
the early 80s of the last century, and the probdérerrorism in Jammu &



India’s Changing Geopolitical Code: an Attempt at Alyais 31

Kashmir since the late 80s of the last centuryessarily compelled India to
adopt a harder line towards Pakistan, becausetBakiss directly involved
in troubles in the Punjab and in Jammu & Kashmatestof the Union of
India. In the east, the ambiguous role of the n@gins, sustaining, helping
and provoking the insurgent groups which have waged against India,
further made her to adopt a harder line againshth& ‘restraint’ hostile
geopolitical code, particularly, towards her neighis became a
geopolitical necessity for India to survive. ThouBhkistan failed in the
Punjab because the Khalistan movement weakenedjraily fizzled out,
but it claimed thousands of lives. But, the Pakistponsored movement in
Jammu & Kashmir became more dangerous, becausengd into cross-
border terrorism of wider spatial dimension. Thdodation of nuclear
explosions in 1998 was designed to terrorize Pakisindian economy by
the time reached a stage that it could sustaiptbssure of war preparation,
particularly, the preparation of nuclear weaporystem. India got access to
what may be called the ‘satellite geopolitics’, ese of successful test-
firing of long distance missiles. Economic strengtbupled with military
strength, towards the end of the last century, niade a regional power.
The cessation of the Cold War in the late 80s amdhe early 90s
necessarily made the non-aligned approach redundentgeopolitical
acceptability disappeared with the multi-polariaatiof the global political
pattern. India, emerging fast as a regional polxecame one of the poles of
the ‘new’ world, with the capacity to motivate ratly the regional politics,
but also the global politics. Panch shila to Indius, became meaningless,
given the pressures it had to sustain.

India is now an acknowledged power, aspiring to obee a
‘weltmachat.’ Its economy has shown a phenomerwkase, with a higher
growth rate, comparable to the growth rate of Chameother Asian country,
trying hard to become a ‘weltmacht’. Both India a@tlina are in stiff
competition to become super-power in the comingsyear decades. As the
world witnessed US-USSR rivalry during the Cold Whariod, the post-
modern world would witness Sino-Indian rivalry. tias already been
suggested to include India in the G8 in place adfias a member, not as
an observer. India may be the second, or the féidn country to become
a ‘core’ power, in the world-economy.
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