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Cynicism and Morality in Foreign Policies by S L Rao
 

     Kissinger was the 20th century’s most blatant practitioner of double standards in foreign policy in the name of realpolitik. While India tried to appear ‘moral’, in reality we were not very different. Neither the Congress nor the communists condemned the invasion of Hungary and Czeckoslavakia by the Soviets to ensure that their satellite countries remained under Soviet control. They did not condemn the Chinese takeover of Tibet. Indeed, Jawaharlal Nehru supported the Chinese. It did not stop the Indian government from supporting the Tibetan guerillas that for years trained in India to make hit and run raids on the Chinese in Tibet.   But our words were of ‘moral principles’ in foreign policy. Sometimes we even sacrificed Indian interests. We said one thing while we did another. Our policies with China ultimately led to invasion by China.  Domestically we forgot high-mindedness to invade and absorb Junagadh, Kashmir, Hyderabad and Goa, that would not join the Indian Union at independence.

      For years we neglected protection of Indian interests in Burma on the grounds of ‘moral principle’. The brutal Generals who ruled Burma allowed the rebels in our North East to take sanctuary in Burma. But we wanted to uphold the democratic right of Aung San Suu Ki to rule Burma and refused to deal with the Burmese junta. ASEAN countries, China, Japan and others had no such scruples and gained greatly from their lack of ‘moral principle’. Only in recent years have we made friends with the junta and benefited by better control over the rebels and in gaining access to Burma’s rich resources.

      Vajpayee’s government openly placed self-interest as the first principle in foreign policy when communists and Congress opposed the invasion of Iraq on moral grounds. Shadam Hussein’s Iraq was the one friend that India had among the Islamic countries, supporting us amidst hostility led by Pakistan in the Organization of Islamic countries. But when the USA did invade Iraq the NDA government did not oppose it. It even considered sending Indian troops to Iraq.  

    Tony Blair supports the USA without any public qualification, to share by association, some of the power and prestige of the superpower and eventual control with the USA of the major petroleum resources of the world. After all two of the world’s largest oil companies are British-Shell and B.P. That the oil-producing world is mostly Islamic and ruled by feudal dictators gave the UK and USA a moral cover of a War against terrorism. Blair also saw more economic benefits for the UK in reconstructing war-ravaged countries. 

     The French have had no compunction in supporting the vilest African dictators (remember Bousaka, the man-eating dictator and the young Duvalier of Haiti) with weapons, equipment, funds and refuge after the dictators lost power. 
    China’s opposition to the invasion of Iraq is cynical, after having in the past invaded Korea, Viet Nam, Cambodia, Tibet and India, gifting Pakistan nuclear powerdom with missile delivery capability and stirring North Korea to keep tensions high in that area. Their military and technology support to Pakistan has kept Indian defence expenditures high, an attempted replica of the successful Reagan strategy that collapsed the Soviet empire by making them spend more than they could afford on defence. 

     Cynical self-interest has ruled the foreign policies of most nations. India has attempted for fifty years in a confused and inconsistent manner to pursue the Nehru vision of a world moved by moral force, not armed force. It has made us express opinions on a world stage on which we were a minor power. We alienated most countries. We have not followed the lessons in statecraft of Kautilya, our own Machiavelli, who many centuries earlier taught that the ends of the state justify any means. 

     The possible nuclear agreement with the USA marks the ‘coming out of the closet’ of Indian foreign policy. The fig leaf of non-alignment is finally discarded. India publicly asks for recognition as a nuclear power and its intention of further adding to its nuclear arsenal. If it is passed the agreement will accelerate our nuclear energy programme, adding to clean and affordable energy generation. We accept now that the same rules need not apply to say, Iran, as to India. The UPA has continued the Vajpayee government initiatives, recognizing reality-the power of the USA, their need for a balance to China in Asia, the need for non-Islamic democracies to stand together, and the desire to gain maximum advantage from the relationship. It recognizes the Bush thesis that terrorism is an outcome of Islamic fundamentalism and looks to join the USA in fighting it. 

     There will be bills to be paid for U.S. support. One of them is already on the table, abandoning the Iran gas pipeline. Its coming into being was always in doubt, given the inability of Pakistan to ensure its safety as it passes through the uncontrolled wilds of Waziristan and the unreliability of the Iranians who have already threatened reversal of oil purchase agreements with India. 

We are at last devising foreign policy like other major powers, in an openly cynical and unashamed calculation of our self-interest, something not witnessed in Indian foreign policy in the past (except when Mrs. Gandhi created Bangladesh). India is growing up in the world in its understanding of the role of self-interest in exercise of power. We have given up the not-so-credible role of being the moral policeman to the world. Indian self-interest now takes precedence over moral standards.  

     India must now build alliances with other nations, not to oppose the USA as much as to influence it. Much thinking must go into the pursuit of our future self-interest. But we have made a beginning by signaling that our concentration is on building our national strength, not preaching to the world. (960)

