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Free India in World Affairs 
WITH the retreat of colonial 

imperialism, a phase, in the 
evolution of Asia came to an end. 
W i t h that ended one of the roles 
played by India in contemporary 
history, Begun fifty years ago, India 
represented and symbolised Asia's 
fight against metropolitan powers. 
Four years ago this sub-continent 
was divided, and two nations were 
born. By then Burma had won her 
independence, but Indonesia and 
Indo-China were still under foreign 
domination. The moment India 
became free, she emerged as the 
leader of Asia. New Delhi's foreign 
policy was aimed at abolishing 
colonialism in Asia. 

A politician wi th a sense of his
torical perceptive. Pandit jawahar la l 
Nehru shaped India's foreign policy 
to help Asia emerge as a conglome
ration of free nations. Much has 
been debated about Free India's 
contribution to world peace, about 
her approach towards the " cold 
w a r " between the rival power bloes, 
about her stand on Korea. Although 
subsequent events have crowded 
out India's tight against foreign 
dominat ion of Asia, the historic New 
Delhi Conference of Asian nations, 
under the initiative of India , to 
raise their protest against Dutch de
signs on Indonesia wi l l be docketed 
in history as a noble contribution 
of India to the fight for freedom 
from foreign domination by Asian 
countries. 

Undaunted by Washington's 
frowns, undeterred by London's hesi
tation, India's foreign policy con
tinues to lend support to the. right 
of the Asian peoples to choose the 
Government they like. Hence New 
Delhi's refusal to recognise Rao Dai 
in Indo-China; its spontaneous re
cognition of M a o Tse-tung in 
China ; its rejection of the Chiang 
regime in Formosa and its wi l l ing 
support to help j apan re-enter the 
comity of nations. For years Indian 
poli t ical leaders had been warning 
the West that Asia could no longer 
be ignored, that, world problems 
could not he solved in the context 
of Europe, 

Tha t mission of India has been 
fulfilled , although in the process of 
i ts fulf i lment , India's relation w i t h 
Asia as well as the world have 
changed. Four years ago, China 

was ridden by a civi l war; Japan 
was she still is — under an Occu
pation Statute; Indo-China was, as 
she remains today, unstable; Indo
nesia was fighting her battle for 
freedom; Burma was plagued by 
internal strife: Pakistan was in 
chaos; Ceylon was uncertain. India, 
then, was the only country in Asia 
where there was internal security, 
and which had inherited an orga
nised administration and an indus
tr ial structure from the British 
which placed her as the political 
and industrial. leader of resurgent 
Asia. 

Then came the Communist 
China. As Mao Tse-tung entered 
Peking. Red China emerged as a 
new factor in Asia. Red China has 
what India lacks. Red China's cur
rent economic strength may not be 
comparable to that of India, but 
Communist. China's economic poten
tial is no less than that of India. 
Besides. Red China -has a well-
equipped l ighting army which India 
has yet to build up. When India 
became free. she did not emerge as 
a world power; she was only the 
embodiment of Asia's light against 
colonialism. When Mao Tse-tung 
entered Peking, Red China emerged 
as a World Power because of her 
military achievement. 

In the meanwhile. Japan re-enter
ed world trade. Indian cloth was. 
and is. in demand in Asian countries, 
but Japan could not only supply 
them cloth but also plant and 
machinery. Groaning- under the 
heavy burden of Occupation costs. 
America encouraged Japan to enter 
into trade relations wi th Asian coun
tries. India is gradually losing her 
economic leadership to Japan, and 
both Red China and japan have 
military traditions and experience 
which India lacks. 

A country's foreign policy is not 
independent of its home policy. 
India has a middle-of-the-road 
Government; her foreign policy is, 
therefore, inclined towards neutral
ism. There is a close parallel be
tween India's and Britain's foreign 
policy, although the British Labour 
Government's European policy, her 
Nor th Atlantic partnership and the 
rearmament drive stem from dif
ferent geographical, historical and 
traditional influences in world power 
politics. 
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To criticise India's foreign policy 
because it has failed to ensure 
India's rise in world affairs is to 
ignore international poli t ical cross
currents. India could assume the, 
position that Red China and Japan 
bid fair to hold in the East had New. 
Delhi been lss independent in her 
foreign policy. She could not only 
receive two mil l ion tons of food-
grains as a gift from America, but 
also substantial mili tary aid, had she 
followed and endorsed America's 
foreign policy. She could enhance 
her world status by joining the Com
munist bloc. Those who are cri
tical of India's foreign policy rake 
New Delhi to task because of its 
policy of non-alignment w i th rival 
power blocs. Though not the peo
ple,, there are some politicians who 
prefer alliance with the Western 
Powers, although there are the 
cynics and the opportunists who 
blame New Delhi for not exploiting 
the rivalry between power blocs for 
gaining advantages from each side. 

There are obvious limitations of 
a foreign policy of a small, non-in
dustrial, non-military Power. Sub
ject to these limitations, India's con
tribution to world politics is not un
impressive. If Korea proved that 
India's foreign policy was not aimed 
at neutrality but sought to ensure 
world peace by deterring aggrression 
or threats to aggression, Korea also 
demonstrated that India adhered to 
the United Nations Charter to "re
concile conflicts through mediation 
and negotiation. The role India 
played, though without success, to 
bridge the gulf between Washington 
and Peking so that the Korean war 
could be ended was no less signi
ficant than the initiative she took in 
convening a Conference of Asian 
nations in New Delhi to issue a 
warning to the West that the days 
of metropolitan imperialism were 
gone. 

There is a lesson in India's suc
cessful " i n t e r v e n t i o n " in the Indo
nesian dispute and her failure in 
Korea which hasty critics of New 
Delhi's foreign policy ignore. In the 
retrospect of the post-war era, it 
would seem that the Western 
Powers have accepted Asia's chal
lenge against colonialism, though 
neither they nor those who favour 
alignment wi th one of the r iva l 
power blocs seem to be aware of 
the implications of the " cold war ", 
Sometime, some day—but the time-
has not yet come it w i l l be proved 
beyond argument whether C o m -
munism and Capitalism can co-exist. 
But those w h o presume that the 
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wor ld is witnessing that struggle 
now are assuming too many things 
which are debatable. 

It is not wi thout significance that 
America's foreign policy is being 
increasingly resented even by her 
Nor th Atlantic partners. Washing
ton may have reached the conclu
sion that it is fighting the battle be
tween Communism and Capitalism, 
but neither London nor Paris en
dorses Washington's policy in all its 
nuances. Once it is conceded that 
Capitalism and Communism cannot 
co-exist, Washington's policy is both 
logical and consistent. America is 
right in emphasising the aspect of 
strategy in a global conflagration. 

That explains Washington's 
flirtations wi th Spain; America's re
fusal to grant diplomatic recognition 
to Red China; her .support to the 
Chiang regime in Formosa, her at
tempts to bolster up Japan as a bul
wark against Communism; her 
mil i tary help to the French in Indo-
China and her encouragement to 
Marshal Pibul Songram. These, are 
strategic necessities, but even Ame
rica's Nor th Atlantic partners doubt 
whether strategy should he allowed 
to over-ride wider political con
siderations. 

A n d , in the world outside Europe 
and America, there is a nagging 
doubt that what the world is wi t 
nessing is not a struggle for power 
between Communism and Capital
ism, but a light for world domina
tion between America and the 
Soviet Un ion . If that be so. why 
should it not. be or permissible to 
adopt a policy of neutrality by those 
who abhor totalitarianism of the 
Right as well as of the Left? 

Even those who accept this i n 
terpretation of contemporary his
tory express doubts whether in the 
event of such a. world war India , 
or any other country, can remain 
neutral. India prefers to pursue a 
policy of neutralism and this is 
something different from neutrality 

but is committed to co-operate 
wi th collective endeavour to resist 
aggression or threats of aggression. 

Who, the question then arises, is 
commit t ing aggression or threats of 
aggression? Neither in Korea nor 
in Indo-China—and these are the 
two areas in which a war is being 
fought is the Soviet Un ion directly 
involved. Subsequent revelations 
raise the query whether Nor th 
Korea should have, been declared an 
aggressor and not all the member-
States of the Uni ted Nations accept 
the implications of America's Far 

Eastern policy which demes Red 
China 's abiding s t ra tegic and pol i 
tical interests in Korea or in 
Formosa. Nor do all the member-
States recognise Bao Dai , or sup-

'port America's mil i tary aid to the 
French in fighting the nationalist 
movement in Indo-China. 

Britain and France may be less 
vocal, but America misses no op
portunity in propagating to the 
world that the Soviet Un ion har
bours aggressive designs, Time and 
again. Red China and the 
Eastern European countries are re
ferred to as Moscow's "satel l i tes". 
Even if these accusations are ac-
accepted, what about America's 
"satellites"? What else are Greece, 
Siam, Formosa? Is not that what 
America wants Indo-China and 
Japan to be? What, again, to stress 
wider issues, is the Atlantic Pact 
aimed at? If it is defensive, why 
cannot Russia enter into similar 
alliances w i th like-minded nations? 

Like America and the Western 
Powers repeal that the Soviet Union 
is the aggressor, the common man 
wonders why Russia, the alleged 
aggressor, should repeatedly propose 
peace plans only to be rejected by 
the Western Powers as mere pro
paganda? It was Russia who pro
posed a meeting of the Council of 
Foreign Ministers to " examine the 
causes and effects of the prevailing 
tension " which the Western Powers 
rejected because they refused to in
clude the Atlantic Pact. in the 
agenda for discussion. It was, 
again, Russia who has proposed, for 
the third time, a five-Power peace 
pact which the Western Powers 
have, for the th i rd time, refused to 
consider. It is, more, Russia who 
has initiated a peace plan for Korea, 
which the United Slates show re
luctance to implement on the 
flimsy pretext of a disagreement on 
the " cease-fire " line in Korea. 

A dispassionate consideration of 
recent international developments 
justifies doubts of India , as well as 
many of the member-States of the 
United Nations, as to who is guilty 
of aggression or threats of aggres
sion. In the circumstances, it is 
not only the right and proper but 
the only course to follow, is to adopt 
a strict policy of neutrality. A n d . 
that is what India's foreign policy 
is aimed at. 

India is not aggressive in her 
newly-found independence or in 
pre-judging the guilty party, but she 
refuses to accept allegations and 
counter-allegations wi thout reserva-
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tions, with this fundamental over 
ground, India's r a t i o n s w i t h her 
neighbours and the wor ld w i l l have 
to be assessed. She has cordial re
lations w i th Burma, Indonesia and 
Afghanistan; she has helped her 
Himalayan neighbours to settle their 
affair; her sympathy towards the 
march of progress in the Midd le 
Fast may be occasionally obscured 
by religious consideration, but is 
welcomed by responsible political 
groups in that troubled region. Her 
attitude towards the issues which 
bedevil Europe is now better ap
preciated, and her stand in the Far 
East is widely endorsed. 

Only in relation to her next-door 
neighbour, Pakistan, is there mis
understanding. When controversial 
and contemporary events fade into 
the background, it wi l l be appre
ciated that India's policy towards 
Pakistan is not different from her 
basic foreign policy. Despite the 
verdict of a United Nations' Com
mission that Pakistan has violated 
international law in Kashmir, India 
is wi l l ing to accept a peaceful settle
ment of the Kashmir problem. 

This is the one clear fact that 
emerges out of the voluminous cor
respondence between the Prime 
Minister of India and Pakistan. 
India's policy towards Pakistan is a 
projection of her wider policy that 
conflicts must be settled through 
mediation but that aggression or 
threats of aggression must be resist
ed. There is no inconsistency, and 
once Pakistan accepts that .the 
Kashmir issue should be settled 
through peaceful means and ac
cording to the wishes of the people 
of the valley, it would not be diff i
cult to establish cordial relations 
between India and her immediate 
neighbour. 

This analysis of India's foreign 
policy must conclude wi th an appre
ciation of the Prime Minister's con
vincing denial that Ind ia pursues a 
policy of appeasement. India is not 
in favour of the Soviet Un ion or 
Western Powers because she suspects 
both of forcing a war on the wor ld . 
India is eager to live in peace wi th 
her neighbours but she is not inc l in
ed to " b u y " peace at a fantastic 
or dishonourable price. Her foreign 
policy is to ensure peace w i t h 
honour, without malice to anyone. 
It is neither unwise nor an un 
realistic policy. T i m e alone w i l l 
show whether neutrality is possible, 
but events have not yet proved that 
neutralism is a negative attitude or 
that it is not possible to adopt as a 
foreign policy. 


