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ABSTRACT

This study seeks to critically examine India's relations
with the Middle East in terms of India's political, security
and economic interests in the region between 1947 and 1986.
It tries to define India's general foreign policy objectives
and the means and strategies she adopted to realise them in
relation to the Middle East. The study focuses on the
misperceptions and fallacies that governed India's interac-
tion with the region which over the years artificially
restricted India's manoeuvrability and policy options in the
region.

The first chapter provides a historical backdrop of indepen-
dent India's foreign policy with special reference to the
Middle East. The second and the third chapters focus on
India's politico-diplomatic interests in the region by ex-
amining India's bilateral ties with four most important
states in the region, namely Egypt, Iraq, Iran and Saudi
Arabia. The fourth chapter critically evaluates India's
security concerns in the region with special emphasis on
developments in the 70s and 80s and India's responses to
them. The fifth chapter seeks to quantify India's economic
interaction with the region and endeavours to put India's
economic stake in the region in perspective. Chapters six
and seven concentrate on India's relations with Israel and
the PLO respectively and emphasise the need for India to
take a fresh look at the problem in the light of new and
far-reaching developments in the region.

This study takes the view that the constancy of India's
Middle Eastern policy is more an outcome of lack of imagina-
tion and an absence of subtlety and sensitivity on the part
of Indian political elite than any unwavering commitment on
their part to any high principles and ideals. It also under-
lines the untenability of such policy in future in the con-
text of rapidly changing political and strategic landscape
of the Middle East.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The foreign policy of India, like that of any other

country, sought to maintain, since Independence, a balance
between its long-term goals and short-term objectives
through a variety of means, political, diplomatic, economic
and military, either separately or in combination, depending
on their appropriateness for the occasion and the existing
national capabilities.
A detailed discussion of India's foreign policy objectives
in general and the emphasis placed on the means to obtain
them would throw considérable light on the question as to
where the Middle East is perceived to stand in the eyes of
the policy makers in Delhi in terms of its importance vis-a-
vis India's politico-strategic, diplomatic and econonic
goals. However, the general objectives of India's foreign
policy and their orientation towards the Middle East are
best analysed in the context of the perspectives and at-
titudes that developed during the freedom struggle along
with the geopolitical situation obtaining in the world at
the time of independence.

The contacts between the Indian subcontinent and the
Middle East almost dateback to the beginnings of recorded

history and there have been extensive political, commercial



and cultural ties between the two regions over the
centuries.l The great ancient civilizations of the Nile,
Mesopotamia and the Indus valley were not only contem-
poraneous but also interacted with each other. The exten-
sive trade relations between the two regions led to the es-
tablishment of Arab settlements on the Western and Southern
coasts of India and that of the Indians along the Gulf as
well as in Alexandria in Egypt. "Although there were periods
when the two areas were relatively isolated, periods of in-
timacy have been more typical".2 The advent of Islam and
subsequent penetration of the subcontinent by successive
Muslim adventurers from the Middle East reached its apogee
with the establishment of the Mughal empire in India in the
16th century and brought the two regions closer than ever
before in political and cultural spheres leading to the con-
version of a large native population to Islam."From the time
of the first sustained Muslim influences in the eleventh
century, the models for political structures and processes,
as well as religious inspiration for an important segment of
the subcontinental population and cultural influences came
from Iran and the Arab Middle East".3

The onset of the Industrial Revolution in Europe
marked the beginning of a new era in human history. The new
and superior European technology and organization led to the
Qradual penetration and conquest of Afro-Asian societies by

the Europeans. The the Middle Eastern land mass now con-



stituted a crucial 1link between the continents of Asia
Africa and Europe and was called the "gateway of Asia and
Africa". It was this unhappy but common experience of
European imperial domination that brought the two regions

together since the 18th century.

COMMON HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE OF IMPERIAL DOMINATION

Though the process of European domination, first commercial
and later political, of the Indian subcontinent and the
Middle East started more or less simultaneously, it was not
until the end of World war I that the entire the Middle
Eastern region came under European tutelage. The consolida-
tion of the British rule in India sealed the fate of the the
Middle East as well for the latter commanded the imperial
communication lines to India. The opening of the Suez cCanal
in 1869 linking the Mediterranean and the Red Sea made the
region a virtual nerve-centre of international communica-
tions both over land and sea. Till the First World War,
Britain sought to protect its lines of communication to In-
dia through the Middle East by supporting the Ottoman Empire
in order to prevent the other European powers from getting a
foothold in the region and by establishing a series of
protectorates in the Persian Gulf during the 19th century.
However, towards the end of the 19th century, Britain recog-

nized France as the dominant power in Algeria, Morocco and



Tunisia and Libya came under Italian control. After the
First World War, following the collapse of the Ottoman Em-
pire, Britain and France divided the Fertile Crescent con-
sisting of Palestine, Lebanon, Syria and Iraq between them-
selves under the Mandates System.

However, the interwar period witnessed the rise of
strong nationalistic sentiments in both the regions and
helped to forge "new bonds of Comrederie". "While the
nationalist movement in India sympathised with the national
aspirations of the Arabs, the latter realised that their own
emancipation was tied up with the outcome of the Indian
struggle".4

For Gandhi,"India is the key to the exploitation of the
Asiatic and other non-European races of the Earth ... .
Through the deliverance of India I seek to deliver the so-
called weaker races of the Earth from the Crushing Wheels of
the Western Civilization".5

Such sentiments were readily reciprocated by many the
Middle Eastern freedom fighters. An Iraqi statesman, Kamil
El-Chadirchi wrote to Jawaharlal Nehru in 1938.

"We wholeheartedly appreciate your struggle, and wish
we had the opportunity to share in it though in a small
measure, for we, both are in the same boat. True endeavour
in the campaign against imperialism and exploitation must
not be considered in separate units, but rather that neither

geographical frontiers nor political obstacles can suppress



it".6

Jawaharlal Nehru, who always considered India's
struggle for freedom as part of a larger world drama, wrote
to his daughter Indira in 1933-

"The Nationalist movements of India and Egypt have
adopted different methods but fundamentally the urge for na-
tional freedom is the same. And the way imperialism func-
tions in its efforts to suppress these nationalist movements
is also much the same. So each one of us can learn much from

the other's experiences".7
THE CONGRESS OF OPPRESSED NATIONALITIES, 1927

The Congress of Oppressed Nationalities held in Brussels in
1927 was a momentous event in the struggle against im-
perialism because for the first time an attempt was made to
co-ordinate the freedom movements in various parts of the
world and to create an institutional framework for such co-
ordination. Jawaharlal Nehru, who attended the Congress of
Oppressed Nationalities in Brussels as the official repre-
sentative of the Indian National Congress (The INC), took a
very active and enthusiastic part in the proceedings of the
Congress and was also made a member of the Presidium. The
general agenda of the Brussels Congress included inter-
alia;

"Co-operation between the national liberation movements

10



in oppressed countries and the labour and anti-imperialist
movements in imperialist countries" and "Establishment of a
permanent world-wide organization linking-up all forces
against imperialism and colonial oppression".8

As Nehru pointed out "... the Brussels Congress can be con-
sidered to be very representative both of the countries
being exploited and oppressed by others and of workers'
organisations".9 Egypt, Persia, éyria, Morocco, French North
Africa,the Dutch East Indies Annum, Korea, Mexico, and the
states of Central and South America were among the par-
ticipants.

The Brussels Congress enabled Nehru to develop per-
sonal contacts with leaders of freedom movements from dif-
ferent parts of the world particularly from Asia which left
a deep and lasting impression on him. "I had occasion to
meet many delegates from Asiatic countries in Brussels.
There was a very strong desire amongst them for a closer
bond between Asiatic countries, but nothing practicable
could be suggested".10

However, a permanent organization "the League against
Imperialism" was.formed to provide a sense of unity and
solidarity to freedom struggles all over the world and Nehru
was made an honorary president of the League as well as a
member of the Executive Committee. In his report to the All
India Congress Committee on the Brussels Congress, Nehru

urged that India should develop close and direct contacts
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with various nationalist organizations in Asia not only to
publicise India's own struggle but also to broaden its out-
look on foreign affairs. The INC responded by proposing a
session of Pan-Asiatic Federation in India some time in 1930
which however, failed to materialise for various reasons. It
also sent out letters of invitation to nationalist organiza-
tions in Egypt, Palestine, and Tunisia inviting "fraternal"
delegations to annual Congress sessions and many such
delegations from various countries attended the annual ses-
sions of the INC in the 30s and 40s. Perhaps,the most impor-
tant such delegation was the Wafd group from Egypt.
Moreover, the 1928 annual session of the INC adopted a
resolution declafing that Indian struggle for freedom was
part of the general world struggle against imperialism and
that India should develop contacts with freedom struggles
elsewhere. Nehru's passion for Asian resurgence in world
affairs which almost bordered on the romantic inevitably led
to close personal rapport and friendship with leaders such
as Mustafa Nahas of Egypt, Faris al-Khuri of Syria and

Iraq,s Kamil al-Chadirchi.11l.
THE BRITISH POLICY OF DIVIDE AND RULE

The British policy of "divide and rule" was one of the most
significant factors that made the Middle East loom large in

the perceptions and calculations of the Indian leaders even
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during the freedom struggle. This was not a policy devised
exclusively for India by the British.They found it both ex-
pedient and effective to use such tactics by pitting one
community against another or one tribe against another when-
ever such an opportunity presented itself anywhere in their
vast empire in order to cling on to their imperial posses-
sions. Commenting on the frequency with which the British
resorted to these tactics Nehru once said "It is the same
old game which we have seen in other countries under im-
perialist domination; it is curious how often it is
repeated".12

The Muslims who constituted a substantial minority in
India were particularly vulnerable to such tactics for cer-
tain historical reasons. The Muslim invaders from the Middle
East were different from the earlier invaders of the Indian
subcontinent in the sense that the former brought with them
a new, vigorous and proselytising religion Islam which was
fundamentally at variance with Hinduism, the predominant
religion of the subcontinent. As a result, the Muslim com-
munity in the subcontinent successfully resisted the all-
absorbing and integrating prowess of Hinduism and to a large
measure retained its distinct identity. Though the two com-
munities interacted with each other at a political and so-
cial level, there was very little meeting ground between the
two and the accent over the years was on coexistence rather

than integration.
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The arrival of the British introduced a new element in
to the picture. The British held the Indian Muslims largely
responsible for the 1857 revolt and made a conscious attempt
to sideline the community thereafter. The Muslims them-
selves, shattered by the failure of the revolt and the sub-
sequent British oppression, withdrew in to their shell.

When Sir Syed Ahmad Khan started the "Muslim
Renaissance" in the 1870s, he was a nationalist to begin
with.13 The fact that he sought to achieve a rapprochement
between the British and Muslim community in India by stress-
ing the loyalty of the latter to the British rule somewhat
diluted his nationalist sentiments. However, the prospect of
progressive introduction of representative institutions in
India by the British made him positively hostile to the idea
of Indian nationalism. He wrote to Badruddin Tyabji in 1888

"I do not understand what the words "national congress"
means. Is it supposed that the different castes and creeds
living in India belong to one nation, or can become one na-
tion , and their aims and aspirations be one and the same? I
think it is quite impossible and when it is impossible there
can be no such thing as a National Congress, nor can it be
of equal benefit to all peoples".14

Referring to the logic of electoral politics in India
he said "It is certain the Hindu members will have four
times as many {votes} because their population is four times

as numerous. Therefore, we can prove by mathematics that
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there will be four votes for the Hindu to every one vote for
the Mahomedan. And now how can the Mahomedan guard his
interests? It would be like a game of dice, in which one man
had four dice and the other only one".15

The fear of being reduced from proud overlordship to
the status of a permanent minority haunted the Indian Mus-
lims and found expression in their representation to Lord
Minto in 1906 which urged that "... the position accorded to
the Mahomedan community in any kind of representation,
direct or indirect, ... should be commensurate not merely
with their numerical strength but also with their political
importance ... [ and to ] give due consideration to the
position which they occupied in India a little more than a
hundred years ago ...".1l6

The founding of the All-India Muslim League in 1906 was
the logical consequence of such fears and aspirations and
came as godsend to the British administration in India which
was confronted with the increasingly militant tide of
secular nationalism of the Indian National Congress. This
development also sensitised the INC to the fears, aspira-
tions and sensibilities of the Indian Muslims and it started
taking an active interest even in issues that affected the
Indian Muslims exclusively. This period also witnessed the
INC's increasing interest in and attention to the Muslim
states of the Middle East. While this could be partly ex-

plained in terms of the necessity of solidarity among anti-
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imperialist movements world over, it was also partly aimed
at the domestic Muslim constituency in India which was in-
creasingly being used by the British to counter the growing

popularity and strength of the INC.

THE KHILAFAT ISSUE

The arrival of Gandhi on the Indian political horizon
heralded the dawn of mass-based politics. His basic
strategy was to transform the INC in to a political institu-
tion which would represent and reconcile the interests of
the divergent religious, ethnic and ideological groups so
that it could present a united front to the British im-
perialism. When the Khilafat issue came to the forefront in
1920, Gandhi grabbed it with both hands as a golden oppor-
tunity to forge Hindu-Muslim unity. He, in fact, considered
it as providing " such an opportunity of uniting Hindus and
Muhammedans as would not arise in a hundred years".

The issue itself was fairly simple.17 The Sultan of
Turkey known as Caliph or Khalifa was considered by Muslims
all over the world as their spiritual head. However, the
first world war saw Turkey join the side of Germany in
fighting Britain. This placed the Indian Muslims in a real
predicament as they were torn between their fears about the
fate of Khalifate and their 1loyalty to the British. Since

the British Indian Army had a large chunk of Muslims, the
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British government took pains to assure the Indian Muslims
that Turkey would get a fair deal in any post-war settle-
ment. However, the armistice which ended the war not only
deprived Turkey of its lands but also put the Sultan under
the control of allied powers. The khilafat movement was
aimed at defending the Khilafat. In a nutshell, it sought
"Muslim control over every portion of the Jazirat- ul- Arab,
the Khilafa's wardenship of the Holy Places, and the in-
tegrity of the Ottoman empire".18

The Indian National Congress had been sensitive to the
feelings of Indian Muslims towards the fate of Turkey from
the beginning.At the annual session of the Congress in 1912,
its President R.N.Mudholkar referred to the profound sorrow
and sympathy which all non-Muslim Indians felt for their
Muslim countrymen because of the misfortunes of the
Caliphate. He hoped that it might be possible to meet the
legitimate aspirations of the Christian provinces of the Ot-
toman empire without destroying the latter or making it
powerless.19 At the next session of the Congress in 1913,
the President Nawab Syed Mohammad made further reference to
the troubles of the Islamic world outside India and the
anxiety they caused among Indian Muslims.20

However, with the advent of Gandhi, the entire com-
plexion of the Congress started changing rapidly. The
Congress was no longer content with passing resolutions.

These resolutions had to be supported by mass action in or-
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der to put pressure on the government. Gandhi found the time
opportune for such movement following the Jallianwala Bagh
massacre which shocked the whole country and the Khilafat
issue which greatly agitated the Indian Muslims for a long
time. In his letter to the Viceroy Gandhi said

"Events, which have happened during the past one month,
have confirmed me in the opinion that the Imperial Govern-
ment have acted in the Khilafat matter in an unscrupulous,
immoral and unjust manner and have been moving from wrong to
wrong in order to defend their immorality.... . The attitude
of the Imperial and your Excellency's Governments on the
Punjab question has given me an additional sense for grave
dissatisfaction".21

The Non-Cooperation Resolution adopted by the INC at
its cCalcutta session in 1920 emphasised the importance of
the Khilafat issue to the Indian Muslims and called upon the
non- Muslim Indians to support their Muslim brethren in
their hour of trial and tribulation.

"In view of the fact that on the Khilafat question both
the Indian and Imperial Governments have signally failed in
their duty towards the Musalmans of India and the Prime Min-
ister has deliberately broken his pledge word given to thenm,
and that it is the duty of every non-Moslem Indian in every
legitimate manner to assist his Musalman brother in his at-
tempt to remove the religious calamity that has overtaken

him".22
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The Hindu-Muslim unity which Gandhi desperately tried
to promote by making the Congress adopt the Khilafat issue
proved to be extremely short-lived because it had very
little to do with the real issue that haunted the Indian
Muslims i.e., their position in the post British political
dispensation in India. As long as this issue remained un-
solved, no amount of support to Pan-Islamic issues was going
to win the confidence of the Indian Muslims. As one writer
points out " ... it [ Khilafat ] was a movement which might
have taken the road towards some form of Muslim nationalism
if it had not started on the wrong - i.e., Pan-Islamic -
foot".23

Nehru made a very accurate assessment of the Non-

Cooperation movement in his Glimpses of World History.

"lLooking at this question from the point of religious
groups, the Muslims had joined the movement, as a body,
chiefly because of the Khilafat. This was a purely religious
question affecting the Muslims only, and non-Muslims had
nothing to do with it. Gandhi, however, adopted it and en-
couraged others to do so, because he felt it his duty to
help a brother in distress. He also hoped in this way to
bring the Hindus and Muslims nearer each other. The general
Muslim outlook was thus one of Muslim nationalism or Muslim
internationalism and not of true nationalism. For the moment
the conflict between the two was not apparent'".24 Moreover,

the shallowness of the Khilafat issue became quite clear

19



when the Turks themselves, under Kemal Pasha abolished the
Caliphate and declared Turkey a Republic in 1923.

This approach of the INC to win the approval and con-
fidence of the Indian Muslims by strongly supporting Pan-
Islamic issues which had little more than an emotiocnal ap-
peal to them, which were essentially external in nature and
had no relevance or bearing on the real issues confronting
the Indian Muslims spilled over in to the thinking of the
post-independent India as well and influenced its policy

towards the Middle East, as we shall see later.

THE PALESTINE PROBLEM

The Palestine problem which came to the forefront following
the Balfour declaration in 1917 was another issue related to
the Middle East which caught the attention of Indian leaders
during the freedom struggle. The attitude of the Indian
leaders towards this issue was of considerable importance
for the perceptions and predilections that evolved in rela-
tion to this issue have had an important bearing on the
policies of free India towards the region.

As Turkey joined World War I on the side of Germany and
Austro-Hungary against Britain, France and Russia, the Sul-
tan of Turkey, who was considered the spiritual head of Mus-
lims the world over, issued an appeal to all Muslims for

loyalty in a jihad. This made the British jittery because
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they feared that this appeal might touch a respondent chord
among Muslims in the Middle East and even in British India.
At about the same time, Arab nationalists sent feelers to
the British to gauge their war aims. In 1915, an agreement
was reached between the British representative, Sir Henry
McMohan and the Arab leader Hussain who was the Sheriff of
Mecca, under which Hussain was to call an an Arab revolt
against Turkey with the help of British funds, arms and ad-
visors, while the British government committed itself in
writing that once the Turks were defeated it would recognise
one independent Arab state all over Syria (which then in-
cluded Palestine, Jordan and Lebanon) and Iraqg.

However, in 1916, Britain and France signed a secret
agreement known as Sykes - Pilcot agreement which sought to
divide the Eastern Arab World into British and French
spheres of influence, partly under Arab suzerainty but sub-
ordinate to and subserving the dominant power concerned.

Britain also sought to woo the Jews for the allied
cause because they were sympathetic to Germany out of their
hatred for the Anti-Semitic Czarist Russia. It was felt that
the pacifist tendencies of American Jews who played a cru-
cial role in American industry had to be overcome. It was
further argued that American entry into the War and at least
American financial help would be encouraged by some promise
to Zionism.

On November 2nd, 1917, Lord Balfour, the Foreign
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Secretary of Britain, made an official statement in relation
to the Jewish demand for a homeland, popularly known as the
"Balfour Declaration". It stated that,

"His Majesty's Government view with favour the estab-
lishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish
people and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the
achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and
religious rights of the existing non-Jewish Communities in
Palestine...".25

The multiplicity of contradictory promises made to dif-
ferent parties by the allied powers in order to gain their
support for the war effort were not meant to be kept. Even
without waiting for the formal convening of the League of
Nations which was supposed to bestow the mandates, the
Allied Powers shared the mandates amongst themselves. Two
independent states of Syria and Lebanon were created to be
under the French influence. Iraq and Palestine were to be
under British mandate with a special clause providing for
giving effect to the Balfour Declaration.

However as Nehru points out "Palestine was not a
wilderness or an empty, uninhabited place. It was already
somebody else's home".26 Wile expressing "sympathy for the
Jews in the terrible trials they are passing through in
Europe", Nehru did not lose sight of the basic fact that

"Palestine is essentially an Arab country, and must remain

22



so, and the Arabs must not be crushed and suppressed in
their own homelands".27. Nehru was also quite convinced that
the real issue in Palestine was not religion but im-
perialism. "... England pits Jewish religious nationalism
against Arab nationalism and makes it appear that her
presence is necessary to act as a arbitrator and to keep
the peace between the two".28 The future of Palestine could
be secured only " on the stable foundation of Arab-Jew
Cooperation and the elimination of imperialism".29

He bemoaned the fact that the Jews in Palestine chose
to take the side of British imperialism "which had its day
and was fading away" and warned that "it was not wise for
the Jews to risk the displeasure, not only of the entire
Muslim world, but also of most Asian countries for this
vanishing support".30

Like Nehru, Mahatma Gandhi also had nothing but sym-
pathy for the age o0ld persecution of the Jews whom he
described as the "untouchables of Christianity". However,
this sympathy he had for Jews, he said should not obscure
the requirements of justice. His reasoning was clear, simple
and logical.

"Palestine belongs to the Arabs in the same sense that
England belongs to the English or France to the French. It
is wrong and inhuman to impose the Jews on the Arabs...
Surely it would be a crime against humanity to reduce the

proud Arabs so that Palestine can be restored to the Jews
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partly or wholly as their national home.

The nobler course would be tp insist on a just treat-
ment of the Jews wherever they are born and lived. The Jews
born in France are French in precisely the same sense that
Christians born in France are French. If the Jews have no
home but Palestine, will they relish the idea of being
forced to leave the other parts of the world in which they
are settled ? or do they want a double home where they can
remain at will ? This cry for national home affords a
colourable justification for the German expulsion of the
Jews" .31

It is expected that the Indian National Congress would
reflect the views of its two most important leaders, Gandhi
and Nehru. As early as 1921, the congress Working Committee
passed a resolution "to assure the Musalman States, that
when India has attained self-government her foreign policy
will naturally be always guided so as to respect the
religious obligations imposed upon Musalmans by Islam".32.
In 1922, the INC asserted that unless "the Jazirat-el-Arab
(The Arab World) were freed from all non-muslim control
there can not be peace and contentment in India".33. The
Congress session in Madras in 1927 asked for the withdrawal
of Indian troops from Mesopotamia (Iraq) and Persia (Iran)
and from all other countries.34 In 1928, sympathy was ex-
tended to Egypt,vSyria, Palestine and Iraq in their struggle

against Western imperialism.35.
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In 1936, the Congress Working Committee sent its greet-
ings to the Arabs in Palestine and expressed its sympathy
for their struggle for freedom. At its instance, September
27, 1936 was observed as "Palestine Day" and meetings and
demonstrations were organised all over the country. In 1937,
the AICC protested vigorously against the reign of terror in
Palestine and strongly supported the Arab opposition to the
proposed partition of Palestine.36 In 1938, it appealed "to
the Jews not to seek the shelter of the British Mandatory
and not to allow themselves to be exploited in the interests
of British imperialism".37. Again in 1939, the Congress in
its annual session, adopted a resolution on Palestine ex-
pressing its sympathy with the Arabs and looking forward to
the emergence of an independent democratic state in Pales-
tine with adequate provision for the protection of Jewish
rights. In the same year, it adopted another resolution con-
demning Hitler's pogroms against Jews and offered them
asylum in India but criticised Jews for relying on "British
armed forces to advance their special privileges in Pales-
tine and thus aligned themselves on the side of the British
imperialism".38. While the consistent support of the INC to
the Arab cause in general and the Palestine issue in par-
ticular can be explained in terms of anti-imperialism, a
growing sense of Asian solidarity and the innate justness of
the issues involved, it must be noted that there were more

mundane and less altruistic motives behind this support. The
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political stalemate between the INC and the Muslim League
over the issue of the status of the Muslims in post-British
India, and the skilful exploitation of this stalemate by the
British in order to perpetuate their increasingly tenuous
hold over the subcontinent necessitated such support. Gandhi
himself made it very clear when he said the following with
reference to the khilafat movement.

"If I were not interested in the Indian Mohammedans, I
would not interest myself in the welfare of the Turks any
more than I am in that of the Austrians or the Palestinians.
But by helping the Mohmmadens of India at a critical moment
in their history, I want to buy their friendship".39
Similarly, leaders like Gandhi and Nehru and the Indian Na-
tional Congress could not but have opposed the partition of
Palestine on the basis of religion while repudiating and
resisting such a demand from Indian Muslims. It should suf-
fice to say that there was as much pragmatism involved in
this approach as principle and it was one of those rare oc-
casions when policy coincided with precept. However, the
more the Congress tried to win over the support of Indian
Muslims by supporting Pan-Islamic issues the 1less it
addressed itself to the domestic issues that affected them.
It was this stalemate which eventually led to the partition

of the sub-continent and the creation of Pakistan.
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THE CREATION OF PAKISTAN

The question of relative status between the Hindu majority
and Muslim minority has always been an underlying current of
the Muslim separatist tendencies in the Indian sub-
continent. Muslim separatism and the subsequent demand for
Pakistan was essentially a quest for parity on the part of
Indian Muslims vis-a-vis Hindus who were numerically in a
majority. Sir Syed Ahmad Khan broached this question as
early as 1888. "Is it possible that under these cir-
cumstances two nations -- the Mohammedan and Hindu -- could
sit on the same throne and remain equal in power ? Most
certainly not. It is necessary that one of them should con-
quer the other and thrust it down. To hope that both could
remain equal is to desire the impossible and the
inconceivable".40

This claim and clamour for parity on the part of the
Muslims was based on certain historical grounds, of course
as seen by the Muslims themselves. First, the Muslims con-
quered India from the Hindus despite the latter's numerical
superiority. So, minority status which would have implied
permanent political subordination and inferiority vis-a-vis
the Hindus was not acceptable. As Sisir Gupta observes, "It
ought to be remembered that the demand for Pakistan and the
two-nation theory was advanced by the Muslim League as a

culmination of its demand for parity, essentially parity of
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status between the 25 per cent Muslims and the rest in In-
dia. It is because of the impossibility of solving the
status problem in terms of majority and minority, which al-
most by definition determines the status of the two groups,
that the two-nation theory was advanced".41

Secondly, since the English conquered India from the
Muslims, its was incumbent upon the former to ensure that
the Muslims got an equal share of the power which would
befit and be commensurate with their status as the erstwhile
rulers of India. ’

Krishna Menon explains: "Their [Pakistani] minds work
in this way -- that it was from the Mughals that the British
took over. Now, the British having gone, they must come
back".42

Thus, the partition of India on the basis of religion
did not solve the problem of relative status of the two com-
munities but only institutionalised it.43
Another factor that complicates Indo-Pak relations is the
divergent ideological foundations of the two states. While
India proclaimed itself as a liberal secular state, Pakistan
declared itself to be an Islamic country. In a nutshell,
the two states represented irreconcilable ideological con-
flict between secularism and theocracy. Prima facie, each
country has a vested interest in the collapse of the other.
If India's secularism is successful, given its large Muslim

minority even after partition, the raison d'etre for the
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very creation of Pakistan is undermined. Further fragmenta-
tion of Pakistan along regional or 1linguistic 1lines would
also dilute the two-nation theory. On the other hand, if
India's experiment with secularism fails, it would only
validate and strengthen the two-nation theory. In other
words, if secular nationalism is an essential prerequisite
for the survival of India's unity and integrity, religion is
an inseparable part of Pakistani nationalism. This
ideological antagonism would remain more or less a permanent
feature in Indo-Pak relations.44

Moreover, the bloodbath that accompanied partition and
the mass exodus that took place across the border in both
directions made it almost impossible to establish normal

relations between the two countries.

THE KASHMIR ISSUE

The Kashmir issue45 which closely followed on the heels of
partition, more or less symbolised the underlying the con-
flict between the two countries and buried any hopes of rap-
prochement in the foreseeable future. At the time of Indian
independence, the Princely states which enjoyed nominal in-
dependence under the British rule, were given the freedom of
choice to join either India or Pakistan or remain indepen-
dent. However, problems arose only in relation to three

Princely states namely Junagadh, Hyderabad and Kashmir. In
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case of Junagadh and Hyderabad, though the rulers were Mus-
lim, both the states were predominantly Hindu and neither
had geographical contiguity with Pakistan. Hence, their ac-
cession to India, though causing tension and acrimony, did
not poison Indo-Pak relations as Kashmir did.

The case of Kashmir was unique. It was the only
Princely state which was geographically contiguousvto both
India and Pakistan and had a Muslim majority with a Hindu
ruler. The situation was further complicated by the exist-
ence of a popular movement, National Conference, led by
Sheik Abdullah which fought the autocratic and oppressive
Dogra ruler Hari Singh for decades. Sheik Abdullah was a
secular nationalist who refused to subscribe to the two na-
tion theory of Jinnah and was a close associate of Nehru and
a sympathiser with the goals and values of the Indian Na-
tional Congress.46

Hari Sigh, who initially toyed with the idea of inde-
pendence, sought to buy time by signing a "Standstill
agreement" with both India and Pakistan. While Pakistan
agreed to the proposal, there was no response from the In-
dian Government because there was a delay in communicating
the proposal. According to Mountbatten it was this initial
reluctance of Hari Singh to accede either to India or to
Pakistan that lay at the root of the problem of Kashmir as
it unfolded later.

Suspicious of India's intentions and not trusting Sheik
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Abdullah, Pakistan leaders tried to force the events by en-
couraging if not abetting a tribal invasion of Kashmir.47
When the tribesmen were knocking on the doors of Srinagar,
Hari Singh panicked and sought India's military assistance.
India insisted on formal accession before any help could be
rendered and Hari Singh had little choice but to sign on the
dotted line, though the accession was to be later confirmed
by a plebiscite after law and order had been restored in the
state. Indian troops which were air lifted to Srinagar saved
the city in the nick of the time and cleared three-fourths
of Kashmir of raiders48 before Nehru sought U.N. arbitration
to settle the dispute primarily at the instance of Mountbat-
ten, a decision which he regretted later.

The battle over Kashmir was as much ideological as it
was over material gains in terms of security and economic
advantage. As Josef Korbel sums up,

"The real cause of all the bitterness and bloodshed,
the recalcitrance and the suspicion that have characterised
the Kashmir dispute is the uncompromising and perhaps uncom-
promisable struggle of two ways of life, two concepts of
political organisation, two scales of values, two spiritual
attitudes, that find themselves locked in deadly conflict, a
conflict in which Kashmir has become both symbol and
battleground". 49

Pakistani leaders considered it almost axiomatic that Kash-

mir should join Pakistan without which the latter would be
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incomplete both ideologically and geographically. For Nehru,
Kashmir would "give a demonstration to all India and to the
world how we can function unitedly and in a non-communal way
in Kashmir. In this way this terrible crisis in Kashmir may
well lead to a healing of the deep wounds which India has
suffered in recent months".50 India and Nehru had never ac-
cepted partition along confessional lines in 1947 but only
as an established fact. They, therefore, did not allow
religous concerns to guide their actions over Kashmir.

The issue got further complicated by the fact that it
got enmeshed in power politics once it was referred to U.N
for arbitration. Nehru was furious that the "fundamental
issue" i.e., the Pakistani aggression "has been slurred over
and bypassed and passed over". He was convinced that- "The
United States and Britain have played a dirty role, Britain
probably being the chief actor behind the scenes".51. The
general feeling in India was that the British support to
Pakistan was a continuation of British support to the Muslim
League in the pre-independence days and was at least partly
aimed at winning back the support of the Muslim world which
was alienated by the British policy in Palestine.52.

More importantly, what enabled India to take such a
firm stand over Kashmir in defiance of Britain and the U.S.
was the fact that the state power was securely in the hands
of Indians and Britain could no longer act as an arbitrator

between the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League
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as it did before independence.

INDIA'8 GENERAL FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES

At this juncture, it is essential to dwell at some length on
two general tendencies which seem to permeate the whole
gamut of India's foreign relations. The first is the status
that was envisaged for India in the comity of nations by its
leaders at the time of independence and the second is the
centrality of security considerations to 1India's foreign
policy endeavours from the very beginning.

First, the Indian elite either before the attainment of
independence or after it, were anything but modest about
India's future status as a great power.53 They were aware of
India's potential as a great power and were determined
towards the attainment of such status for India in right
earnest.

Nehru also believed that India had the wherewithal to
become the fourth most important power in the world after
the United States of America, the Soviet Union and China.
In his own words, "Leaving aside for a moment these three
countries, the United States, the Soviet Union and China, if
you look at the world there are other great countries, very
advanced countries, but if you peep into the future and if
nothing goes wrong, wars and the like, then obviously the

fourth great country in the world is India".54

33



Secondly, it is no exaggeration to say that the over-
riding consideration of India's foreign policy has been the
security of the nation, both in internal and external terms.
This is but natural for a country which has experienced
colonial domination for almost two centuries and whose ser-
vitude was at least partly due to its perennial and endemic
lack of internal cohesion. Nehru conceived India's security
iﬁterests in a very broad and comprehensive terms. For him,
defence meant much more than mere military preparedness.
His security perceptions were largely, as we will see, a
product of India's freedom movement though they were
adequately tempered by a strong sense of realism which he
displayed in the handling of foreign policy issues.

It was Nehru's firm conviction that the greatest danger
to the stability and security of the infant Indian state
came from within and not without. He saw the danger on two
fronts. First, he realised that India's groaning poverty
made it a fertile ground for internal communist subversion
and the most effective way of countering this threat was
rapid economic development coupled with distributive Jjus-
tice. For him, this was essentially a political battle to
be won or lost on the political plane. Hence, he con-
sidered India's economic development as an integral part of
India's security in the long run.

Nehru also conceived India's development as a genuinely

secular entity as an essential prerequisite for its 1long
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term viability as a strong and stable state. In a multi-
religious country like India, only a secular framework could
ensure national unity, integrity and solidarity. The parti-
tion of the country on the basis of religion only confirmed
Nehru's worst fears. It opened the pandora's box which could
potentially sound the death-knell of India's unity and lead
to its Balkanisation. Secessionist voices were heard at the
time of independence in different parts of the country par-
ticularly among the Tamils in the South, the Akali Sikhs in
the Punjab and in the tribal North-East. Both Nehru and
Congress adamantly refused to accept the thesis that accept-
ing the creation of Pakistan was tantamount to accepting the
two-nation theory. They knew full well that once two-nation
theory was accepted, it would be illogical and untenable not
to accept, at least in theory, a twenty-nation theory or
whatever the number. For them, partition was the price the
country had to pay to get rid of both the imperialist
British and the intransigent Muslim League but certainly not
the Muslims. This was the reason why they pooh-poohed any
idea of exchange of populations as suggested by people like
Rajagopalachari.

It is quite revealing that he once told Chester Bowles,
the then US Ambassador to India that he personally con-
sidered the establishment of a secular state in India as his
greatest contribution.55 However, by failing to act

decisively in this regard particularly in relation to the
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Muslim community in India, Nehru left the job only half-
done thereby creating problems for his successors in con-
tinuing with the process of political integration and mod-

ernization of the Indian state, as we shall see later.

NON-ALIGNMENT: RATIONALE AND RESILIENCE

Very few concepts in International Relations have, in recent
times, evoked so much comment, controversy and confusion as
that of non-alignment. From being labelled as "immoral" to
the present status of "respectability", non-alignment has
passed its uncertain youth to enter a more mature middle
age. India, apart from being one of the founding members of
the non-aligned group, has always been in the forefront of
the movement. Non-alignment, in simple terms, is an asser-
tion of India's independence and sovereignty, of its ability
and desire to guide its destiny according to her own free-
will without outside influence or intervention, both in ex-
ternal as well as internal affairs. "Non-alignment is
simply an expression of the desire to attain maximum inde-
pendence in national decision-making whether on foreign or
domestic issues".56

It is also necessary to emphasise the point that non-
alignment has never had anything to do with either
neutrality or isolationism. Nehru was aware that the tech-

nological revolution of the 20th Century has made the world
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rather small and interdependent. Hence, isolation of any
kind is neither feasible nor desirable. Moreover, Nehru,
being aware of India's great potential, sought to place In-
dia in the thick of things by deliberately adopting a high
profile in international affairs in order to develop a posi-
tive and profitable relationship with the rest of the world.

It is also a mistake to assume that non-alignment im-
plies equidistance in any sense. For instance, Werner Levi
sees in non-alignment a perennial trend towards the "middle
of the road" with the "middle" determined by the positions
of other nations.57

However, non-alignment never had such a connotation. A
cursory glance of India's attitude towards various interna-
tional issues clearly demonstrates that while India tried to
maintain a semblance of balance in its dealing with contend-
ing parties in order to play the role of an honest broker,
it never lost sight of, or shied away from the fundamental
question involved. Korea, the Suez crisis of 1956 and Al-
geria may be cited as examples in this regard. Hence, India
did take a definite stance over an issue whenever the occa-
sion demanded it. However, once that was done, India tried
to achieve some sort of consensus on the procedures to be
adopted in solving the problem.

As a corollary to the foregoing point, it is important
to examine the relationship between alliances and non-

alignment. Does non-alignment preclude any type of align-
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ment or alliance? The simple answer is no. Non-alignment
is merely a diplomatic posture which enables a state to keep
its options open till the very last moment. For Nehru
alignment was "war-time psychology" and he saw no reason why
it should be imported into times of relative peace. States
have no permanent friends but only permanent interests. "In
international affairs", said Nehru, "one can never be dead
certain, and the friends of today might be enemies of
tomorrow". Hence, it would be diplomatically imprudent to
foreclose one's options with regard to matters as serious as
war. Nehru said as early as 1952, "It is open to us to be
associated in an alliance with any country. We have avoided
alliances that might entangle us....In an alliance, one in-
evitably takes something and gives something in return....An
alliance, nevertheless, need not stand in the way of inde-
pendence of the country".58

On another occasion he was even more forthright. "We
are not going to join a war if we can help it. We are going
to join the side which is to our interest when the time
comes to make the choice."59

It follows from the above that non-alignment does not
represent a rigid and doctrinaire approach to international
relations but a flexible and pragmatic one. "It is flexible
because it is a policy of independence and therefore, na-
tionally determinable. It is flexible because it is based

on mutuality of interest. It is flexible because it does
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not involve ideological commitments to capitalism or com-
munism. It is flexible because it is pragmatic and takes
into account the dynamism of change."60

Nehru himself once stated that while non-alignment was
a basic policy, "its application to a particular cir-
cumstance or resolution is a matter of judgement".61

There are also strong psychological reasons beneath
India's nonaligned stance as explained by Selig S. Harrison.
Nehru "perceived in alignment the danger of psychological
return to deep-rooted feelings of dependence and inferiority
that he saw still lurking beneath the surface of the Indian
national consciousness after the trauma of imperialism.
Should India ever lose its sense of a great national des-
tiny, Nehru reflected, it could all too easily succumb once
again to divisive centrifugal stresses".62

It is for these reasons that Nehru called non-alignment
the "natural policy" for India. He had no doubt that India
"would follow it even if there was no other country in the
world that followed it".63 He went to the extent that "he
would rather India be reduced to dust than to give up Non-
alignment."64 Was Nehru being doctrinaire and fetish about
non-alignment? No. Not at all. Nehru saw India as a great
power in the making because of its history, civilization,
size, population and resources. He simply could not en-
visage India playing anything less than an independent and

assertive role in world affairs. It is her right and it is
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her destiny. Non-alignment symbolizes and epitomises this
urge and aspiration. That is why he once described non
-alignment as a "summary description" of India's foreign
policy.65 It is in this sense, not in any ethical sense
that he once remarked that it would be a "terrible moral
failure" on the part of India if it ever gave up its non-
aligned policy. To him, it was tantamount to admitting
India's failure to live up to her potential and destiny
which should be hers as a matter of right.

However, it must be noted that while Nehru's insistence on
nonalignment for India was understandable and justified, his
political and probably intellectual aversion to aligned na-
tions did adversely affect India's relations with important
Middle Eastern countries like Iran and Saudi Arabia which
were otherwise well disposed towards India. Nehru also
seemed to have made a distinction between radical and con-
servative states in relation to the Middle East which was
unwarranted. Consequently, Indian policy lost some of its
flexibility and adaptability, which in turn, cifcumscribed
India's already limited options in the region as we shall

see later.
NON-ALIGNMENT AND BALANCE OF POWER

At this juncture, it is essential to explain at some length

the relationship between non-alignment and the theory of

40



balance of power. However, this will be done in two stages.
First, we will consider the linkage between non-alignment
and the theory of balance of power in general and later we
will discuss the balance of power theory in specific rela-
tion to India which, of course, is our main interest.

Non-alignment is neither an abstention from nor an al-
ternative to the theory of balance of power, but an integral
part of it. "The doctrine and practice of non-alignment
suggests that it is a form of power politics -- albeit a
form that is suitable for a weaker state that either by in-
clination or compulsion, must be externally involved if it
is to shape its immediate external environment and if it is
to direct internal economic and social change through peace-
ful means."66

However, the modern theory of balance of power is dif-
ferent from its classical version in so far as it takes into
account three important new variables of the post-war era,
namely the emergence of the super powers, the advent of
nuclear weapons, and the crystallization of a Third World
consisting of newly independent Afro-Asian nations, which
make'’' it a different sort of game altogether in the second
half of the 20th century.

As Penrose explains, "A preliminary explanation...may
best start by considering the position of the statesmen
entrusted with the conduct of foreign affairs in any inde-

pendent State. Obviously, their first concern must be the
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survival of the State and the preservation of its indepen-
dence....".

"In meeting these responsibilities statesmen are
obliged to take account of the distribution of power in
mind. They must strive to establish such relations with
other countries as will ensure that no preponderance of
power among the latter, singly or collectively, will
threaten their independence or encompass their downfall. 1In
the pursuit of this defensive aim they may decide, from time
to time, to enter into or form alliances with other Powers,
particularly when those countries whose designs they fear
are linked by treaty engagements. In other circumstances
they may eschew all alliances, fearing that by entering into
one they would provoke a hostility of a rival group and be
drawn into conflicts which they might avoid by remaining
dissociated from either group. Much depends upon the
geographical position and natural resources of the State in
question: each State is unique in size, however defined in
resources and in geographical position in relation to other
States. Consequently the precise measure appropriate to the
maintenance of a defensive balance of power differ in dif-
ferent countries. What is common is the aim of survival".é67

There can be very 1little doubt that the non-aligned
countries as a group sought to exploit the rough balance of
power that emerged in the world after the second World War

between the Western countries led by the U.S., and the
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Socialist bloc under the Soviet auspices. The material and
military weakness of the non-aligned made it impossible for
them to adopt a confrontationist attitude towards the power
blocs. On the other hand, it was neither possible nor
desirable for them to remain aloof from them, for they
needed the goodwill and the assistance of both in the mod-
ernization of their nations. In other words, non-alignment
made it both possible and feasible for the Third World
countries to combine simultaneously their contradictory
yearnings for strategic isolation and an active role in in-
ternational affairs which "reflects at once a desire to
avoid commitment --an understandable attitude for any people
of meagre resources --and a wish to be among those who count
in world affairs".68

The Afro-Asian countries which had just become free
from colonial control were in no mood to brook any inter-
ference in their affairs. The non-aligned stance enabled
them to insulate themselves from cold war politics by mini-
mising opportunities for outside intervention.

It also enabled them to shift the focus from power
politics i.e., Cold war issues to issues which were more im-
portant and urgent to the Third World countries i.e.,
economic and social issues.

The non-aligned also facilitated the trend towards
loosening of blocs and towards multi-polarity by providing

an alternative to bloc politics through the formation of
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what is termed as "the area of peace". The Non-aligned were
never peace-makers in the conventional sense. They only
facilitated it. The major powers knew the consequences of a
global conflict and were as much interested as the non-
aligned in de-escalating and localising conflicts so that
they could stop short of reaching a point of no return
without complete 1loss of face. And therein 1lay the
strength, utility and relevance of the non-aligned.

The non-aligned countries were also able to increase
their manoeuvrability vis-a-vis power blocs for non-
alignment always carried within itself the implied threat of
alignment. As Harrison points out, "Non-aligned countries
as a whole enjoyed an artificially strong bargaining posi-
tion during the early years of the Cold War".69

Nehru was both annoyed and pu;zled that the powers that
were either failed or refused to take notice of the changing
power equation between Western world and the newly emerged
Afro-Asian world. He bemoaned

", ..the countries which enjoyed the privileged position
in that 19th century set-up, many of them have lost their
position. It is not easy for them to adjust themselves to
the new thinking, the new balance in the world, the new
balances =--apart from the giants coming up-- and the new
renaissance in Asia and Asian countries becoming independent
in their different ways, whether it is India or China, or

Indonesia or Burma or other countries. The o0ld balances go
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on being changed and governments, very wise governments,
cannot easily keep pace with those practical developments.
Of course the most remarkable fact about this lack of aware-
ness, proper awareness, (is) that a great country like China
is there (and) of course they know it. Nevertheless, they
seem to lack something, or otherwise, their policy would be
different. But it is not merely a question of China. It is
really a question of the outlook on all Asian problems or
African problems and the idea that, as previously they have
to be settled by the great Powers whom we all respect,
hardly taking into consideration what the countries of Asia
might feel about it....So this kind of difficulty is there
and facts and events have gone on, bringing about enormous
changes, and yet, the mind of man cannot keep pace, and it
keeps in the o0ld ruts....".70

As M.M. Rahman observes, "The greatest significance of
non-alignment perhaps lies in the fact that it announced the
desire of the Asian and African States to entér the balance-
of-power struggle in their own right. Not all the Afro-Asian
States had the geographical and other advantages to realise
this aim. It was, therefore, fitting that those who had the
advantage took the lead".71

It was, therefore, in the fitness of things that India,
potentially the most powerful and important of the non-
aligned countries, was the torch-bearer of this struggle of

the Afro-Asian countries to redefine and refashion their
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relationship vis-a-vis the West. This is the theme of the

next stage of our discussion.
INDIA AND THE BALANCE OF POWER THEORY

It goes without saying that Nehru was, from the beginning
acutely aware of and alive to the realities and require-
ments of the balance of power game. "India talked about the
undesirability of power politics during the 1950s, but in
practice it did not try to exempt itself from the oppor-
tunities and obligations of power politics".72

At the time of independence, Nehru realised that
India's material and military weakness would come in the way
of India playing an assertive and independent role in inter-
national affairs. Nevertheless, he also saw certain advan-
tages, which were unique to India and would help her hold
her own in the international arena despite her appérent lack(
of material power.

So he came up with the idea of nonalignment or an inde-
pendent foreign policy. As Ashok Kapur asserts, "Indian
non-alignment is nothing but a strategy of being engaged in
power politics but of a doing so preferably through
diplomacy, given 1India's military and economic
weaknesses".73

Krishna Menon explains,"This is a policy of indepen-

dence and peace; that is, materially speaking, a weak man's
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policy. In a sense...it is 1like Gandhi's non-
cooperation".74 In other words, "nonalignment is a strategy
to gain influence on the cheap; it is a low-key strategy".
75

Nehru also sought to take advantage of the general
goodwill and sympathy that existed for India in the world at
large. India's culture and civilization coupled with
Gandhi's moral 1leadership obtained for India high and
favourable standing in the international community. India
should try and benefit from and reservoir of goodwill that
existed for her.

More importantly, Nehru was quite conscious of the
tremendous potential that India possessed and the sort of
leverage that such potential would entail India even in the
shortrun. He was quite confident of India's importance, her
lack of physical strength notwithstanding.

"The fact of the matter is that in spite of our weak-
ness in a military sense...India even today counts in world
affairs....If we had been some odd little nation somewhere
in Europe or Asia it would not have mattered much. But be-
cause we count and because we are going to count more and
more in the future, everything we do becomes a matter for
comment".76

Ironically, India's non-aligned stance which sought to
diminish and de-escalate the intense cold war tensions of

the years immediately following the World War II, found sus-
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tenance and gained in importance and stature from the same
Cold War tensions. As Surjit Mansingh explains, "The unique
configuration of world politics after the Second World War
admirably suited the establishment of India's non-alignment
and gave it greater significance than it would have had in
other circumstances. The great power rivalry, which Nehru
had almost prophetically anticipated before the war ended,
tended to attract most states into one or the other of the
antagonistic coalitions, each putting forward its ideologi-
cal system to achieve global adherence. India would have
pursued nonalignment vis-a-vis any greater powers as an as-
sertion of its true independence, but when that posture was
proclaimed, and later achieved, with respect to the two
coalitions dominating the global arena India's wuniqueness
gained for it a special kind of influence or power".77

Thus, the cold war was not one of the fundamental
stimuli for India's non-aligned stance; it merely acted as a
catalyst and brought non-alignment into sharp focus giving
it a lot of verve and veracity.

India insisted upon each state actor, particularly the
newly independent Afro-Asian countries, participating in the
balancing process in their own right as independent and
sovereign nations rather than taking shelter behind other
powers or going on crutches. This must have been in Nehru's
mind when he said in the Lok Sabha in 1957,

"It seems to me to really lead to the conclusion that
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where circumstances compel an imperialist power to withdraw,
necessarily you must presume that is has left a vacuum. If
so, how is that vacuum to be filled? Surely if somebody
else comes in, it is a repetition of the old story, perhaps
in a different form. It can only be filled by the people of
that country growing and developing themselves economically,
politically, or otherwise".78

Non-alignment seems to have served this purpose par-
ticularly well. "“As a concept it [non-alignment] has sub-
tlety and richness; and the policies which derive from it
are eminently respectable, not only helping this large
country to maintain its independence, but also helping in-
ternational society to continue as a society of independent,
sovereign, co-existing states; and this at a time, when that
society has expanded enormously and yet bears more soft
spots than during any of its past historical phases. Much
of this help is effected without economic power and a
military capability absurdly limited for such large
objectives".79

India's balance of power policy operates on three broad
planes i.e., sub-continental, regional and global. It suits
India to be non-aligned on all the three planes for dif-
ferent reasons. "Indeed, nonalignment is no new
manifestation; it is but a particular balance of power
policy to suit the particular circumstances of India's posi-

tion in the World".s8o0
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GLOBAL BALANCE

Nehru, 1long before independence, realised that India was
protected by a global balance of power, if only she took ad-
vantage of it and played her cards shrewdly. Nehru saw no
reason to change his views in 1947 when India entered the
international arena characterized by bipolarity as a free
nation. He implicitly acknowledged the existence of a rough
but uneasy balance in the global context. "As things are
today, we have reached a certain kind of balance -- it may
be very unstable balance, but it is still some kind of
balance -- when any kind of major aggression is likely to
lead to a world war. That itself is a restraining factor."
81

It was Nehru's appreciation that such unstable balance
could easily be disturbed with grave consequences for the
world at large. He was also aware that this acted as a
restraining factor on all the major powers in general and on
the super powers in particular. Hence, he sought to take
advantage of the nuclear paralysis of the super powers to
carve out a niche for India and the materially weak Third
World by creating and enlarging what he called an "area of
peace" not geographically but "politically, diplomatically,
morally". Super powers themselves took notice of and

availed themselves of the "cushioning effect" that the non-
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aligned produced and paraded.

Nehru was only too well aware of India's great poten-
tial. He also appreciated the fact that it really did not
require great weight to tilt the scales in the unstable
balance that existed in the world. For these two reasons
India counted despite its weaknesses.

As Surjit Mansingh explains, "India's non-alignment was
the main source of its power in international political
relations. The power derived from non-alignment existed
only in relation to those states whose peculiar interests
were affected when that posture was assumed by another
state. That came to be the case with the US and the
USSR.... Neither side was able to obtain any sort of commit-
ment from New Delhi to provide support, and therein lay

India's power".82

REGIONAL BALANCE

China has been India's principal rival for regional in-
fluence and leadership. Nehru saw this much earlier than
others. He said in 1927, "The Chinese Revolution is not an
event of local interest and importance. It is a world
phenomenon of the greatest historic importance....the
country which will be most affected by the issue will be
India".83 He told Frank Moraes in 1952, "Never forget that

the basic challenge in Southeast Asia is between India and
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China. That challenge runs along the spine of Asia".

Nehru saw quite early that, at least, in military
terms, the regional balance between India and China was ad-
verse to India. He had two options before him for respond-
ing to this potential threat to India's security, physical
as well as ideological. The first was to join the western
alliance aimed at containing China. This option had two
serious shortcomings. First, joining any such al-
liance,apart from incurring the immediate wrath of China,
would inevitably alienate the USSR and that was the last
thing that Nehru wanted. In fact, he anticipated the Sino-
Soviet schism much earlier than many and joining the Western
alliance would have meant that India foreclosed the option
of exploiting Sino-Soviet differences to its advantage.

Secondly, he was also aware that any alliance would en-
tail mutual obligations which would inevitably lead to a
dilution of India's independence of action. Neither India
nor Nehru, just free from Western colonial domination, were
prepared for such a possibility.

Nehru, however, reasoned that China, despite its cur-
rent military superiority, could not pose an immediate
threat to India. To quote Bowles, "Nehru expressed concern
over the long-term problem Communist China posed for In-
dia....He staked his hopes for a peaceful relationship, not
on Chinese goodwill, but on the assumption that the Chinese

leaders needed a period of peace in which to solidify their
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revolution".84

Nehru's strategy was to buy time for India so that In-
dia would be able to take on the Chinese challenge on its
own when the time came. He told the Lok Sabha in 1958,

"Security can be obtained in many ways. The normal
idea is that security is protected by armies. That is only
partly true; it is equally true that security is protected
by policies. A deliberate policy of friendship with other
countries goes further in gaining security than almost any-
thing else".85

Hence, he made an unceasing and unabashed effort to
cultivate and woo China without losing sight of India's
primary interests. So non-alignment became India's first
line of defence vis-a=-vis China. However, the regional
plane proved to be the most tricky ground for the opera-
tional efficacy of non-alignment. As Surjit Mansingh points
out,

", ..non-alignment was powerless against such states as
Pakistan and China whose interests vis-a-vis India would
have been constant regardless of New Delhi's diplomatic

stance".86
SUBCONTINENTAL BALANCE

India always considered the sub-continental sphere as its

own backyard. It has always been the predominant power in
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this sphere from the beginning and it could pursue and
protect its interests on its own without any alignment. In
fact, its endeavour, has been to keep the sub-continent free
from outside influence so that outside powers could neither
restrict nor restrain India's freedom of action nor bolster
other powers in the sub-continent vis-a-vis India. India
also had the material and military strength to back up its
policies in this sphere and it never shirked or shied away
from doing so when the occasion demanded it. Since indepen-
dence it has been India's endeavour to preserve the balance
that existed in its favour in the sub-continent and to in-
crease it progressively with the passage of time. It is in
this context that Indo-Pak relations acquire significance
for Pakistan almost has a mirror-image of India's percep-
tions, policies and interests.

This three-fold division of India's balance of power
approach is not rigid and in fact, there is, of necessity, a
lot of overlapping and interaction. Nevertheless, it serves
as a useful analytical framework. Nor should it be forgot-
ten that India also shifted its emphasis on non-alignment on
the three planes depending on the exigencies of the situa-
tion. In other words, India sought to take advantage of the
existence of rough global and regional balance to preserve
and promote the sub-continental balance which was in its
favour by insulating the sub-continent from outside inter-

vention or influence. Nehru propounded a Monroe doctrine for
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the sub-continent when he said in 1955, "“Any attempt by a
foreign power to interfere in any way with India is a thing
which India can not tolerate and which subject to her
strength, she will oppose. That is the doctrine I 1lay
down" .87

India's approach to the concept of balance of power can
be summed up in the words of G.S. Bajpai, the Secretary-
General of India's External Affairs Ministry in 1952, "India
... has to develop her strength to support her foreign
policy. The inherent goodness of that policy is insuffi-
cient to sustain or further it. On this view the inference
that politics cannot be divorced from power holds true also
for India....Today, India is the major stabilising factor
for peace in Asia; the measure of stability that she can im-
part to this part of the world is not a matter of good in-
tentions but of power....It is not power but its misuse or
abuse which is morally reprehensible....Thus viewed the
ideal of balance of power is nothing evil or incompatible
with India's highest ideals".88
It goes without saying that Pakistan and the Middle East
constituted important factors in India's balance of power
calculations at the subcontinental, regional and global
levels. Indian policy makers perceived that Pakistan had a
direct and the Middle East a derivative bearing on India's
internal cohesion and regional aspirations. Hence, this had

a more direct impact on India's foreign policy than its more
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general nonaligned stance because of the immediacy of its
consequences. India's contest with Pakistan also had an ef-
fect on her relations with China. Both China and Pakistan
considered India's nonaligned stance to have no bearing on
their respective interests vis-a-vis India. It was this
basic community of interests between Pakistan and China that
alerted India to a potential adverse balance of power at the
regional level. Pakistan and the Middle East were also fac-
tors in India's global balance of power concerns. Pakistan
joining the Western alliance in the 50s and its close rela-
tions with the Middle Eastern states such as Iran which were
part of the Western alliance system caused concern to the
Indian policy makers of a possible adverse global balance
and the problems that a nonaligned India might face in coun-
tering such adverse balance. It is in this three-fold
balance of power framework that we would examine India's
relations with the super powers, China and Pakistan respec-
tively in order to explain and appreciate India's interac-
tions in these spheres in the context of its overall foreign

policy objectives.
INDIA AND THE SUPER-POWERS

India's relations with the two super powers, the USA and the
USSR, more or less epitomise India's great power aspirations

and also throw considerable light on India's preferred means
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of achieving them.

As we have already seen, Nehru saw India's opportunity
in the rough global balance that existed between the two
power blocs at the time of Indian independence. Nehru was
quite convinced that the cold war primarily represented the
conflict of geopolitical interests between the United States
and the Soviet Union with ideological divergence only adding
a sharp edge to it. Nehru saw quite early the awesome
potential of the United States and its implications for the
rest of the world. He wondered whether "the great problem of
the near future will be American imperialism, even more than
British imperialism, which appears to have had its day and
is crumbling fast. Or, it may be, that the two will unite
together in an endeavour to create a powerful Anglo-Saxon
bloc to dominate the world".89

Nehru no doubt saw the Soviet Union as the only
credible and effective countervailing force to the ever in-
creasing and all-pervading power and influence of the United
States. His instructions to the Indian Ambassadors to USA
and China about sums up India's approach to the two power
blocs. "The two leading groups today are the Russian bloc
and the Anglo-American bloc. We must be friendly to both
and yet not join either. Both America and Russia are ex-
traordinarily suspicious of each other as well as of other
countries. This makes our path difficult and we may well be

suspected by each of leaning towards the other. This cannot

57



be helped....". India needs America because "There is much
goodwill for America and expectation of help from her in
many fields, especially technical". Nor could India afford
to antagonise the Russians. "The Soviet Union being our
neighbour, we shall inevitably develop closer relations with
it. We can not afford to antagonise Russia merely because
we think that this may irritate someone else".90

Explaining the geopolitics of India's approach to super
powers, Nehru said,"Situated between the vast Communist land
mass of Eurasia and the Indian Ocean controlled by the West
we had to cooperate with both".91

However, the fact remains that Nehru generally speaking
displayed a dgreater sensitivity to Russian sensibilities
than to that of the Americans. The reasons for this are not
far to seek.

First, Nehru considered the United States "too far away
for effective action". The Americans on the other hand felt
that their interests in South Asia were only marginal, it
would follow that the incentive for United States to inter-
vene in the region on behalf of India would also be limited.

The USSR, however, 1is a different kettle of fish.
Nehru was aware of the proximity of the USSR to India and
realised that it could easily be a "thorn in India's side"
if relations became strained. 1In 1940, Nehru surmised that
the Russians "were not likely to ignore India which touched

their frontiers in Asia". If Russia had greater stake in
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South Asia than the US, then it follows that the Russian
need to intervene in the region either on behalf of or
against India was also greater to that extent. Hence, the
need not to antagonise the USSR. This, at least, partly ex-
plains India's rather mild and muted criticism of the USSR
when it chose to intervene militarily in Hungary in 1956 and
Czechoslovakia in 1968. Nehru, at 1least from the mid-50s
began to consider the USSR as the most effective counter
against the growing Chinese pressure vis-a-vis India both
because of the Chinese dependence on the USSR and the
ability of the USSR to intervene physically in any future
Sino-Indian conflict to the advantage of India if USSR so
desired.

At the height of the cold war, India along with the
other nonaligned countries tried to act as a "bridge" be-
tween the USA and the USSR. The existence of a rough global
balance and the advent of nuclear weapons both necessitated
and facilitated such a role.

Nehru was quite aware of the similarity of interests
between the US and the USSR. Hence, once detente, however
limited, was achieved between the two super powers, India
manoeuvred to become an area of agreement between them. This
process was facilitated by two factors: 1) the acceptance of
super powers of India's middle path based on ideological as
well as methodological moderation; and 2) the rise of China

as an independent factor in international politics.
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Explaining the international significance of India's
internal experiment Nehru said, "...today there is almost
universal understanding and appreciation of what we are
trying to do on the economic plane =--that is, planning under
a democratic pattern of socialism. This has set a new pat-
tern for Asian and African development and it is significant
that economists and other experts from both the worlds...are
extremely interested in our development plans and progress.
We are giving a lot of consideration to this issue and are
tackling it in a big way with organised thought behind it.
This makes of India itself a kind of an area of agreement
between the opposing ideological forces".92

Consequently, both the super powers developed a stake
in the stability and security of India and sought its
cooperation in countering China on two planes. First, both
the super powers sought to cultivate India's active coopera-
tion in moderating the Third World's political and economic
demands and keeping the radical elements within the movement
under check. India too became a willing partner for it
eminently suited India's interests. 1India even bilaterally
needs to maintain a working and workable relationship with
both the super powers and continue to be an area of super
power agreement to the extent possible. This would not be
possible if third world countries, of which India is the
unofficial spokesman and leader, overtly show a tilt in

favour of one super power or the other. Secondly, the ad-
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vent of nuclear weapons, according to Indian perceptions had
changed the rules of the game which the nations of the world
can ignore only at great peril to themselves. The most im-
portant issue confronting the mankind is the threat of a
nuclear holocaust. And if the USA and the USSR should come
to some sort of understanding in order to avoid nuclear
catastrophe, third world countries should also moderate
their demands and the means of achieving them, however jus-
tified and urgent they may be, in order to avoid disaster.
As Nehru argued, "The only way to avoid conflicts is to ac-
cept things more or less as they are. No doubt, many things
require to be changed, but you must not think of changing
them by war".93

There were at least two occasions when the nonaligned
movement appeared to have confronted the problem of divi-
sions within between radical and confrontationist elements
on the one hand and moderate and reformist elements on the
other.

The first occasion was in the early 60s, when
Indonesia's Sukarno under the Chinese influence and inspira-
tion sought to persuade the third world to adopt a more
militant and confrontationist attitude towards the developed
countries in making their demands and tried to wrest the
leadership of the Third World from moderate and reformist
oriented leadership. Addressing the Non-aligned Conference

at Cairo in October 1964, he made it clear that he saw no
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special need for the third world to strive for better under-
standing between the two super powers. He also saw nothing
evil or unnatural in the third world adopting a confron-
tationist approach. Sukarno just as if to prove his point
later withdrew Indonesia from the United Nations.

However, the ascendancy of the radical elements in the
Third World movement proved to be short-lived. First, the
radical approach did not find favour with most Third World
leaders. The fall of Sukarno was also a great blow to the
radical elements. More importantly, moderate countries 1like
India seized this opportunity to assert themselves and bring
the movement back under their control.

In 1966, as if to make a formal assertion of their as-
cendancy, the moderate elements within the Third World saw
to it that "an explicit declaration was made by the develop-
ing countries in their meeting at Algiers that there was no
need for a confrontation between the developed and the
developing countries for the creating of what was called a
just economic order".94

The second occasion was when the nonaligned movement
showed a slight drift to the left under the Chairmanship of
Cuba on the basis of the argument that Socialist bloc was
the "natural allies" of the Third World. India was not
amused. As soon as India took over the Chairmanship from
Cuba, she made an assiduous and persistent effort to restore

balance to the movement and put it firmly on the middle path
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once again. Thus, whatever may be their differences with
India, neither the US nor the USSR can afford to ignore the
moderating role that India has been playing in the politics
of the Third World.

Secondly, both the super powers, at one time or the
other wanted India to play a more active regional role in
opposition to China. USA, from the beginning wanted India
to take Southeast Asia under its wings vis-a-vis China.

In 1969, after serious clashes between the Russian and
Chinese forces along the Ussuri river, the Soviet Union
proposed what it termed as the Asian Collective Security as
a counter to China and tried to rope in India.

on both the occasions, India shied away from the
responsibility. India, perhaps, does not want to enter into
any overt anti-Chinese alliance sponsored by either of the
super power for it could seriously restrict its own
diplomatic options and freedom of manoeuvre.

India also possibly does not want to get entangled in
regional issues which could be a drain on its scarce
resources and distract its attention from domestic
reconstruction which remains her top priority.

India would also not like to alienate China at a time
when sensitive border talks have been going on and Sino-Pak
collusion causing considerable concern. It may be that India
discounts China to be a very real threat to Southeast Asia

under the changed circumstances.
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Though India resisted the overtures of both the USA and
the USSR to enter into any formal alliance with either of
them to protect Southeast Asia from a possible Chinese
threat, the fact remains that both the USA and the USSR have
a stake in the stability and security of Southeast Asia and
hence this makes it another important area of agreement be-
tween them with regard to India.

While India certainly desired and worked to remain an
area of agreement between the super powers and sought to
solve its own problems as well as those of the Third World
in concurrence rather than in confrontation with them, the
last thing it ever wanted was a super power condominium.
Though the existing differences in the perceptions and
policies of the super powers make such a possibility rather
remote, nevertheless India stoutly resisted any such ten-
dencies, however incipient, on the part of the super powers.

India's policies, both individually and in concert with
other Third World countries have been geared to check and
curtail the power and influence of the super powers and to
ease gradually their stranglehold over the international
system. This objective has been pursued relentlessly on dif-
ferent planes through different forums.

Politically, this manifests itself in the Nonaligned
movement (NAM) which came into existence in defiance of the
cold war logic of inevitability of bloc polarisation and

carved out a niche for the Third World in international
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politics despite their military and material vulnerability.

Economically, this urge culminated in the demand for a
New International Economic Order (NIEO) which seeks to alter
the structure and functions of the existing economic order
which, according to the Third World, is heavily loaded and
oriented in favour of the developed world and tends to per-
petuate the Western dominance and the Third World depen-
‘dency. This objective is pursued through various forums such
as NAM, UN, North-South Dialogue and the Group of 77.

Diplomatically, the Third World sought to tame the su-
per powers through the strengthening of the United Nations
thereby 1limiting their opportunities to intervene
unilaterally and arbitrarily. The overwhelming strength
that the Third World enjoys in the UN proved to be a stum-
bling block for the super powers on many an occasion and put
them on the defensive in a diplomatic sense.

Strategically, the Third World tried to diminish and
circumscribe the influence of the super powers by gradually
loosening the rigidity of bipolar politics and helping the
trend towards multi-polarity. It is in this context that
the rise of Western Europe, China, Japan and India as inde-
pendent power centres must be seen. The enthusiasm of the
Third World for regional organisations and groupings must be
understood against this background.

Militarily, the Third World chose to check the super

power domination by their crusade against military bases and
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by their persistent demand for general and global disarma-
ment though not very successfully. They also sought to place
limits on their military expansion by declaring space, An-
tarctica and different oceans as Zones of Peace.

The Third World also sought to neutralise the domina-
tion of the world by the Western mass media, which it
thought was giving a negative and distorted image to events
in the Third World. A "New Information Order" was declared
as the avowed goal and the "Nonaligned News Pool" was
created as the first concrete step towards the realisation
of this goal. In fact, "...military defense, aspirations
for regional and global influence, leadership in the build-
ing of a new international economic order, and the gradual
curtailment of super power dominance over world affairs have
been the central policies of the Government of India since
its founding in 1947".95

Another important area where India has serious dis-
agreements with both the super powers and stubbornly and
persistently refused to yield to their pressures and blan-
dishments is on the issue of nuclear technology. India has
pursued a zealously independent line with regard to the
nuclear issue ever since independence and defied both the
super powers in refusing to sign the NPT which it branded as
discriminatory. 1India's approach to the issue can be summed
up in the words of V.C. Trivedi. "The problem of negotiating

a treaty on non-proliferation has implications far beyond
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the realm of proliferation of nuclear weapons or even of
general and complete disarmament. The attitudes that we take
and the approaches we adopt on this will reflect our at-
titudes and approaches on international relations in
general. It is therefore imperative that we take a global
approach on this issue, take into account the needs and
requirements of all members of the international community
and follow an approach which reflects our firm adherence to
the sovereign equality of all nations and to the principles
of equality and mutual benefit".96

India's approach to the issue of Indian Ocean is yet
another example of India's ability and willingness to differ
from and oppose both the super powers wherever and whenever
she considered her own vital interests to be at stake. India
considers Indian Ocean to be her own lake and considers any
intrusions from outside as unwarranted and undesirable.
Since she would not possess the naval strength to dominate
the Indian Ocean in the near future, India utilised her
diplomatic means to persuade the UN General Assembly to pass
a resolution declaring "Indian Ocean to be a Zone of Peace".
Though India has been putting a lot of diplomatic pressure
on both the super powers to leave the Indian Ocean alone,
she has been particularly worried about the American base at
Diego Garcia which would make it that much more difficult
for India to nudge US out of Indian Ocean some time in fu-

ture when India is ready to take on the responsibility her-
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self. An American official acknowledged this in an interview
with an Indian scholar while discussing India's objectives
in general. "Obviously regional supremacy in South Asia and
in the India Ocean region". He went on to add, "India wants
to be the dominant power.It opposes Diego Garcia because it
affects its position".97

India has also been fairly ambivalent to the super
powers, particularly with regard to the United States, in
relation to two issues. The first issue is India's desire to
evolve as an independent and autonomous power centre and the
response of USA and USSR to such a desire. It has been
India's experience that USSR rather than the USA has ap-
peared to be much more sympathetic and helpful in assisting
India achieve this goal. The United States, in the 50s and
60s, refused to help India in setting up basic industries
like steel mills and refused to transfer technology for the
establishment of an indigenous arms industry whereas the
Russians helped India on both the counts.

In the words of Baldev Raj Nayar, "...in its economic
aid programme the US refused to provide such aid as would
help in the building of an independent centre of power in
India, first in the economic sphere and later in the
military sphere as well, even when India was confronted by a
security threat from China, the supposedly ideological an-
tagonist of the United States".98

The second issue is the attitude of the super powers to
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Pakistan in relation to India. While both the US and the
Soviet Union at some time or the other tried to follow an
even-handed policy with regard to India and Pakistan and
used economic aid and arms sales for this purpose, it was
the US again that the Indians suspected of shoring up Pakis-
tan under the illusion of maintaining parity between the two
countries and what was worse of trying to build up Pakistan
as a counter to India.

As Baldev Raj Nayar sees it, "In its surge towards ex-
tending American power and influence and in forcing India to
come to terms with it, the United States adopted the policy
of containment toward India by building up Pakistan
militarily, thus neutralising Indian power in the region.
This was not a novel element in American foreign policy
specifically forged for India, but was part of an axiomatic
principle in U.S. foreign policy to create regional balances
favourable to the United States in order to ensure American
influence and control".99

These are very sensitive issues and the attitude of su-
per powers to these issues would significantly determine the
nature and content of future interaction between the USA and
the USSR on the one hand and India on the other. However,
generally speaking, for most Indians "an appropriate en-
vironment for India's strategic interaction with the great
powers 1is one that simultaneously precludes their country

from being ignored or coerced".100
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INDIA AND CHINA

As we have already stated, China has been India's rival for
regional leadership and non-alignment was most vulnerable
and least effective against China in a diplomatic sense.
Hence the policy of deliberate friendship with China.

It appears that at least, initially, Nehru considered
China to be a counter to Russia and not vice versa. Nehru
reasoned that China was beset with internal problems and
would need time to consolidate its revolution whereas Rus-
sia, which was already a super power, appeared to be poten-
tially a greater threat to Indial0l1. Hence cultivating
China would be useful counter to any possible Russian
threat.

Nehru was also swayed by his strong sense of Asian
solidarity. He was piqued by the fact that Asia's view
point was not being given the attention that it deserved.
For him the treatment that was being meted out to China was
at least partly due to the arrogance and ignorance of the
Western powers with regard to problems relating to the inde-
pendent and resurgent Asia.

Nehru did envisage some sort of Sino-Indian coalition
as a counter to the West in a political and diplomatic sense
if not military. However, being conscious of potential

Sino-Indian regional rivalry, Nehru must have been aware of
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the serious limitations of such a coalition if ever it
materialised.

India's championing of China's case in international
forums has a less noble and more pragmatic side to it.
Nehru fofesaw the Sino-Soviet rift and was keen on
facilitating if not hastening it. The best way to do it, as
he saw it, was to reduce China's exclusive dependence on the
Soviet Union for political and diplomatic support. The
first step towards a friendly relationship with China was
India's immediate recognition of the Communist regime. As
Krishna Menon describes "The recognition of China was an act
of political maturity; not to do so would be just closing
your eyes to stubborn reality."102

When the Chinese armed forces marched in to Tibet in
1950, there was very little that India could have done to
stop it India refused to represent Tibet in the United Na-
tions and discouraged it from taking the issue to the UN.
India, however, mediated a 17 point agreement which en-
visaged large degree of autonomy for Tibet coupled with an
assurance to preserve the distinct culture and traditions of
the Tibetans. In other words, the Tibet episode was
deliberately played down in order not to alienate China.103

Nevertheless, the Indian Government was quite alive to
the changed strategic situation on its northern borders and
"responded to the altered Himalayan situation in a manner

that must be described as politically discreet, diplomati-

71



cally cautious, economical of financial and material
resources and projected over a long time."104

Moreover, the Indian Government also tried to avoid a
"vigorous and publicised program of Himalayan security
measures" which it thought would be contrary to the
"government's professions of friendship and goodwill toward
China and provoke the very response which Indian diplomacy
sought to prevent an overt challenge along the 1long
Himalayan frontier".105

The outbreak of the Korean War and China's involvement
in it also gave Nehru an opportunity to demonstrate his
goodwill towards China. He refused to brand China as an ag-
gressor and was critical of the US for bringing the Seventh
Fleet into the Taiwan straits. He was also opposed to the
American policy in Indo-China. This was not exactly
designed to please the Chinese but it couldn't but have gone
down well with the Chinese who were actively involved in the
region.

The Panch Sheel which was signed in 1954 was the high
water mark of the "Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai era". The five
principles which constituted the Panch Sheel were: 1) mutual
respect for each other's territorial integrity and
sovereignty; 2) mutual nonaggression; 3) mutual noninter-
ference in each other's internal affairs; 4) equality and
mutual benefit; and 5) peaceful coexistence.

Nehru seemed to have been quite keen on committing the
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Chinese formally to these principles which he thought might
act as a restraint on the Chinese future behaviour. Ex-
plaining the significance and utility of Panch Sheel he said
that it was "a question of following a policy which...makes
it more and more difficult progressively for the other
country to break trust we can create an environment wherein
it becomes a little more dangerous to the other party to
break away from the pledges given".106 However, it is dif-
ficult to assess as to what extent Nehru considered the
Panch Sheel effective in moderating the Chinese behaviour.

India also adopted a deliberately low-key approach to
Southeast Asian security problems, at least partly, not to
offend China. The United States was quite keen on India
taking Southeast Asia under its wings in order to protect it
from any possible Chinese threat. Though, Nehru was aware
of India's need to protect its flanks, he was convinced that
China posed no immediate threat to the region. Nor was he
prepared to take on new responsibilities which had no direct
or immediate relevance to India and distract attention from
the more pressing needs of economic development.

The general policy of deliberate friendship with China
was also greatly responsible for India's low-key and ostrich
like approach to the border question which led to disastrous
consequences later107. When India protested to the Chinese
about maps showing large tracts of territory claimed by In-

dia as its own, the Chinese non-committal reply was that
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they were published by the previous government and that the
Communist government did not revise them for want of time.
On another occasion the Chinese expressed the opinion that
the time was not yet "ripe" to settle the border issue. But
the Chinese gave the impression that they accepted the Mac-
Mahon line as the boundary in general. As Krishna Menon ex-
plains, "They [the Chinese] had told us that there was no
dispute between us and that since they had agreed to the
MacMahon Line in regard to Burma, they would do the same
thing in regard to us, and that there was no question of
frontier disputes".108

In the event, the Chinese were to claim in 1960, "It is
both illogical and inconceivable to argue that an outstand-
ing issue will automatically cease to exist merely because
it is not mentioned during certain negotiations".109

It was not until September 1957 that the Indian Govern-
ment came to know about the existence of the Karakoram high-
way linking Tibet with Sinkiang which ran through Aksai Chin
area of Ladakh which India claimed to be its own territory.
In October 1958, India protested against the Chinese
"violation of its territorial sovereignty". In March 1959,
"a full scale popular uprising" in Tibet followed a high-
handed Chinese attempt to "Sinicization" of Tibet. The sub-
sequent flight of the Dalai Lama to India vitiated the at-
mosphere further. Chou En-lai's visit to Delhi in April

1960 failed to break the deadlock. In the meantime, public
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opinion in India hardened against the Chinese and the
criticism in Parliament of Nehru's China policy became
virulent leaving him with little elbow roomn.

The more extravagant the Chinese claims became, the
more difficult it became for Nehru to keep incensed Indian
public opinion in check. The Chinese were in possession of
more or less all the territory they claimed in Ladakh and
made wild claims in the eastern sector as a sort of bargain-
ing chip. In other words, they presented Nehru with a fait
accompli and made it clear that any attempt on the part of
India to change the status~quo would be met with force.
They did not appear to be keen on even going through the mo-
tions of a compromise based on a give and take approach. It
is clear that the Chinese wanted a settlement on their terms
and also wanted the world to know that it was so0.110

Krishna Menon was to say later, "They the Chinese]
could have got whatever they wanted within reason from us at
any time to our mutual advantage had they only tried to get
it in a different, more reasonable way".111

Why, then, were the Chinese so implacable and
intransigent? By 1962 the Sino-Indian border issue had ad-
vanced well beyond bilateral territorial dispute between the
two countries and got enmeshed in the quagmire of interna-
tional politics. With the thaw in the cold war in Europe and
a limited detente between the USA and the USSR, the focus of

attention shifted to Asia and Africa. In order to insulate
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the region which provided many an opportunity for super
powers to fish in the troubled waters, the nonaligned
declared the Third World as an area of peace on the basis of
super power agreement which was fairly status quo oriented.
China, fearing a super power condominium and having failed
to convince the Third World that it was one of them, proved
a new threat to the idea of Third World as an area of peace
which generally speaking acceptable to the US and the Soviet
Union. There were also countries within the Third World
such as Indonesia which accepted the Chinese 1line. Here
again India played a moderating role and checked the radical
elements within the Third World movement. This was one of
the reasons for Chinese wrath against India. This left
China rather isolated. Once moderation and accommodation
became the watch-words for the capitalist, the Soviet Com-
munist and the Third World, led by the USA, the USSR and In-
dia respectively, China could not fit into any of these
categories. While joining the capitalist bloc was out of
question for obvious reasons, sticking to the Communist bloc
meant playing second fiddle\to the Soviet Union which was
not acceptable to China. Nor could China sell itself as a
developing country to the Third World and replace India as
its leading light because of its ideological militancy and
its clamour for major power status which was confirmed when
it accepted with alacrity the permanent membership of

Security Council. The emerging order was an anathema to
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China for it tended to push China into political, diplomatic
and military isolation. What it feared was a super power
condominium with India lending a helping hand to the exer-
cise on behalf of the Third World. So China chose to strike
against India, the weakest 1link in the chain, in order to
demonstrate its ability to act independently of both the su-
per powers and the expose the hollowness of India's claim as
a rival to China and undermine India's status in the Third
World by exposing its nonalignment in reality to be bialign-
ment. The Chinese were to say later, "They [the Indians]
thought that with the backing of the imperialists and the
support of the Soviet leaders they had nothing to fear".112
The serious military reverses that India suffered at
the hands of the Chinese in the winter of 1962 were the
result of a combination of factors. Nehru and Menon refused
to believe till the very end that there could be a large
scale conflict with China. Hence, precious 1little was done
by way of strategic thinking and tactical refinement in case
of a general war with China.113 Nehru also placed too much
faith in the Russian ability to restrain China. The more he
flaunted the Indo-Soviet friendship to deter China, the more
the Chinese felt compelled to put India and through her the
Soviet Union in its place.l114 The emphasis on self-reliance,
though justified in the long run, was taken to such absurd
limits that it came in the way of buying weapons and equip-

ment abroad to meet a possible emergency in the short
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run.115

India's military debacle on the Himalayan frontier
brought India's nonalignment and Nehru's China policy under
close scrutiny and review. Nehru vigorously defended both
and reiterated their continued utility and relevance for
India.116 The Sino-Indian conflict, if anything
strengthened India's nonaligned stance in the sense that In-
dia could now depend on both the United States and the
Soviet Union to come to its aid in case of a massive Chinese
attack. Exclusive alignment with any one of them would
needlessly alienate the other.

India resumed diplomatic relations with China in 1976
and intermittent talks have been going on between the two
countries over the border issue with no solution in sight.
In the light of Sino-Indian rivalry for regional influence,
it is difficult to see how even a satisfactory solution to
the border issue can really give a big boost to the rela-
tions between the two countries. More than the border
issue, the Chinese attitude to Southeast Asia and the inter-
nal developments within China are 1likely to influence the

future relations between the two Asian giants.

SELF~SUFFICIENCY

Perhaps, the most crucial segment of India's nonalignment

policy has been India's passionate search for self-

78



sufficiency. Self-sufficiency constitutes an integral part
of India's nonaligned stance and is its very core and es-
sence.

India's search for self-sufficiency can be broadly
divided into three categories, i.e., economic, technological
and military. It goes without saying that these three
categories are not mutually exclusive. They are, in fact,
so closely interrelated and interwoven that it is almost im-
possible to discuss any of these categories without a
reference to or implications for the otheré. Moreover,
there has been in India, over the years a deliberate, con-
scious and systematic attempt to integrate these categories
into a comprehensive and compact whole. At this stage, it
would be suffice to state that India's Five Year Economic
Plans are supplemented and supplanted by Five-Year
"Technological" and Five-Year "Military" plans.

However, it must be noted that India's goal of self-
sufficiency is only a relative one. No country in history
has ever been able to achieve absolute self-sufficiency and
no country is likely to achieve it in future either. Hence,
India's endeavour has been to achieve self-reliance at least
in those critical areas where dependence on foreign assis-
tance is neither possible nor desirable.

Another interesting element in India's approach to the
issue of self-sufficiency is the principle of diversifica-

tion. 1India, ever since independence, sought to diversify
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its sources of economic assistance, technological transfer
and military hardware in order to overcome the problem of
dependence in the short run. Though this created problems
in terms of integration and maintenance this was considered
a relatively small price to pay for the relative autonomy
that India gained which would not otherwise be available to
her.

The philosophy behind India's crusade for self-
sufficiency and self-reliance can be best described in the
words of an "Indian official" who wrote in Foreign Affairs
in 1949: "India, at any rate, is too conscious of her
responsibilities, and of the need to preserve and develop
the innate strength and self-reliance of her people, to par-
ticipate in any arrangement that might induce a sense of de-
pendence or compromise her freedom of action".

"It is time for a wider recognition in the west that we
have come to the end of an historical epoch. The eclipse of
India in the eighteenth century was not an isolated
phenomenon; it was part of the world movement by which the
science and technology of Europe captured Asia and turned
it, under different forms, into an appendage of the west.
India's re-emergence is likewise related to the revival of
the entire continent ... . Its ultimate result must neces-
sarily be to transform the politico-economic map of the
world, and establish a new relationship between east and

west".117
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BILATERALISM

Bilateralism is another important and striking feature of
India's political and diplomatic stance over the years which
has its roots in India's nonalignment or India'‘'s policy of
independence. It is but another facet of India's nonalign-
ment and represents India's desire to emerge as an indepen-
dent and autonomous actor in international politics who
could hold her own in matters that are of relevance and sig-
nificance to her. However, India's application of the prin-
ciple of bilateralism lacked conviction and verve in rela-
tion to the Middle Eastern states. The exaggerated fears of
an Islamic bloc and an overemphasis on Pakistan and Islam as
factors in India's interaction with the Middle East made the
Indian policy makers place too much premium on anti-
imperialist rhetoric and on extending vociferous support to
general Arab causes such as Palestine. This, in turn,
resulted in India paying less than adequate attention to
cultivating the Middle Eastern states on a more durable
bilateral basis as we shall see in the subsequent chapters.

It is against this general framework of India's foreign
relations since independence that we need to critically
evaluate India's policies and postures towards the Middle
East, the motives and assumptions that prompted them and as
to how realistic and effective these policies were in serv-

ing India's perceived interests in the region.
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CHAPTER 2

INDIA'S POLITICO-DIPLOMATIC INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The fact that India had substantial and enduring politico-
diplomatic interests in the Middle East has been recognised
by the Indian political leadership from the early days of
independence in 1947. Addressing the Constituent Assembly in
1949, Nehru underlined the importance of the linkage between
the Middle East and the Indian subcontinent when he said:
"If you have to consider any question affecting the Middle
East, India inevitably comes in to the picture. If you have
to consider any question concerning South-East Asia, you can
not do so without India.... While the Middle East may not be
directly connected with South-East Asia, both are connected
with India".1

The fact that both the Indian subcontinent and the Middle
East had experienced centuries of imperial domination
created an emotional bond between the leaders of the two
regions and fostered a certain similarity in their political
outlook and orientation after they attained their indepen-
dence from colonial rule. This, in turn, provided oppor-
tunities as well as challenges for the Indian leadership
towards the region in the post independence era. How well
and how effectively did India seize these opportunities and
try to counter and overcome the challenges constitutes the

main theme of this chapter.

89



THE PAKISTAN FACTOR

Pakistan or no Pakistan, the Middle East would have been an
extremely important and crucial region for India in
politico-diplomatic terms. It constituted about a dozen in-
dependent states of varying sizes and potential, occupied
some five million square miles or one-tenth of the earth's
land surface and inhabited by about a hundred million
people.2

However, the creation of an avowedly Islamic state in the
Indian subcontinent and the fact that a large number of
Muslims remained in India after partition added a sharp edge
to Indo-Pak rivalry and made it almost imperative for them
to vie with each other to cultivate the states of the
Middle East. This, in turn, put the Indian policy makers on
the defensive from the word go and made them extremely sen-
sitive and cautious in their dealings with the Middle East.
Pakistan, of course, enjoyed a natural advantage over India
in wooing a predominantly Muslim Middle East because in a
manner of speaking, the creation of Pakistan "undercut the
most obvious basis for unity between post-independence India
and the Muslim states of West Asia: a continuous land bridge
and a common religion. Pakistan inherited the advantages of

both and used them for its own benefit".3
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Hence, one of the most overriding objectives of India's for-
eign policy goals in the Middle East from the outset has
been to counter and neutralise the sympathy and support that
Pakistan was likely to evoke as a Muslim country. India also
had to safeguard its secular credentials against the Pakis-
tani "propaganda" onslaughts of ill-treatment of Muslim
minority in India. According to K.M.Panikkar, this
propaganda did have some effect in the region initially and
as a result Arab governments were "suspicious" of and the
Arab public "anti-pathic" to India. However, general Indian
support for Arab causes in due course changed their attitude

to India.4

a) Fears of an Islamic bloc

The Indian government also conjured up visions of the entire
Muslim Middle East including Pakistan acting as one single
bloc to the disadvantage and detriment of India. Nehru
expressed such fears to a veteran journalist Durga Das.
Eminent Muslim leaders like Chagla and Ali Yavar Jung were
critical of Nehru for supporting progressive Muslims among
the Arabs while he chose to lend his ear to conservative
Muslims in India.

Nehru defended this dichotomy in his approach by explaining
to Durga Das that his friendship with Nasser and other

progressive Arab leaders was "designed to counterbalance the
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conservative Muslim bloc, which stretched from Pakistan to
Jordan and posed a threat to India's security and
secularism".5 However, he was hesitant to attempt any
reforms in the domestic sphere because of his fear that Mus-
lim obscurantists would rise the cry "Islam in danger".

It should, however, be admitted that Pakistan did make a
strenuous and persistent effort to forge an alliance of the
Muslim countries of the Middle East in order to bolster its
own political and diplomatic strength vis-a-vis India which
was much bigger in size and enjoyed considerable prestige
and goodwill under the premiership of Nehru.

Between the years 1947 and 1954, Pakistan tried to bring
various Muslim countries of the Middle East and beyond
together on the basis of religious solidarity by playing
host to various conferences.

In 1949, Pakistan invited the members of the Arab League as
well as other Muslim countries to a "government level" Is-
lamic Conference at Karachi to be held in the following win-
ter for the purpose of "signing treaties of formal
alliances" with them. But the Conference never took place
for want of sufficient support for the idea.é6

The third and fourth Matamar-e-Alam-e-Islami sessions were
held in Karachi in 1949 and 1951 respectively and were
moderately successful.

The International Islamic Economic Conference was held in

Dec. 1949 and was attended by delegations from North Africa
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and the Middle East. However, Indonesia chose to stay away
from the Conference. Despite high expectations at the in-
augural session, the Conference "did not have lasting
results". The second session of the Conference was held in
Tehran and the third in Karachi in 1954. After the 1954
meeting, the Conference "silently expired".7

Chaudhuri Khaliquzzaman, the then President of the ruling
Muslim League party, undertook a two month tour of the
Middle East in 1949 and advocated the forming of "United
Islamistan" which he described as an "Atlantic Pact" embrac-
ing all countries of the Middle East from Pakistan to
Turkey. This idea, of course, proved to be a non-starter.8
While Pakistan did enjoy considerable sympathy and good will
in the Middle East Dbecause it was a predominantly Muslim
country, its efforts to forge an alliance on the basis of
religion in the region were bound to fail for various
reasons.

First, the imperial rule that preceded the independence of
the countries of the region over a period of time resulted
in strong nationalistic sentiments based on anti-imperialist
and territorial loyalties.9 The disappearance of the Ot-
toman empire and the abolition of the Caliphate by the
Turkish nationalist Kemal Pasha was ample proof of this.

The first Arab regional organization which was formed in
1945 was called the "Arab League" not "Muslim League". Azzam

Pasha, the first Secretary General of the Arab League who
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was an Egyptian declared "We are Egyptians first, Arabs
second and Muslims third". President Nasser too made his
priorities clear when he placed the Islamic brotherhood in
the third and last circle after the Arab circle and the
African Continent circle.

"The Arab world experienced a sharp clash between ter-
ritorial and pan-Arab loyalties, but Islam as a basis of
regional or international political alliance had clearly
receded in to the background".10 Hence, in such a political
environment, Pakistani efforts to cultivate Middle Eastern
countries on the basis of religion were overly optimistic
and not surprisingly unsuccessful.

Secondly, the Muslim League's demand for Pakistan did not
find much support in the Middle East for it conjured up the
examples of partition of Ireland, proposed partition of
Palestine and the separation of Sudan from Egypt.For the
Arabs, the partition of India was "yet another manifestation
of the same imperialistic strategy of divide and rule".11
The Muslim League, by demanding Pakistan'was playing in to
hands of British imperialism, while the Congress Party was
putting up a genuine fight for freedom, just as they them-
selves were doing".12

Thirdly, Middle Eastern countries saw in Pakistani efforts
to forge an Islamic alliance a thinly disguised attempt at
the leadership of the Islamic world. Some Pakistanis

referred to Pakistan as the "biggest Muslim country" and the

94



"natural leader" of the Muslim nations. This naturally did
not go down well with many Middle Eastern countries which
themselves entertained leadership ambitions. King Farouq
ridiculed Pakistan's overzealous devotion to Islamic causes
when he told his courtiers "Do n't you know that Islam was
born on 14 August 1947 ?" Thus, Pakistan's ambition to the
leadership of the Muslim world was "wholly unrealistic and
... tactics manifestly amateurish" and did precious 1little
to improve its image and standing in the Middle East.13
Finally, the countries of the region were far too seasoned
politically to be unaware of the power realities of the sub-
continent. Unfortunately for Pakistan, the general impres-
sion in the early days of its creation was that "India was
going to be a world power while Pakistan might very well be
a transitory phenomenon...".14 Hence, most of these
countries were reluctant to make an absolute choice between
the friendships of India and Pakistan. However, if a choice
were to be made , as Keith Callard pointed out "India as
more powerful, more stable and more influential was likely
to have the advantage".15

Besides, Pakistan had to contend with a bitter border dis-
pute with Muslim Afghanistan which exposed the chinks in the
Islamic solidarity which Pakistan was trying to propagate.
Indonesia, the largest Muslim country in the world, found
itself more in tune with India politically in the 50s be-

cause it made secularism, socialism and nonalignment the
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pillars of its own policy.

The Arab world itself was a divided house with Arab- Non-
Arab, Shia-Sunni and Progressive-Conservative divides and
power rivalries cutting across the apparent unifying force
of Islam.16

Against this backdrop, it is amazing, at 1least in
retrospect, that India's leaders entertained fears of a
unified Islamic bloc siding with Pakistan in its bilateral
disputes with India, primarily on the basis of religious
solidarity. Such fears were greatly exaggerated and
misplaced because realistically the Muslim Middle East
could never attain the sort of unity that the Indian policy
makers feared nor were Middle Eastern countries so naive or
romantic as to automatically side with Pakistan in her
rivalry with India just because Pakistan happened to be an
Islamic state.17

"Curiously, there was a tendency both in Pakistan and in In-
dia to rate the political efficacy of pan-Islamism higher
than was warranted by empirical realities".18 However,
Pakistan was the first to realise the limitations of pan-
Islamism as a political force and started looking for an al-
ternative source of support in its dealings with India.
Pakistan's joining of the Western alliance in the mid 50s
was the clearest proof, if any was needed, of its disillu-
sionment with pan-Islamism as a means of achieving political

objectives.
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But it was India's fears of Pakistan making use of the
"Islamic card" which persisted much longer than they should
have. While India's initial misgivings were understandable,
its persistence in this folly to this day is as incomprehen-
sible as it was then.

What is worse is that these unwarranted and far-fetched
fears not only led to a distorted and self-conscious
policy towards the region, but also introduced an element of
inflexibility to it.

"In order to counteract the threat of being completely iso-
lated from the Islamic world, India opposed the mixture of
religion with politics, publicised its secular state
doctrine, and deplored international ties based on religion
alone. But at the same time, it tried to project the image
of India as the third most populous Muslim country, thereby
courting the approval of traditional Islamic leaders".19
India's attempt to have it both ways was neither practicable
nor desirable. There was no way India could have convinced
anyone that it was as Islamic as Pakistan if not more. Play-
ing the Islamic card would only mean playing in to
Pakistan's hands for that was its trump card. Nor was it
necessary. It may be politically expedient to refer to India
as the second or third largest Muslim state in the
world."How much violence it tended to do to its secular
character, which was the real strength of India, is another

matter".20
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It was this rather curious and naive logic that led India to
seek representation at the Islamic Conference held in Rabat
in 1969. "In the misplaced fear of isolation among the Mus-
lim countries and an unfriendly resolution on the Kashmir
issue, the External Affairs Ministry energetically pursued
the chimera of an invitation to participate".21 Pakistan
firmly opposed India's participation and threatened to
boycott the Conference if India was allowed to participate.
Pakistan's viewpoint finally prevailed and India was kept
out cutting a rather sorry figure.

The Indian government, in its anxiety to forestall any
Pakistani attempt to score diplomatic points over India at
Rabat, failed to take note of the significant fact that
quite a few important Muslim countries declined the invita-
tion to the Rabat Conference. Nasser could not attend the
Conference because of "influenza". Iraq and Syria too ab-
sented themselves from the Conference. The Presidents of
Turkey and Indonesia declined to attend on the ground that
they were secular states. Against this background, India's
clamour to attend an Islamic Conference on overtly
religious lines was a "disgrace".22

Secondly, these Islamic Conferences, in reality were any-
thing but "Islamic"."The game was being played in interna-
tional forums with an air of urgency and an eye on the
political advantages to be gained for the delegates' own

nation".23 The Rabat Conference itself was plagued by the
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rivalry between King Feisal of Saudi Arabia and King Hassan
of Morocco.24

Moreover, the whole exercise was the brainchild of politi-
cally conservative states like Saudi Arabia and Iran which
found it politically convenient to use the Islamic card to
counter the growing influence of radical pan-Arab ideology
represented by Egypt, Syria and Iraq. Indian policy makers,
however, betrayed a pathetic lack of appreciation of inter-
Arab rivalries and jealousies and hence failed to get over
the outdated and worn-out assumptions of their predecessors.
This was borne out by the fact that even though the later
Islamic groupings attracted more countries their "net im-
pact on world developments has been politically nil".25
Lastly, the Indian government, in its indecent haste to
secure an invitation to Rabat in this game of political one-
upmanship with Pakistan ignored a very practical and realis-
tic approach that Nehru laid down for India in relation to
attending Muslim Conferences of pan-Islamic nature. In a
directive issued in 1955, Nehru emphasised that while India
should oppose any Islamic grouping, it could send non-
official delegations to such conferences.26

Such an approach would have at once emphasised the secular
credentials of the Indian state, would have been politically
consistent with India's opposition to mixing religion with
politics and given an opportunity to Indian Muslims to

renew their emotional and cultural bonds with fellow Muslims
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elsewhere without such occasions acquiring significant
political overtones.

It is easy to describe Rabat episode a an "aberration®".
While the incident itself is not very significant, the
misplaced fears and assumptions which prompted such an at-
titude on the part of the Indian government are.If anything,
the Rabat episode demonstrated that the Indian policy makers
even with the passage of time failed to absorb and assimi-
late the realities of Arab politics and continued to allow
imaginary fears and anxieties to distort and debase their

approach to the region.

b] KASHMIR

Another issue that made the Indian political leadership
tread gingerly in relation to the Middle East was the
problem of Kashmir the outlines of which have already been
mentioned in the first chapter. Three elements in relation
to the Kashmir dispute made it difficult for India to treat
the issue either as an internal affair of India or even as a
bilateral dispute between India and Pakistan and led to its
internationalization. This, in turn, made it imperative for
India to solicit the support at best and neutrality at the
least, of the Middle Eastern countries in relation to Kash-
mir.

1] Kashmir has always been portrayed as a religious issue
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between the Hindu India and Islamic Pakistan by the latter.
The partition of India on the basis of religion, the fact of
Kashmir being predominantly Muslim and its geographical con-
tiguity with Pakistan gave some substance to such claims.
Pakistan's use of Islam in supporting Kashmir's right to
self-determination was designed to make it a pan-Islamic
issue and thereby internationalise it. Such tactics are un-
derstandable in view of India's superior size and resources
and thus power in relation to Pakistan. Consequently,
"Kashmir as an ideological obsession will remain an obstacle
not only in Indo-Pak relations but also more generally in
Pakistan's aim to achieve a flexible foreign policy".27
Thus, Indian policy makers in addition to dealing with Kash-
mir as an ideological battle had to contend with the
rigidity that the Kashmir issue had introduced in to the
foreign policies of the two countries. Since both countries
saw it as a zero-sum game, they saw no alternative to drum-
ming up support for their respective stands on the issue in
the world in general and the Middle East in particular. The
fear that Pakistan would score over India in such endeavours
in a predominantly Muslim Middle East made 1Indian policy
makers extremely touchy in dealings with the region.

2] India's decision to take the Kashmir issue to the UN gave
a legal basis to the internationalization of the Kashmir
issue. Once the issue got enmeshed in power politics at the

UN, it became imperative for both India and Pakistan to cul-
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tivate member countries for voting purposes. Under the cir-
cumstances, the twelve or so votes that the Arab countries
possessed at the UN became crucial for both countries.
These votes became particularly important for India in view
of the unsympathetic attitude of the Western powers, par-
ticularly the US and the UK to the Indian position.

3] The very division of Kashmir with India in possession of
3/4 of it and Pakistan the rest kept the issue alive for
various reasons. First, the line of control that divided
Kashmir is arbitrary and hence quite porous and not easily
defensible. Secondly, the line of control separates families
and friends from each other in their own land. The human
tragedy that resulted as a consequence kept the issue boil-
ing and attracted international attention.

India sought to counter Pakistani attempts to gain the sup-
port of the Muslim Middle East in its dealings with India in
general and in relation to Kashmir issue in particular by
extending vigorous support to Arab causes in general and to
the Palestinian issue in particular.

Apart from sustained support for the just rights of Pales-
tinians, India tried to neutralise at best and minimise at
the least the Arab support to Pakistan by using its nascent
relationship with Israel as a bargaining chip. Upgrading
relations with Israel has always been an implicit threat in
India's posture towards the region, if Arab support to

Pakistan extended beyond what India might consider as
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tolerable or acceptable.

Nevertheless, India failed to obtain such a quid pro quo
from the Arabs over the years either in relation to Kashmir
or in relation to Indo-Pak disputes in general.28 Most of
the Arab states, generally speaking, either supported the
Pakistani position or tried to take a sort of neutral stance
whose only virtue, from the Indian point of view, was that
it was not anti-Indian. This was true of even Egypt which
was considered a close friend of India under Nasser. Even
during the Sino-Indian war of 1962 when Pakistan was not a
direct factor, most of Arab countries including Egypt
adopted a more or less neutral stance.29

"That the twin obsession with Pakistan and Kashmir prevailed
and Pakistani influence in Arab circles was thus sought to
be neutralised during Nehru's tenure is not as surprising as
the fact that having found this quid pro quo arrangement
with the Arabs to be a failure, 1later Indian leaders per-
sisted in it".30

While Kashmir has been an important foreign policy con-
sequence for India over the decades and it is quite under-
standable that it sought to gain the support or at least the
neutrality of Muslim countries of the Middle East over the
issue, it is difficult to fathom why Indian policy makers
adopted such a defensive posture in relation to Kashmir.
India has had considerable advantage over Pakistan with

regard to Kashmir. First, the word partition was anathema to
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the Arabs because they had opposed it vehemently in Pales-
tine. India, therefore, should have made a more effective
use of this Arab opposition to the "divide and rule" policy
of Britain by drawing an analogy between Kashmir and Pales-
tine. That would have made the Arab countries think twice
before lining up behind Pakistan.

India was also in effective physical control of 3/4 of Kash-
mir and Pakistan was in no position militarily to wrest it
from India. This ground reality gave India a tremendous ad-
vantage which any number of unfavourable UN resolutions
could not neutralise.

More importantly, the change in the Soviet attitude towards
India and subsequently to Kashmir in the early 50s
strengthened the Indian position substantially. Till 1952,
the Soviet participation in the Security Council debates
over Kashmir was not extensive and generally remained non-
committal. The Soviet representative occasionally used the
opportunity to question the motives of the US and the UK as
they wrestled with the problem and tried to score points
over them.

However, in 1952, the Soviet representative openly alleged
that "... the purpose of these plans in connexion with Kash-
mir is to secure the introduction of Anglo-American troops
in to the territory of Kashmir and to convert Kashmir in to
an Anglo-American colony and a military and strategic base".

31
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Thus, the Soviet Union perceived strategic advantage of
Kashmir remaining in Indian hands and started supporting the
Indian stand. In 1957, the Soviet representative extended
total support to the changed Indian position on Kashmir that
the elections held in the Indian part of Kashmir were an ex-
pression of the will of Kashmiri people to stay with India
when he stated that "the Kashmir question has in actual fact
already been settled in essence by the people of Kashnmir
themselves, who consider their territory an integral part of
the Republic of India".32

A couple of days later, the USSR cast the first ever veto of
the Kashmir dispute when it vetoed a draft resolution sub-
mitted by Australia, Cuba, the UK and the USA. The consis-
tent Russian support to India over Kashmir since at least
the mid 50s should have made Indian policy makers more con-
fident and relaxed in their dealings with the Middle East
but that was not to be.

Even after the dismemberment of Pakistan in 1971 when
Pakistan's pretensions to parity with India were finally put
to rest, India as the dominant power in South Asia failed to
show any flexibility and dynamism in its policy towards the
Middle East. All this makes one wonder whether it was really
fears over Kashmir which made the Indian policy makers adopt
the sort of policy that they actually did. While Kashmir
could have been a contributory factor, it alone can not ex-

plain the whole rationale behind the policy as we shall see
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later.

NONALIGNMENT

India, quite predictably, sought to take advantage of the
anti-colonial sentiments that existed in both the regions to
project the concept of nonalignment to provide community of
interests between India on the one hand and the Middle East-
ern countries on the other. Externally, nonalignment sought
to emphasise the independence of these countries by eschew-
ing military alliances with either of the two super powers
in the context of the cold war. Internally, it sought to
reinforce territorial nationalism in these countries by de-
emphasising religious or political orthodoxy.

In a nutshell, India sought to reinforce secular and
nationalistic forces in the region in the political garb of
nonalignment in order to counter the possibility of
religious resurgence in the region and to preclude Pakistan
from exploiting its religious affinity with the region to
its political advantage.

However, it must be admitted that India's propagation of
nonalignment did not make much impact on the Arab states in
the initial years. But within a decade or so nonalignment
made considerable headway in the region though its accept-
ance was less than universal. "After the conclusion of the

Baghdad Pact, which deeply embittered Arab nationalist
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opinion, the concept of non-alignment found vigorous and
widespread support in the Arab world. It also helped to
create conditions for active cooperation between India and
the Arab states in political, economic and commercial
spheres" .33

Be that as it may, nonalignment was essentially India's pos-
ture towards the super powers in the context of cold war.
India still had to evolve its policy towards the rest of the
world on a bilateral basis. It is here that Nehru's penchant
for political proselytising in favour of nonalignment got in
the way of India cultivating even a working relationship
with the so called conservative or aligned states in the
Middle East.

Nehru's attitude to aligned nations, in the words of former
Foreign Secretary of India Mr. A.P. Venkateswaran, was
"self-righteous".34 Hence, he failed to appreciate the
genuine fears and suspicions of countries like Iran, Turkey
and even Saudi Arabia which prompted them to seek external
props for self-defence. This is not to say that India should
have approved or even acquiesced with either the domestic or
external policies of these countries. Far from it. However,
realism required that India should have tried its utmost to
make the best out of a bad bargain by trying to cultivate
these countries bilaterally by a willingness for greater ac-
commodation and understanding of the reasons that neces-

sitated their aligned posture without only being moralistic.
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This would have given the Indian political leadership a bet-
ter chance of keeping in check the support that Pakistan
could have managed to obtain from these countries since
there were no serious bilateral disputes between India and
any of these countries. But that was not to be.

Consequently, India's rather unrealistic policy towards
these countries introduced an element of rigidity in India's
approach and severely restricted India's manoeuvrability in
the region and foreclosed a number of potentially promising

diplomatic openings.

a] A Cairo-centric policy

As a corollary to the foregoing analysis, Nehru's strong
political preference in favour of nonalignment and his
political prejudice against aligned nations adversely af-
fected the flexibility of Indian approach to the Middle East
in two ways.

First, it made Nehru throw his entire diplomatic lot with
Nasser whom he once described as "the most prominent symbol
of Arab nationalism". This was tantamount to India putting
all her political eggs in the Egyptian basket with regard to
the Middle East, a folly Nehru sought to avoid in relation

to super powers by propounding the concept of nonalignment.
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Secondly and more importantly, "the close tie with Cairo
seemed to hamper New Delhi's interest in cultivating other
West Asian states more actively".35 This led to unnecessary
and avoidable complications with a number of other states in
the Middle East. India's vocal and personal support for Nas-
ser "was taken amiss by many an Arab state which otherwise
swore by Arab unity and neutralism".36

To sum up, it goes without saying that Indian policy makers
displayed a singular lack of sophistication and finesse in
understanding the complexity of the political process in the
post-colonial Middle East. India's exaggerated fears of a
unified Muslim bloc favouring Pakistan solely on the basis
of religious affinity and Nehru's passion in favour of non-
alignment which needlessly alienated the so called conserva-
tive or aligned nations seriously cramped the style and sub-
stance of Indian diplomacy in the region.

It is against this backdrop that we shall now analyse
India's bilateral ties with the four most important states
in the region namely Egypt and Iraq (the supposedly radical
states) in this chapter and Iran and Saudi Arabia (the so-
called conservative states) in the next in order to estab-
lish as to how India's imaginary fears and anxieties and a
rather rigid ideological posture got in the way of India
adopting a more flexible and imaginative policy which would
have served her politico-diplomatic interests in the region

much more effectively than it actually did over the years.
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INDIA AND EGYPT

It is a truism to say that cultivating Egypt has been the
corner~-stone of India's foreign policy pursuits in the
Middle East in the 50s and the 60s. The "special
relationship" that evolved between Egypt and India in the
two decades following India's independence was anything but
an accident. It was, in fact, a product of historical cir-
cumstances, political affinity that existed between the
leaders of the two countries and the exigencies of the in-
ternational situation that was obtaining at that time.

The struggle against British colonial role brought the two
countries together even before India attained its indepen-
dence. This common crusade against imperialism gave birth to
similarity of political outlook among the political elites
of the two countries which was essentially anti-colonial,
anti-racist and emphasised the solidarity of the newly inde-
pendent nations.

The advent of the cold war and the pressures and blandish-
ments that the super powers applied in the third world to
find converts to their respective causes was seen by the
Afro-Asian nations as infringing on their newly won indepen-
dence. Hence their gravitation to nonalignment was a logical(

corollary. "A new core was formed, Nehru, Nasser and Tito.
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Together they began to provide the political impulse, the
elan, the dynamism and the guidance to the non-alignment
movement; at once sober but sufficiently radical, for peace
as well as for liquidation of colonialism, taking initia-
tives to assert independence of the newly emerging countries
and resolve world tangles but at the same time trying to
moderate the cold war and bring great powers in dialogue
with each other".37

The mutual respect and admiration and the personal
friendship that developed between Nehru and Nasser, no
doubt, gave an extra thrust to the relationship between the
two countries. Nasser's own outlook on foreign policy and
economic planning by his own admission bore the imprint of
Nehru. 38

Besides, both India and Egypt saw each other as leading
countries in their respective regions destined to play a
positive and a progressive role which would be to mutual ad-
vantage. "Egypt, lacking Western support and cautious of a
too deep involvement with the communist states, relied on
India's prestige and support for its own independent foreign
policy and its standing in world affairs. It courted India's
pro-Arab stance on the Palestine issue. India gained the
goodwill of the largest Arab state and thereby undermined
any Pakistani plans to promote a pan-Islamic bloc hostile to

India".39
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“THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP"

At this stage, it is essential to critically evaluate
India's "special relationship" with Egypt in order to assess
its advantages and costs for India and see if India's close
ties with Cairo served India's overall and long-term inter-
ests in the region.

FEARS OF ISLAMIC BLOC

The first and foremost gain, it is argued, that accrued to
India because of its close friendship with Egypt was the
latter's firm and consistent opposition to the formation of
any Islamic bloc for political purposes. It must be granted
that Egypt's secular approach to politics acted as a check
on Islamic resurgence in the region and was at least partly
responsible for checkmating the persistent Pakistani moves
to forge an Islamic alliance with an anti-Indian slant in
the region.

However, the secular approach to politics was not the ex-
clusive preserve of Egypt in the Middle East. Countries like
Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Syria, despite occasional lip service
to Islam, were essentially secular and nationalistic in
their outlook. Moreover, the so called Islamic groupings, as
we have already seen, were anything but Islamic. They were
mere projections of the rivalries, suspicions and jealousies

of various states in the Middle East, with each state trying
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to promote its own interests in the garb of Islam.

Egyptians were also aware of and proud of their pre-Islamic
civilization which was one of the most ancient and sophisti-
cated in the world. So they were reluctant to overemphasise
the importance of Islam to the point of overshadowing their
pre-Islamic cultural heritage.

Egypt also considered itself the natural leader of the Arab
world because of its size, population and history. Too much
accent on Islam might have diluted such leadership ambitions
by bringing countries like Saudi Arabia, the custodian of
Muslim Holy places who had greater claims to Islamic creden-
tials than Egypt to the forefront of Arab politics.

Also, Egyptians, because of their geographical 1location,
considered themselves part of both Asian and African con-
tinents. Hence, nonalignment provided them with an oppor-
tunity to play a much larger role on the bigger Afro-Asian
stage rather than to tie themselves down to the Middle East
in the name of Islamic solidarity.

The idea of an Islamic alliance has been a recurrent theme
in Middle Eastern politics. It was first mooted by the
British after the world war II in order to organise conser-
vative elements in the region to perpetuate their imperial
interests culminating in the Baghdad Pact of 1955. The Pact
countries, predictably, opposed Egypt's claim to sovereignty
over the Suez Canal and supported the Anglo-French invasion

of Suez in 1956. The Iraqi revolution in 1958, however,
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sounded the death-knell of the Baghdad Pact. Subsequently,
the Headquarters of the Pact was shifted to Tehran and the
Pact was renamed Central Treaty Organization (CENTO).
Thereafter, the idea of an Islamic alliance, whenever it was
resurrected, acquired a definitely anti-Nasser slant. For
instance, in 1965, the idea resurfaced at a conclave in Teh-
ran between the Shah of Iran and King Feisal of Saudi
Arabia. It was stated that Iran and Saudi Arabia would
jointly exert themselves to hold a Conference of Islamic
countries bound together by common interests.40 When
Mrs.Gandhi visited Cairo in July 1966, she reportedly dis-
cussed the move to form an Islamic alliance with Nasser and
fully appreciated and supported the UAR's opposition to the
move.41

During a visit to New Delhi in October in the same year,
Nasser denounced the move for an Islamic alliance as "a new
edition of the Baghdad Pact". He contended that the main
purpose behind the move was to use Islam "in the interests
of conservatives and reactionaries in collaboration with
colonial powers".42

Though Nasser's opposition to the so called Islamic alliance
was principally aimed at preserving Egypt's dominance of
Arab politics by preventing his opponents in the region from
coming together against Egypt, he must have also realised
how much such denunciation would please his Indian hosts and

earn their goodwill for Egypt at practically no cost.
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When an Islamic Conference did finally materialise in Rabat
in 1969 in the aftermath of the burning of the Al Agsa
mosgue in Jerusalem, Nasser stayed away because of
"influenza". It is revealing at this stage to see as to how
seriously and nervously the Indian Government reacted to
these attempts at forging an Islamic alliance in the Middle
East.

The Indian Foreign Minister Mr.Dinesh Singh, addressing the
Lok Sabha in April 1970 stated: "It (Pan-Islamism) is one of
the most dangerous thoughts that has been prevailing in that
part of the world ... It is the mixing up of the religion
with politics and the creation of a Pan-Islamic bloc. It
constitutes a danger not only for us in India but for other
countries in Asia, Africa and the world as a whole".43

While it must be admitted that Nasser's opposition to the
creation of an Islamic bloc suited India admirably, it
should not, however, be forgotten that the stimulus for such
a policy came from Egypt's own conception of its national
interests and ambitions rather than from any goading or
coaxing from India. Nor should it be forgotten that India
did pay a price for closely identifying itself with Nasser
by alienating politically conservative states 1like 1Iran,
Saudi Arabia and Jordan which had no animosity towards India
but felt threatened by the Arab radicalism espoused by Nas-
ser and were loathe to accept Nasser's leadership of the

region entirely on his terms which India seemed to endorse
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unequivocally.

This is borne out by the fact that after the rout of Arab
armies by the Israelis in the six day war in 1967, there was
a general realisation in Cairo that it was a mistake to seek
unity in the region on an ideological basis. The unrelenting
hostility towards monarchical regimes only forced them to
lean even more heavily than before on Western support for
survival. The new strategy was to revolve around a broad
Arab nationalist front based on an entente between Nasser,
Hussein and even King Feisal. Socialism and the struggle
against feudalism were to take a back seat in this new
strategy.44

THE PAK-EGYPT EQUATION

Also, Pakistan's less than satisfactory relationship with
Egypt in the 50s and 60s was understandably comforting to
India in political terms. However, Nasser's antipathy to
Pakistan had much less to do with his aversion to Islamic
groupings which Pakistan was trying to promote in those
days. His annoyance with Pakistan was primarily the result
of the fact that he considered Pakistan's policies and at-
titudes at that time to be inimical to Egypt's interests and
ambitions. India was 1little more than a marginal factor in
this Pak-Egyptian equation.

Firstly, the general belief that Pakistan was aspiring for

the leadership of the Muslim world irritated Egypt most be-
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cause Egypt considered itself the most prominent country in
the region and hence its natural leader. "Pakistan with a
population five times that of UAR and economic resources
more varied and developed than of any of the Arab countries
was suspected to be a constant obstacle, if not a possible
rival, to Egyptian leadership of the area".45

Secondly and more importantly, there was a definite clash of
interests between Egypt and Pakistan in the 50s and the 60s
primarily because of Pakistan's alliance with the Western
powers. When the proposal for a Middle East Defence or-
ganization was mooted by the British in the early 50s, Egypt
demanded the evacuation of the Suez base by Britain and a
satisfactory settlement of the Sudanese question as condi-
tions for joining such an alliance. Egypt was anxious that
other powers in the region should not join any such alliance
until Anglo-Egyptian differences were settled to Egypt's
satisfaction. If Western countries were to make progress in
forging such an alliance without Egypt, it was feared that
there would be less need and incentive for Britain to come
to terms with Egypt.

Egypt, therefore, was furious when Turkey and Pakistan an-
nounced their intention to join the alliance in February
1952 while Britain was still holding the Suez base and
Anglo-Egyptian talks were at a critical stage. The Cairo
Radio described it as a "catastrophe for Islam ... the first

stab in our back".46 Nasser was also furious that during the
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crisis itself, the Pakistani Foreign Minister Hamidul Hug
had gone back on his promise of full support to the Egyptian
position. Nasser later complained to Frank Moraes of the
Times of India : "Do you know that before the London Con-
ference the Pakistani Foreign Minister, who came to see me,
spoke for three hours and he vowed support for Egypt's cause
? You know what he did ?"47 Nasser retaliated by rejecting
the Pakistani offer of a contingent for the UNEF While ac-
cepting a similar offer from India. A little later, when the
Pakistani Prime Minister Suhrawardy was about to leave for
Cairo, the Egyptian Ambassador warned him that Nasser did
not consider it a suitable time for a visit to Cairo. Later,
Nasser "pricked Pakistan's tenderest spot" when he declared
"Suez is as dear to Egypt as Kashmir is to India".48

These events generated bitterness and ill-feelings in both
the countries and Pak-Egyptian relations failed to take off
despite a few feeble attempts at reconciliation later. The
fact that this suited the Indians was a stroke of political
good fortune because Nasser was primarily guided by Egypt's
own interests and was not in any sense trying to curry

favour with India.

INDO-EGYPTIAN COOPERATION

Nevertheless, India and Egypt did try to help each other on

a number of occasions, though either side was not prepared
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to‘go overboard in assisting the other in spite of the so
called "special relationship" that existed between the two
countries.

In 1961, when the Indian army marched in to Goa, the UAR
moved a resolution in the UN Security Council supporting the
Indian position that the Portuguese enclaves in India came
in the way of Indian unity and constituted a threat to in-
ternational peace and security.

Regarding Kashmir, Egypt though never totally endorsed
India's position, it did maintain a discreet neutrality over
the issue which itself was not unhelpful to India. Egypt
also occasionally tried to bloc resolutions at the UN which
could have caused embarrassment to India. To cite just one
example, in June 1962, Egypt refused to sponsor a draft
resolution inimical to India and also influenced the other
non-permanent members not to press too hard for it. The use-
fulness of the Egyptian stand from the Indian point of view
was highlighted by the reaction of the Pakistani newspaper
"Dawn" which observed that "the UAR's resolve not to go
along with the text of the draft which had been agreed to
after several weeks of intense discussions has created a
critical situation on the eve of the resumption of the
debate" and added that "this great Middle East nation has
now become a principal obstacle in the way of the Security
Council adopting a fairly constructive resolution".49 Even-

tually, when the resolution was moved by Ireland, the USSR
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vetoed it while the UAR abstained from voting on the resolu-
tion. It later explained its stand saying that it was a
friend of both India and Pakistan and hence its reluctance
to side with either.50

During the Sino-Indian war of 1962, Nasser offered to
mediate between the two warring parties and put forward his
own proposals51l for settling the dispute which were,
however, rejected by China. Later, at the Colombo Con-
ference, the UAR was instrumental in preventing the Con-
ference from adopting an anti-~Indian and pro-Chinese stance.
Nevertheless, the Indians were disappointed with the Egyp-
tian stand. They expected Nasser to come out more openly and
emphatically on India's side just as Indians had supported
Egypt in its hour of need. Moreover, many nonaligned Arab
states maintained a discreet silence over the issue, pos-
sibly taking their cue from Nasser, India's closest friend
who merely offered to mediate.52

Again, during the Indo-Pak war of 1965 over Kashmir, Egypt
maintained a neutral position which was considered helpful
by India. At the Casablanca Conference of the Heads of Arab
states in Sept. 1965, it was Nasser who played a key role in
the Conference issuing a mild and balanced statement which
appealed to India and Pakistan "to solve their differences
by peaceful means in accordance with the principles and
resolutions of the United Nations".53

The Indian Foreign Minister Swaran Singh acknowledged this
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in his statement in the Lok Sabha in Nov. 1965. "It is not
secret that in Casablanca, it was mainly his (Nasser's) ef-
forts that resulted in the Arab Conference taking an impar-
tial attitude on this question. Even in the Security Coun-
cil, UAR's position has always been that this is a matter
essentially between Pakistan and India ... and any inter-
ference from outside will not lead to any settlement".54
India too extended political and diplomatic support to
Egypt during this period, though such support was never as
complete and as unconditional as was made out in some
quarters. Nehru himself, to start with, had some misgivings
about the nature of Arab politics and the calibre of
Nasser's leadership. After reading Nasser's book "The
Philosophy of Revolution", Nehru wrote to the Indian Ambas-
sador to Egypt Ali Yavar Jung : "Egyptian or indeed Arab
politics appear to me to be extraordinarily immature and
wrapped up in their petty problems with little understanding
of what is going on in the world. When I met Nasser, I was
attracted to him ; he is a likeable person. When I read a
little book of his, I felt disappointed, that is, in regard
to his intellectual calibre".55
Nevertheless, Nehru saw in Nasser a modern, progressive and
a nationalist leader who, if cultivated with care, could
play a positive and independent role in the Middle East.
While the conversion of the largest Arab state to nonalign-

ment would keep the super power meddling in the region in
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check, encouraging nationalism and secularism in the region
would de-emphasise the role of religion in the region and
neutralise the Pakistani attempts to forge solidarity with

the region on the basis of Islam.

THE SUEZ CRISIS, 1956

The nationalization of the Suez Canal by Nasser in July 1956
following the decision of the US and the UK not to assist
Egypt in the construction of the Aswan Dam precipitated a
major crisis in the Middle East. The fact that Nasser's
decision followed closely on the heels of his meetings with
Nehru at Brioni and Cairo caused diplomatic embarrassment to
India. Nehru made it clear to the Indian Parliament that his
discussions with Nasser "did not relate to the Suez Canal or
any aspect of Anglo-Egyptian relations".56

Though Nehru supported Nasser in public, he tried to
restrain him in private. After the nationalization of Suez
Canal, Nehru sent a cable to the Indian Ambassador in Cairo
asking him to tell Nasser that "he had acted hastily and
that public opinion in India was likely to be unfriendly".57
Addressing the Indian Parliament, Nehru conceded that "The
suddenness of the nationalization decision and the manner in
which it has been implemented may have contributed to the
violent reactions. But the very terms of the nationalization

under the laws of Egypt are within the province of that
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Government".58 He also referred to India's own vital inter-
est in the issue."India is not a disinterested party. She is
a principal user of this waterway, and her economic life and
development is not unaffected by the dispute, not to speak
of worse developments, in regard to it".59

On Oct. 24, India made its own proposalsé60 to solve the
Suez issue. The essence of the Indian approach was to nego-
tiate a peaceful solution which would safeguard the
legitimate interests of the users of the Canal without in-
fringing in any way on the sovereign rights of Egypt.
However, when the Israeli invasion of Sinai was followed by
an Anglo-French military invasion of the Canal Zone, Nehru
reacted quite sharply and described it bluntly as "a
flagrant case of aggression" and "a reversion to past
colonial methods".61 Later, India played an active role at
the UN in securing the withdrawal of foreign troops from

Egyptian soil and in vindicating Egypt's sovereign rights.

THE COOLING OF INDO-EGYPTIAN RELATIONS

Though the understanding and rapport that developed between
Nehru and Nasser led to political coordination between the
two countries' foreign policies in the 50s and early 60s,
the Sino-Indian war and the death of Nehru soon after led to
a certain chill in Indo-Egyptian relations. When Shastri

visited Cairo in Oct. 1964, a reference to Peking's intran-
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sigence in not accepting the Colombo proposals was deleted
on Egypt's insistence.62 The Indians were disappointed by
this lack of positive support from Nasser in regard to the
vital issues affecting India - Kashmir and the Sino-Indian
border dispute.63

Indians were also piqued by the reports in the Egyptian
press that India's nonalignment was "in danger of being
eroded by American assistance" following the Sino-Indian
war. 64

That the Indians were disenchanted with the attitude of the
UAR was confirmed when Mrs.Gandhi deliberately chose to by-
pass Cairo on her way to Washington and spent instead two
days in Paris in May 1966. G.H.Jansen commenting on the
episode said: "It came as news to these friends of India
that India was tired of being nagged by the Arabs in to a
position of total hostility towards Israel while the Arabs
maintained an equivocal neutrality towards India's an-
tagonists, China and Pakistan".65

Though Mrs.Gandhi did visit Cairo in July 1966, there was
very little of the old spark in the relations between the
two countries. The joint statement that was issued was con-
fined to vague generalities and routine diplomatic niceties.
"If the document reflected a measure of icy formality it was
because in the type of relations which now exist between
this country and the Arabs, any demonstration of excessive

warmth is exceedingly difficult".é66
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Though India extended total and vociferous support to
Egypt during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, the rout of the Arab
armies left Nasser a weak and shattered man. The defeat also
led to fresh thinking in Cairo which resulted in a new Arab
strategy based on a broad Arab coalition which sought to
rope in countries like Jordan and even Saudi Arabia which
were hitherto ignored on ideological grounds. The withdrawal
of the Egyptian forces from Yemen eliminated the main source
of tension and friction between Cairo and Riyadh and paved
the way for such a broad Arab coalition. However, the death
of Nasser in 1970 and the advent of Anwar Sadat marked a new
and more down-to-earth phase in Indo-Egyptian relations.
During the Bangladesh crisis in 1971, Egypt maintained a
studied silence which again disappointed the Indians. When
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed met Sadat in Cairo in July 1971, Sadat
assured him that he would impress upon Pakistan the need for
a political solution to facilitate the return of refugees.
67However, Egypt continued to maintain a neutral and pas-
sive posture on the issue. The Ministry of External Affairs
in New Delhi was irked by the fact that there was little to
choose between the so called progressive and conservative
Arab states in their approach to an issue which was of
critical importance to India.é68
However, M.H.Haikal, Editor-in-Chief of Egypt's leading
daily Al Ahram and a close confidant of Sadat disclosed in

New Delhi in February 1973 that Soviet arms and assistance
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for Bangladesh passed through Egypt. "It is wrong to say
that Egypt was completely silent. It did play an active and
effective role" he said.69 But it is quite possible that
the help that Egypt rendered to India was more due to Soviet
pressure than any desire on its part to help an old friend
in her hour of peril.

Moreover, Sadat's political priorities and orientation were
so different from that of Nasser that the political under-
standing and affinity that existed between India and Egypt
all but ceased to exist in the 70s. Sadat was a pragmatist
and his ambitions for Egypt were rather modest. His first
priority was the withdrawal of Israel from the Egyptian ter-
ritory. He also believed in free enterprise and was con-
vinced of the necessity of gaining American support as the
only way of breaking the Israeli intransigence. Having
thrown out the Russians, he launched a major offensive
against Israel in coordination with Syria in Oct. 1973.
After "unfreezing" the situation, he plumped for the
American connection which eventually led to Egypt signing a
separate peace treaty with Israel and substantial American
economic and military assistance.

Meanwhile, during the same period, India moved closer to the
USSR and hence there was a hint of political divergence be-
tween the two countries though there was no bilateral dis-
pute as such. Besides, India could not endorse the Egyptian

strategy of separate peace with Israel without alienating
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the rest of the Arab world which had ostracised Egypt from
the Arab fold and with whom India was trying to cultivate a
more meaningful and profitable relationship. Hence, India's
cautious and qualified welcome to the Camp David Accord.
Nevertheless, India firmly resisted pressures from various
Arab countries to expel Egypt from the NAM at Havana in
Sept. 1979.

The 70s and the 80s underlined the fact that apart from some
political understanding, there was little else to Indo-
Egyptian relations. Indo-Egyptian economic relations failed
to take off despite repeated attempts of the two govern-
ments. Nasser, Tito and Mrs.Gandhi tried to provide a new
direction to the developing countries by setting an example
of promoting economic cooperation through mutual granting of
tariff preferences and other concessions and incentives in
selected areas. However, this laudable experiment proved to
be a modest success.70

Indo-Egyptian economic relations were also plagued by trade
imbalance between the two countries. Initially, the im-
balance was the result of Egypt buying more of Indian goods
but failing to sell to India to the extent specified in the
agreement. India' s major import from Egypt was long-staple
cotton. However, Egypt was not always able to fulfil its ex-
port commitment to India because of Egypt's preference to
sell the same in hard currency areas.71 Later, the problem

was compounded when India became a net Exporter of cotton.
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In 1975, India and Egypt agreed to terminate the rupee trade
from 1975 and switch over to trading in convertible cur-
rency. By and large, Indo-Egyptian economic relations
remained modest and low-key with little likelihood of any
significant breakthrough in future either.

Indo-Egyptian attempts at technological collaboration also
ended in total failure. The two countries sought to produce
a supersonic military aircraft with India building the HF 24
airframes while Egypt manufacturing the E 300 engines. The
project fell through because of technical problems.72 In
the words of one commentator "The whole project was a brain-
child of Mr. Krishna Menon, who conjured up the idea of
mating an Indian-built airframe with an Egyptian -designed
jet engine, as a piece of political fantasy during the
heydays of nonalignment".73

There were a number of other irritants in Indo-Egyptian
relations in the late 70s and 80s. In 1976, Egypt approached
India for spare parts for its MIG 21s which were more or
less grounded because Soviet Union had suspended all
military supplies to Egypt. India could not possibly have
obliged Egypt because of its contractual commitments to the
USSR. India sent a negative reply almost six months after
the initial Egyptian request.74

Egypt was also sore that India voted in favour of a resolu-
tion condemning Egypt for signing a separate peace treaty

with Israel at the Havana Nonaligned Summit in 1979 contrary
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to the assurance that it received from the then Indian For-
eign Minister Mr.S.N. Mishra. The two countries also failed
to renew the agreement to train Egyptian nuclear scientists
at Trombay and the acrimonious negotiations between Air-
India and Egypt-Air over the flights from one country to
another further vitiated the atmosphere between the two
countries.75

To sum up, India's relations with Egypt acquired a larger
than life image initially because of euphoria over nonalign-
ment, India's exaggerated fears over a hostile Islamic bloc
and the colourful and charismatic personalities of Nehru and
Nasser. However, the passage of time exposed the limitations
of Indo-Egyptian relations both the in political and
economic spheres. While India did gain something from this
relationship, it must be emphasised that India's close iden-
tification with Nasser was a principal cause for the aliena-
tion of many Arab states which resented Nasser's leadership
and policies but had no quarrel with India, thereby
seriously circumscribing India's already limited options in

the region.

129



INDIA AND IRAQ

India's relations with Iraq, potentially one of the more
significant and powerful countries in the Middle East, has
been rather chequered and took an unusually long time to ma-
ture and consolidate. In the following pages, an attempt
would be made to analyse the initial impediments in the
development of Indo-Iragi relations, the Baathist coup in
1958 and its impact on subsequent Indo-Iraqi interaction
and the factors that contributed to a breakthrough in their
bilateral relations in the early 70s along with a brief dis-
cussion of future prospects.

Indo-Iraqi ties could be conveniently considered in two
phases, the first phase lasting till 1958 when Iraq was un-
der monarchy and the second phase beginning with the coup in
Irag in 1958 which overthrew the monarchy and established a

radical Baathist regime in Baghdad.

INDO-IRAQI RELATIONS TILL 1958

Indo-Iraqgi relations started on a fairly positive note soon
after India's independence when the two countries "urged by
the mutual desire to establish peace between the countries

with a view to the common benefit of their people and the
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development of their respective countries, (wished) to enter
in to a Treaty of Friendship with each other..." in Nov.
1952.76

However, as in the case of Iran, Nehru's penchant for non-
alignment and Nasser again came in the way of India
seriously cultivating Iraq on a bilateral basis. The monar-
chical regime in Irag was, like other monarchies in the
region, politically conservative. But its championing of Is-
lam was again politically motivated and meant to ward off
the threat posed to the regime by radical Arab nationalism.
"The rivalry between Egyptian and Iraqi leaders was not new:
but "Nasserism" heightened and gave a new edge to old
rivalries".77

Hence, 1Iraq's affinity with Pakistan even before the
Baathist coup was primarily political rather than religious.
More importantly, the Pakistani factor was of much less im-
portance in the Indo-Iraqi equation than it was in the Indo-
Iranian equation simply because unlike Iran, Irag saw no
direct stake , political or security, in the stability and
viability of Pakistan.

Nevertheless, India failed to take a fairly detached view
of Pak-Iragi ties and develop its relations with Iraqg inde-
pendently of the Pakistan factor. This only goes to under-
line India's rather unwarranted obsession with Pakistan and
Pan-Islam which led to unnecessary distortions and an-

gularities in India's Middle Eastern policy in general.
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It was the fear of radical Arab nationalism as represented
by Nasser that prompted the regime of Nuri Pasha to
gravitate, as a counter, towards Islam, Pakistan and even-

tually the Baghdad Pact.78

THE BAGHDAD PACT, 1955

The Iragi decision to join the Western military alliance in
1955 which came to be known as the Baghdad Pact was a blow
to the development of Indo-Iragi relations for various
reasons. First. India, in general, was opposed to military
alliances. Secondly, India was particularly worried about
the Baghdad Pact because of Pakistan's membership of it. In-
dia feared that Pakistan could exploit its membership of the
alliance to put pressure on India in relation to bilateral
disputes between the two countries.

As Nehru pointed out to the Lok Sabha: "But, surely, nobody
here imagines that the Pakistan Government entered into this
Pact because it expected some imminent or distant invasion
or aggression from the Soviet Union. The Pakistan newspapers
and the statements of responsible people in Pakistan make it
perfectly clear that they have joined this Pact because of
India".79 Thirdly, Iraq started extending overt political
and diplomatic support to Pakistan over Kashmir only after

the latter had joined the Baghdad Pact.
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Looking back, one can not help wondering whether India
should have allowed Iraq's membership of the Baghdad Pact to
cloud 1Indo-Iraqi relations to the extent it did. Iraq was
not unfriendly towards India nor was there any major
bilateral dispute between the two countries. Irag's motives
for joining the Baghdad Pact had nothing to do with India.
As Nehru himself pointed out, "other members of the Baghdad
Pact have no hostility to India".80 As we have already
seen, the Baghdad Pact failed to evolve along the lines of
the NATO regarding common defence against third parties
which greatly reduced its efficacy and solidarity.

However, Iraq did support Pakistan on the Kashmir issue much
more vocally after both of them joined the Baghdad Pact.
Iraq's basic stand has been that the Kashmir issue must be
solved on the basis of a plebiscite and that the passage of
time made no difference to this commitment which both sides
had accepted earlier.

Iraq sent a aide-memoire to the Government of India in June
1956, presumably at the behest of Pakistan, which referred
to Iragq's concern over the Kashmir issue. It said: "The
Government of Iraq desires to point out that the Kashmir
question is a factor of restlessness and tension and it has
its effect on the security of this area, and Iraq being a
member of the United Nations and the Baghdad Pact, feels
that it can not but be interested in anything that upsets

the security of this area, which is on the whole linked with
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the security of the world".s81

At a Security Council meeting in Jan. 1957, the Iragi repre-
sentative Mr. Jawad argued that "The passage of time has
neither changed the principles upon which the future of
Kashmir was to be decided nor has made the method of a pleb-
iscite less applicable now than it was eight years ago".82
In Oct. 1957, the Iraqgi representative Mr. Khalaf asserted
in a Security Council debate that in relation to Kashmir "a
solution is already prescribed by the Council and the Com-
mission through their resolutions, and all that is to done
is to implement the resolutions".83

As can be seen from the above, the Iraqgi support to Pakistan
on the Kashmir issue was largely political and diplomatic
and primarily meant to express its solidarity with a fellow
member of the Baghdad Pact. To India's dismay and disap-
pointment this support continued even after the coup in Iraq
in 1958 which installed a radical Baathist regime in Bagh-

dad.

THE 1958 BAATHIST COUP AND AFTER

The Baathist coup in Baghdad in 1958 was a significant and
welcome development from the Indian point of view for a
variety of reasons. First and foremost, the coup in Baghdad
sounded the death-knell of the Baghdad Pact which India

greatly feared and firmly opposed. As Nehru told the Rajya
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Sabha in Aug. 1958: "The whole conception and inception of
the Baghdad Pact was based on unreality. It ignored the
great forces and ferments in Asia today and merely thought
in terms of coming to agreements with a certain stratum of
rulers and a small group at the top. And suddenly we find
that the very basis of the Baghdad Pact is gone. Baghdad and
Iraq have dropped out of it".84

Secondly, India expected that the advent of a Baathist
regime in Baghdad would give "a boost to the forces of non-
alignment and secularism in the Middle East".85 The
Baathist regime did adopt a nonaligned stance in foreign af-
fairs and followed a genuinely secular policy both in the
international and domestic spheres. This, in turn, no doubt,
strengthened the forces of nonalignment and secularism in
the region, a development which India could not but have
welcomed with a sense of satisfaction and perhaps vindica-
tion.

Thirdly and lastly, India must also have hoped that the non-
aligned and secular regime in Baghdad would, at least,
dilute the strong political support that Iragq had been ex-
tending to Pakistan over the Kashmir issue. The fact that
this did not happen for quite some time must have both dis-
appointed and probably surprised New Delhi. This is
primarily because India's earlier reservations about the
monarchical regime and expectations in relation to the post-

1958 Baathist regime were both based on misperceptions.
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As has already been pointed out, even before the 1958 coup,
Islam was hardly a consideration in Iraq's foreign policy
pursuits nor was it a factor in Iraq's close ties with
Pakistan. More importantly, India was never a factor in
Irag's aligned posture between 1955 and 1958. Hence, it was
rather naive on the part of Indian policy makers to have ex-
pected a dramatic change in Indo-Iraqi relations in strictly
bilateral terms even after 1958. Iraq's support to
Pakistan's position on Kashmir continued beyond 1958
primarily because Iraq considered Pakistan's friendship as a
useful factor in its rivalry with Egypt for Arab leadership.
The change of regime in Baghdad did little to scuttle the
traditional rivalry between the Egyptians and Iragis and the
Baathist regime in Baghdad, despite its ideological affinity
with Nasser, was not inclined to play a second fiddle to
Nasser. As one scholar pointed out, "The most striking, and
to many the most surprising, development was the extraordi-
nary rapidity with which antagonism between Iraq and Egypt
reopened after a brief 1lull following the fall of the royal
regime".

"Qgassim perceived that Nasser aimed at a "leadership" of the
Arab world which prejudiced independent action by Iraq in
external affairs...". "Without explicitly stating it, Qassim
unmistakably implied the equality of Iraq with Egypt within
the framework of Arab nationalism".86 Thus, in the post-

1958 period, "India's relations with Irag took a turn for
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the better, although the major development in relations came

between 1966 and 1976".87

IRAQ AND THE SINO-INDIAN WAR, 1962

When the Sino-Indian border dispute erupted in to a full-
scale war in Oct. 1962, Iraq extended strong support to In-
dia and criticised the Chinese actions quite explicitly.
"Almowatin", a widely circulated Iraqi daily, editorially
condemned the unprecedented and unreasonable Chinese aggres-
sion over a large territory of India and demanded that the
Chinese withdrew to positions they held prior to 8 Sept.
1962. The Chinese action, the paper went on, compelled India
to take necessary measures to face it on a war basis, and to
entrust the country's defence to Nehru and request arms from
the West, which she was never inclined to earlier.88
Another paper "Al-Akhbar" said: "All endeavours to settle
this not too very serious geographical dispute have failed
because the Chinese wished them to fail".89

There was also a message of support to Nehru from Iraqi
thinkers, academicians and lawyers. The message said:
"Irrespective of the arguments advanced by the two disputing
sides, China's actions in imposing its military control over
the territories she claims cannot be compatible with prin-
ciples of the International Law. We proclaim ourselves on

the side of the Indian peoples in this dispute... ".90 The
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Iragi Prime Minister Abdul Karim Dassim implicitly
criticised China when he said: "The cause behind the fight-
ing was highhandedness in view and the insistence on impos-
ing this highhandedness".91

Incidentally, India and Iraq signed an agreement in Dec.
1962 which accorded most favoured nation treatment to each
other and as a result Iraq became an important market for

Indian tea, jute. textiles and spices.92

THE IRAQI PRESIDENT'S VISIT TO INDIA, 1964

The Iraqi President Mr. Mohammad Arif paid an official visit
to India in March-April 1964 and had extensive talks with
the Indian Prime Minister Nehru. The first ever India-Iraq
Joint Communique93 issued at the end of Iragi President's
visit reflected the growing political understanding between
the two countries.

Both the leaders "acknowledged the identity of views between
India and Iraq on world issues such as nuclear disarmament,
colonialism, racial discrimination, arising from the policy
of nonalignment followed by both countries and their common
devotion to the objective of ensuring an early end of im-
perialism and colonialism in all their form and
manifestations".

In an implicit reference to the Sino-Indian border dispute,

they

138



"upheld the principle that all disputes between states, in-
cluding boundary disputes, should be settled by peaceful
means and not by resort to force, and that if aggression is
committed in pursuit of territorial aims, its fruits must be
denied to the aggressor".

The President of Iraq "expressed appreciation of the Colombo
proposals and the hope that the People's Republic of China
would also do everything necessary to facilitate direct ne-
gotiations between the two countries...".

Nehru "expressed his support for the just claims of the Arab
countries to the waters of the river Jordan and for the
rights of the Palestinian refugees wishing to return to
their homes".

The Iraqgi President "expressed the hope that the unfortunate
differences between India and Pakistan would be resolved by
reducing the current tensions between the two countries and
creating the necessary atmosphere for direct discussions be-
tween India and Pakistan".

The Iraqi President also "expressed gratification at the
fact that India was the homeland of 50 million Muslims ...
who enjoyed the fullest freedom of religious faith and wor-

ship on a basis of complete equality under the law.

IRAQ AND THE INDO-PAK WAR, 1965

The Indo-Pak war over Kashmir in Sept. 1965 saw Iraq take a
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position which was consistent with her earlier stand in
relation to the dispute. The Iraqi representative at the
U.N. argued that "a lasting solution of the Kashmir problem
must be based upon the principles of the Charter and the
decisions of the competent organs of this Organisation".94
Irag did not accept the Indian contention that the plebi-
scite issue had become irrelevant in view of the free elec-
tions held in the Indian held Kashmir which was tantamount
to self-determination of the Kashmiris.

The then foreign minister of India, Mr. Swaran Singh, making
a statement in the Rajya Sabha in Nov. 1965 mentioned Iraq
among other the Middle Eastern countries and said: "The rep-
resentatives of these countries made statements which cannot
be construed as against our interests".95 So, the Iraqi
position during the 1965 Indo-Pak war was not construed as
unfriendly even by the Indian government.

The year 1966 was a turning point in Indo-Iraqi relations.
In February 1966, it was announced in Cairo that Iraq had
given up its pro-Pakistan stand on the Kashmir issue. It was
believed that it was Nasser who had weaned the then Iraqi
President Arif away from the earlier pro-Pakistan posture.
96This development went a long way in simplifying and ex-

panding Indo-Iragi relations.
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THE IRAQI FOREIGN MINISTER'S VISIT TO INDIA, 1967

Dr. Adman Al-Pachachi, the first foreign minister of Iraq
ever to visit India, came to New Delhi in March 1967. Ad-
dressing the Indian Council of World Affairs in New Delhi,
he said that the close ties between India and the Arab world
had led to the evolution of a common policy on international
issues. On decolonization, nuclear disarmament, cold war and
under developed countries, the approach of the two nations
was identical.97

The Iraqi foreign minister said that Iraq supported India's
stand on nuclear non-proliferation and stood by the resolu-
tion moved on the issue by the eight nonaligned powers at
the 21st Session of the U.N. General Assembly. He also found
a large measure of agreement between India and Iraq on the
international issues that he discussed with the Indian for-
eign minister Mr. Chagla. He asserted that Iraq adhered
strictly to nonalignment and rejected any other form of
grouping of states like that envisaged at the Islamic Con-
ference.98 The two countries also decided to set up an ex-
pert body to examine joint ventures that could be estab-
lished between the two.99

The Indo-Iraq Joint Communiquel00 also reflected the warming
up of Indo-Iraqi relations. It said that a treaty of non-

proliferation of nuclear weapons was essential to meet the

141



"serious danger inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons".
Such a treaty should be based on "the principle of an ac-
ceptable balance of obligations and responsibilities between
the nuclear weapon states and the non-nuclear states".

The Communique expressed full support for the struggle of
the people of Aden and the Protectorates to attain freedom
and independence. It also supported the struggle of the
Arabs of Palestine for the realisation of their aspirations.
The year 1968 saw Indo-Iragi cooperation extending to the
field of defence as well. India's then defence minister Mr.
Swaran Singh paid an official visit to Baghdad in Feb. 1968.
As symbol of India's growing ties with Iraq, a fighter
aircraft was presented to Iraq during Swaran Singh's visit.
1010n his return from Baghdad, Mr. Singh disclosed that In-
dia would provide more military instructors to train the
Iraqgis and would increase the training facilities, par-
ticularly for Iraq's Airforce.102

In Feb. 1970, India and Iraq signed an agreement on Techni-
cal and Scientific Cooperation which envisaged "exchange of
technical personnel, grant of scholarships, exchange of
visits of experts, exchange and supply of technical documen-
tation and the equipment of indigenous manufacture, coopera-
tion and scientific work between the scientific and techni-
cal organizations and institutions of the two countries and
provisions of consultancy services and carrying out

feasibility of studies on subjects of mutual benefit".103
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From the Indian point of view, during the Bangladesh
crisis"Iraq was not hostile although it did not adopt a vo-
cally sympathetic standpoint".104 After the crisis was
over, Iraq became the first Arab country to recognise
Bangladesh in Aug. 1972.

In June 1972, India threw its weight behind Iraq's decision
to nationalise the Iraqi Petroleum Company. India's Foreign
Minister Mr. Swaran Singh, in a statement, said that "India
appreciates and supports the Iraqi Government's desire to
exercise control over their natural resources, among which
0il plays a vital part in the economy of the country".105
The statement was significant because the nationalization
decision had led to a bitter war of words between Iraq on
the one hand and the US and the UK on the other and threats
of economic sanctions against Irag. Irag believed to have
agreed in principle to supply one million tons of crude to
India annually for the Haldia refinery. It was also stated
that there were prospects for joint exploration of 0il.106
The Iragi Foreign Minister Mr. Murtadha Saeed Abdul Baqgi
paid an official visit to India in Aug. 1972. In the Joint
Communiquel07 issued at the end of his visit, the two For-
eign Ministers expressed their common desire to share the
experience gained in their respective national development
processes.The two sides also reaffirmed their adherence to
the principal of nonalignment. They considered Iraq's recog-

nition of Bangladesh a positive step. Mr. Baqi referred to
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the tense situation in the Gulf and along Irag's borders
which threatened peace and cooperation in the region. Mr.
Swaran Singh said India was fully aware of the dimensions of

these problems.

THE IMPORTANCE OF GROWING INDO-IRAQI TIES

The upswing in Indo-Iragi relations in the early 70s was
significant not only in itself but also for the openings it
provided for Indian diplomacy in the region. As one
newspaper put it "Gone are the days when New Delhi's ap-
proach to the Arabs revolved round one or two countries in
the region. India has acquired new friends in countries like
Irag and Yemen".108 Consequently, India's approach to the
region became more balanced and broad-based.

The opening up of Indo-Iraqgi relations was a major con-
tributory factor to the subsequent breakthrough that was
achieved in Indo-Iranian relations. The Shah of Iran would
in no way allow his principal Arab rival in the Gulf to cul-
tivate India, an emerging regional power, on exclusive
terms.

More importantly, it was also a lesson for Indian policy
makers that it was not necessary to make a ‘'either/or'
choice between two contending countries and it was quite
feasible to have good relations with both on the basis of

mutuality of interests. India's success in cultivating Iraq
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without alienating Iran was ample proof of this.

India's deepening relations with Iraq also facilitated the
subsequent process of political understanding and fruitful
economic cooperation between India and various Gulf states.
The broad understanding that India and Iraq were able to
foster between themselves led to the signing of numerous
agreements between the two countries.

The Indian Minister of Planning Mr. D.P. Dhar visited Iraq
in Sept.-Oct. 1972 and the Joint Communiquel09 issued on
the occasion reflected the widening and deepening of Indo-
Iraqi economic ties.

In Oct. 1972, Iraq agreed in principle to give India a loan
to cover the bulk of the foreign exchange requirements of
the giant Mathura refinery, estimated at $75 million.110

In Dec. 1972, the Planning Minister of Iraq Dr. Jewad Hashim
visited India and met his Indian counterpart Mr. D.P. Dhar
and they agreed that "a Joint Planning Committee would be
set up with the objective of studying and utilising the
planning activities of the two countries for mutual
benefit".111

In April 1973, Iraq agreed to supply India 30 million tons
of crude over a 10-year period for the refinery to be set up
at Mathura during 1977-78. Iraq also agreed to extend a
credit of $50 million in the shape of supplies of crude oil.
112

In Aug. 1973, India and Iraq reached an agreement which per-
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mitted India's 0il and Natural Gas Commission (ONGC) to
search for oil in some specified regions in Iraq.113 In
Sept. 1973, India and Iraq agreed to establish a sponge iron

plant in Iraq.114

SADDAM HUSSEIN'S VISIT TO INDIA, MARCH 1974

The Iraqi Vice-President Mr. Saddam Hussein visited India in
March 1974 and had extensive discussions with Mrs. Gandhi
and the Joint Communiquell$5 issued on the occasion
reflected the further deepening of political and economic
ties between the two countries. The establishment of a per-
manent Joint Commission and the agreements for securing a
loan on soft terms to import 2.8 million tons of crude oil
during 1974 and the supply of 112 million tons of crude over
ten years after Mathura refinery became operational were the
major outcome of the visit.116 Mr. Hussein also expressed
Iraq's opposition to foreign military bases in the Gulf
region and the Indian Ocean.117

The visit reflected the close political affinity that ex-
isted between the two countries which, in turn, led to ex-
tensive economic cooperation. As one newspaper put it,
"Traq, committed to socialism and total independence in the
field of foreign policy, is closest to India. Vice-President

Saddam Hussein ... represents these attitudes more emphati-
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cally than any Arab leader today".118

MRS. GANDHI'S VISIT TO IRAQ, JAN. 1975

Mrs. Gandhi's three day visit to Baghdad in Jan. 1975 was a
definite success in both political and economic terms. The
veiled warnings against any future Arab o0il embargo and the
big power naval activities in the Indian Ocean reportedly
figured in the talks between Mrs. Gandhi and Mr. Saddam Hus-
sein. Both leaders agreed that not all world powers were
reconciled to the new realities in the region.119

The Joint Communiquel20 issued on the occasion reflected
the close coordination that the two countries managed to es-
tablish in their general views on international affairs and
specific issues of mutual interest and benefit.

Mrs. Gandhi "appreciated the successes achieved in con-
solidating the country's economic independence and gaining
control over its national resources for the well-being of
the people of Iraqg".

The two leaders "stressed the continuing validity of the
policy of nonalignment which had served the international
community well".

They also emphasised the importance of "the Indian Ocean
being a Zone of Peace free from foreign military bases and
great power rivalry and tension".

Regarding Iraq's border dispute with Iran, Mrs. Gandhi
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"expressed the Government of India's full awareness of the

dimensions of these problems".

INDO-IRAQI POLITICAL HONEYMOON

The latter part of the 70s saw the establishment of the
closest political and economic links between India and Iraq.
This was 1largely due to the similarities in the problems
that the two countries encountered during this period and
their respective national ambitions and aspirations. There-
fore, it is hardly surprising that one Indian observer chose
to comment in 1976 that "Among Arab states, Iraq is closest
to India today in political terms".121

Both India and Iraq faced grave challenges to their national
security and sovereignty in the early 70s, India in relation
to Bangladesh crisis in view of the unsympathetic attitude
of the West and Iraq in relation to gaining control over its
0il resources from foreign companies in the face of threats
of economic sanctions again from the West. Consequently,
both India and Iraq were left with little choice but to move
not only closer to the USSR but also to formalise their
close ties with it in the form of Friendship treaties in
1971 and 1972 respectively. As the challenges, which
precipitated the friendship treaties were overcome, both In-
dia and Iraq "reverted to their normal foreign policy

stance".122
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Nevertheless, this period was also characterized by an or-
chestrated campaign, mainly western inspired, that the USSR
was trying to create a hostile ring round Iran and Pakistan
by building an axis running from New Delhi through Kabul to
Baghdad. It was also alleged that India and Iragq were
secretly providing base facilities to the Soviet Indian
Ocean fleet at Visakapatnam in the Bay of Bengal and Umm
Qasr in the Shatt-al-Arab estuary in the Persian Gulf
respectively which had no basis in fact whatsoever.123

This is the reason behind both countries reaffirming, time
and again, their commitment to nonalignment, their opposi-
tion to major power meddling in the Indian Ocean, their
determination to pursue independent foreign policies and
their emphasis on national self-reliance which they sought
to attain by mutual cooperation in economic as well as tech-

nological spheres during this period.

IRAQ AND THE JANATA INTERREGNUM, 1977-79

The change of government in India made little difference to
the buoyancy in Indo-Iragi relations despite the fact that
Iraq extended its full support and solidarity with the
domestic policies of Mrs. Gandhi during the emergency period
in India.124

A high level Iragi delegation led by its Vice-President Mr.

Taha M. Marouf visited India in July 1978 and had extensive
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talks with the Indian Prime Minister Mr. Desai and his
senior colleagues. They covered a wide range of subjects and
a "broad measure" of agreement on the issues discussed
emerged. 125

The Joint Communiquel26 issued on the occasion was a
reiteration and reaffirmation of the commonalty of percep-
tions and policies of the two countries in relation to major
global and regional issues and problems and their determina-

tion to develop a common approach in tackling thenm.

INDO-IRAQI RELATIONS IN THE 808

The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in December 1979
brought India and Iraq much more closer to each other
politically. Both were opposed to the Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan and there was considerable similarity of views
between the two on the developments in Afghanistan and the
situation created by them in the region. Both agreed on the
need to defuse the tension in the area and prevent the es-
calation of super power rivalry in the region including the
Indian Ocean. Both were of the opinion that injection of
arms in to the region would create further instability and
heighten tension in the region.127

Commenting on the importance of the Indo-Iraqi ties, one

newspaper said: "... the regime there (in Baghdad) is
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genuinely secular and nonaligned. Both these points are im-
portant for New Delhi: the first because the tide of Islamic
fundamentalism is sweeping West Asia and a number of govern-
ments are finding it expedient to speak in the name of
religion and second because the Soviet take-over in Af-
ghanistan and the US.response to it have exposed the whole
region to super power rivalry on a much bigger scale than it
has been exposed ever before'".

It went on to add: "For years, both India and Iraq have been
trying to pursue policies which could strengthen their
political and economic independence and keep the region free
from the control of the super powers".128

However, the fact remained that neither India nor Iraq was
in a position to displease the Soviet Union over Afghanis-
tan. Though it was primarily the Soviet action which esca-
lated tensions in the region, both the countries reserved
their strongest criticism for the Western response to it. It
was also ironical that despite being two of the largest im-
porters of arms in the region (mostly Soviet), India and
Iraq chose to be critical of Western countries for 1large
scale transfer of arms to the region as a response to the

Soviet presence in Afghanistan.
IRAN-IRAQ WAR, SEPT. 1980

The Iran-Iraq war which started in Sept. 1980 caused con-
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siderable strain in Indo-Iraqi relations. When the war broke
out, the Indian Foreign Ministry described it as an
"unfortunate development" because both countries were non-
aligned and had friendly relations with India.129

However, there were reports in the foreign press that India
had agreed to supply planes and tanks' parts to Iran in its
war with Iraqg. The Indian Foreign Ministry in a Press
Release said that there was "no truth whatsoever in these
reports". It described these reports as "mischievous and
motivated, aimed at distorting India's objective and correct
stand in Irag-Iran conflict, the countries with whom India
has equally friendly relations".130

When the Israeli Airforce bombed aﬁd destroyed Iraq's Osirak
nuclear reactor near Baghdad on 7 June, 1981, India reacted
sharply and condemned Israeli action as "stark adventurism
and a blatant act of intervention and aggression".131

As the Iran-Iraq conflict continued unabated, for the first
time s