Current Anglo-American
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War: Scholarship or Propaganda?

SANJAY SINGH YADAV

Accarding to the current Anglo-American view of the 1962

Sino-Indian war, Indian aggessiveness caused the conflict.
This interpretation emerged in the late sixties-early seventies and
bhas since then acquired, in western circles, the status of conven-
tional wisdom. The growth of the interpretation was parallelled by
the growth of warm relations between the People’s Republic of
China and the western world.

Any student of the subject of international relations, especially
one concerned with the scientific status of social science analyses,
cannot but wonder whether the new interpretation emerged in
adjustment to the new warm diplomatic relations or whether it
was a reaction to, more respectably, some new body of historical
evidence. It is this dual question which the present paper
addresses.

In addressing the question, the following procedure is observed:
first are sketched the principal features of the interpretation indice
ting India for the 1962 war. To facilitate understanding, the older
Anglo-American interpretations of the war, suppertive of India,
are also recapitulated. Next, the object is to show that the indict-
ment of India does indeed dominate the pages of current western
analyses. Consequently, a content analysis of Anglo-American
writings between 1960 and 1980 s carried out showing the
displacement of earlier interpretations and emergence into promin-
ence of a new one. Following this description of the interpretations
and their temporal distribution, the central question of the paper
is taken up: whether the rationale for the emergence of the view
indicting India is empirical or environmental.

Interpretations of the Sino-Indian War

In Anglo-American writings published between 1960 and 1980,
principally three interpretations of the war are found, Following
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the terminology of Dial,! they may be named thus:
(a) The “Encirclement” interpretation )
(b) The “Historicist™ interpretation
(c) The “Revolutionary” interpretation

Before the content of these categories is elucidated, it may be

pointed out that writers are not aware of belonging to any of th
thr‘ee categories. The categorisation is that of the observer, not the
writer concerned. The categorics have been doveloped s:: arat Ie
by Fhe present writer by the isolation of some of the comn:ﬂ;t: ac;:
basic assfumptio?s present in the multitude of arguments advanc:d
to c:.;plam the Sino-Indian war. Such a procedure is necessary t
facilitate discussion and comparison of any set of ideas i e
geable and intelligible manner. . e
To turn now to the interpretations of the war, the “Historicist”
and “Rlevoluuonary" interpretations both ascribe the 1962 we:rlsl
agqrcsswe behaviour on the part of China. The first interpretati 0
maintains that such behaviour arose from Chinese historical t lg'n
tion and the second that it is communism that made China a oy
sive. The “Encirclement’ interpretation, on the other hand gtgal:s-
the reverse position: it holds that the war resulted from ’Indiaer:
aggressiveness.

The “Encirclement” Interpretation

This i:_xtcrpretation may equally be named as the “Maxwell” intes-
pretation, since it is most extensively elaborated by Neville M :
well, the author of India’s China War. But it is also held by sey i
other analysts, such as Camilleri, Gittings, Horowitg gtah e;al
Topping, Yahuda and others.? Indeed, were it not nl::ared g e<'
[arge.community of Anglo-American scholars, it would not my i
uc‘rutmy here. This paper is considered with the "convcnfiom;
wisdom” or the “received knowledge" i.c. the views shared w'clnla
by the Anglo-American scholarly community, not the uai P
ceptions of a particular individual, ' e per
In its most global expression the ‘‘Encirclement” interpretati
ht?lf:ls that_ China is a defensive power. If it is ever imlr)olv:dl?n
military actions against foreign powers, it is because those forej "
powers have been aggressive and provocative. The term “Enci Ign
ment” is derived, as may already be apparent, from ti:e idiomr ef'
_ Marxist-Leninist polemics against the western world. Communi:t

e e e
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were wont to accuse the western capitalist
nist regimes by encircling
This ‘‘encirclement”, it is
the part of

states, in an earlier era,
states of attempting to destroy commu
them with offensive military forces.
alleged, necessitated defensive security measures on
communist states.

In the context of the Sino-Indian war, the ““Encirclement”
interpretation has “broad” and “narrow” variants. The “broad”
variant speaks of an offensive threat from not only India but the
Soviet Union and United States. The “narrow” version points to
only the allegedly offensive nature of the actions taken by India.
The following observation of Pringsheim is typical of the ‘‘broad’
version:

The developments at this juncture should not be evaluated

merely in terms of the Sino-Indian direct confrontation. The

presence of US military persoanel in Thailand and Laos, the
promise of the delivery of Soviet MIG-21 fighter planes to India,
the Soviet Union’s lukewarm attitude towards China's border
claims. . . expect (ation) of an invasion attempt by Chiang Kai-
Shek’s forces (created) a strong Chinese desire to tidy up her

borders. . 2

The natrow variant of the interpretation argues that far from
being the initiator of conflict, China was merely responding to a
recalcitrant adversary, India. This variant depicts China’s actions
as responses to India’s military moves in the disputed areas; as
well, it holds that Beijing’s hand was forced by India’s adamant
refusal to search for a negotiated settlement. India, it is argued,
employed force recklessly. Yahuda remarks that ‘‘the Sino-
Indian border clashes of October-November 1962 may be seen to
have been inevitable once the Indian side began to implement its
‘forward policy’ in the border areas. .. 24 In contrast, Camilleri
observes, that China took “‘extreme care in the use of . military
force.”*
The “Bncirclement” interpretation thus attributes the war either
to Indian aggressiveness per se or to a combination of Indian,
Soviet and American desigas operating through New Delhi. In the
hands of Maxwell, the chief proponent of the ‘‘Bncirclement”
interpretation, exposition of the interpretation also acquires an
ironical and moralistic tone targetted against Indian diplomacy.
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The “Historicist” Interpretation

l?roponcnts of the “‘Historicist” interpretation accept without ques-
Fton the aggressor role of China, The theme emphasised inq the
Interpretation is that of Chinese tradition. It is alleged that the 1962
war and the tlcnsions preceding it had their source in the aggressive
anc.i agg(andwing behaviour that is characteristically rooted in
China’s history. Rowland thus points out the role of history:

'I"hc evenfs. - « (Tibetan affair, Sino-Indian war) are entirely con-
sistent with China’s historical approach to its borderlands—an
approach which combined an obsession with the security of the
Middle Kingdom, an urge for territorial aggrandisement.9
North takes the same view: '
Like nfationaliat leaders before him, Mao Tse-tung has long
made it clear that China does not intend to relinquish its right
to any area over which the old order established suzerainty—no
matter how brief the tenure or how tenuous the claim,?

4:& sub-theme within the “Historicist” interpretation considers
§h1na’s post-1840  historical experience as being of greater
importance than ancient or mediaeval Chinese history in the expla-
nation c_}f contemporary China’s actions. In this interpretation, the
diagnosis is not one of a China ever expansionist; rather, it ig 'held
that t-he European-imposed humiliations of the 19th century have
bred_m China an excessive concern for power and prestige, which
considerations engender an implacable quest for the restor;tion of
a powerful “Middle Kingdom.” Victorious military action would
restol:e China’s claimed boundaries as well as underscore its claims
}o being a great power. North and Levi thus argue that China, in
%ts conflict with India, is attempting to restore the status quo ar;re
i.e. the situation which existed prior to contact with ‘the West’
when the Manchu Empire attained the zenith of its cxpauision.a ’

The “Revolutionary” Interpretation

In 1949, China proclaimed itself a communist republic, and since
then some writers have found reason to believe that Chinese
behaviour, be it internal or external, results from the nature of
communism. It is held that any communist ante is propelled by
innate, ideological expansionist drives and that the Sino-Indian
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war of 1962 was the expression of these drives. As Rowland

- observes:

Peking pursues a belligerent policy (i.e. towards India) because
in the words of its leaders, “there is no historical precedent for
peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism—the old govern-
ment never topples unless it is pushed.” China seeks to foment
and lead the revolution in the Afro-Asian weorld.’

Still another perspective within the ‘“Revolutionary” school consi=
ders the event of 1962 not as an ideological communist expansionist
drive, nor as an intended assauit on capitalism, but rather as an
attempt either to capture the leadership of the communist world
from the Soviet Union by a display of ideological orthodoxy or to
restore its purity by bringing back Moscow from its supposedly
unholy flirtation with India.’®

A feature of the two China-as-aggressor interpretations, the
“Hijstoricist” and the “Revolutionary”, is that they are not pro-
posed as mutually exclusive but as complementary. “Han imperia-
lism" is believed to reinforce the ‘‘revolutionary zeal of com-
munism,”" !

Change in Interpretations /

Of thesc three interpretations, currently it is the ‘‘Encirclement”
interpretation which constitutes the ‘“conventional wisdom" of
post-1970 western analyses, The situation is easily demonstrated.
In order to determine the relative strengths of different interpreta-
tions, the present writer carried out a quantitative content analysis
of fifty-five Anglo-American writings published between 1960 and
19802 The object of the analysis was not only to determine the
recent strength of the “Encirclement” interpretation, but also to see
whether the emergence of this interpretation is a later phenomenon
or whether it was always part of the received view of scholars. The
findings of the content analysis are startling.

Among twenty-one British writers studied for the period between
1960 and 1980, all writers from about 1970 onwards subscribe to
the ““Encirclement” interpretation; in the previous decade there
were none. In the post-1970 period, fully 88 per cent of all inter-
pretive statements are of the “Encirclement” type. In the previous
decade a mere three per cent of the statements were of this type.
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The other interpretations have their period of strength in the last
decade. The “Historicist” interpretation is found to dominate
writings then.

The pattern of analysis found in American writings is close to
identical. Of the twenty-four authors scrutinised for the 1960-80
period, six are found to be proponents of the “Encirclement’
interpretation. These are all from the 1970s and onward period.
In this period, there is no proponent of the “Historicist” and
“Revolutionary’’ interpretutions. The advocates of these latter inter-
pretations are found only in the 1960s decade. Eleven writers do
uphold the “Historicist” interpretation and three the ““Revolution-
ary” one; but ten of the “‘Historicists” belong to the sixties decade
and so do the three “‘Revolutionary” proponents. In consequence,
the 1970 and onward period becomes predominantly of an
“Encirclement’ character.

A significant question is this: when precisely does the “Encircle-
ment” interpretation come to dominate writings?, In the British
sources studied, the interpretaton first receives references in excess
of the “Historicist” interpretation in material dated 1970. For
the same year, we find two authers upholding the “Encirclement”
interpretation and none the “Historicist”. Tentatively speaking—
tentatively because of the small size of our sample for the year—it
appears that the date of change was around 1970. The date of
change found in American writers is around 1971-72, At this time,
the change is somewhat indeterminate but the interpretations
become rapidly more “Encirclement”-like as the decade develops.

Comparatively speaking, therefore, British and American writers
show close similarity in their pattern of switch to the ‘“Encircle
ment” interpretation. In the 1960s decade, the writers mostly
viewed China as the aggressor and upheld the “Historicist” inter-
pretation; in the succeeding period, India comes to be viewed as
the aggressor party and the “Encirclement’ interpretation is given
credence. In the two sources, changes of interpretation take place
very closely, within a span of one to iwo years of each other.

It can be asserted with confidence then that the manner in which .

Anglo-American scholarship views the war has changcdl .dramatic,
ally. While once western scholars felt that the responsibility for the
war lay with China, in the present received view, Indian actions
gave rise to the conflict. This is quite evidently a change in under-

L
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tant 1]
standing, or, as Thomas Kuhn may say, a "sc:enuf‘m revoluthn
in the western world’s “knowledge” of the war. It is a revolution
that stands in need of explanation.!®

Change Without Justification

Science is empirical. ‘This may not be the case somctimes‘but this,
at least, is what it always purports (o be. Explanatory ideas are
meant to account for experience, or, in other words, rnst.upon
evidence. It would be useful, therefore, to first determine if the
emergence of the “Encirclement’ intérpretation can be defended on
the basis of some telling new evidence.

The “Bneirclement™ case is a complex one but it can be narrow-
ed down to certain events or items of evidence concerning (a)
territory; (b) diplomacy; and (c) military interactions. To take up
first the evidence concerning territorial issues: bere the “Encircle-
ment"” argument consists of arguing that the Sino-Indian boundary
has no formal definition¢ that the Indian claim to Aksai Chin has
no freaty basis; and that the Simla Convention governing the
McMahon Line in the east was néver ratified by China.'* These
claims are, as we know, old. Their evidence is from the early 1960s.
The claims may be perceived to be valid but they could not. have
become more valid from 1970 onwards than in the preceding
decade. That these claims, and their underlying empirical bases,
became more appealing to western scholars from 1970 onwards
cannot, therefore, be understood empirically.

It is with regards to diplomacy that the proponents of the
“Rncirclement” interpretation highlight some new items of evidence
which, the proponents believe, decide the issue in favour of their
explanation. Here the approach consists of establishing Indian
mala fides by citing evidence that suggests Indian dishonesty,
truculence, manoeuvrings and deception. Maxwell points out that
in his correspondence with Chou-en-Lai, Nehru had been claiming
that the boundaries claimed by India had “always been the histori-
cal frontiers of India.””® In Maxwell's view, this was dishonesty
because the Indian side was itself aware of the weakness in India’s
claims Thus, as early as 1952, G.S. Bajpai, earlier the most senior
official in the Ministry of External Affairs, had described the Mc
Mahon Line as a “scar left by Britain in her aggression against

China” and thus questioned its legitimancy.® And Nehru had
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admitted in Parliament that the “actual boundary of Ladakh with
Tibet was not very carefully defined.” For Nehru to assert, there:
fore, despite this awareness that India’s claimed boundaries had
“always been the historical frontiers of India” was rank
dishonesty.'?

- There was also truculence and intransigence because the “scar
left by Britain” and the “not very carefully defined” frontier was
being claimed by Nehru in his secret directives to his officials
as a frontier which was “firm and definite. . . not open to dis-
cussion with anybody.”?® The Indian side also attempted to cover
up its intransigence by, so it is claimed, eogaging in verbal
gimmicks, India had no interest in negotiations, but did not wish
to betray this attitude to the world commuuity. So it invited
Chou-En-Lai to New Delhi for “talks,” not ““negotiations.” Nehru
thus explained the distinction:

There is a difference between negotiations and talks, there isa
world of difference. .. Talking must always be encouraged
wherever possible. Negotiation is a very formal thing.!?

Maxwell, an exponent of the *‘Encirclement” view, dismisses
this distinction as “‘a staple device of Indian foreign policy,”
“casuistry” and a “‘smokescreen” behind which the Indian side
concealed from the international community its refusal to resolve
the dispute reasonably when Premier Chou visited New Delhi in
April 1960.%2°

Some of these items of evidence are of significance. In them-
selves they can justify a switch to the “Encirclement” interpreta-
tion. Nehru's secret directive to officials and Bajpai’s remark were
not known till Maxwell brought them to lightin the late 1960s
and early 1970s, Taken on their own, the items of evidence do
support the charge of intransigence and _djshonesty; a_nd, tl‘:erefote.
the possible claim that the switch is empirical, not sociological.

But it would be poor methodology indeed to build an inters
pretation just on the above items of evidence. Itisa well known
principle in science that a new interpretation ;shouh. not merely
account for some new items of cvidence previously unknown; it
should also explain those sets of facts which constitute the basis

of a rival interpretation. In other words, the entire body of

relevant evidence has to be weighed and on this basis the new
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interpretation developed.™

When this methodological canon is remembered, it becomes
clear that the new items of evidence do not provide an empirical
justification of switching to the “‘Encirclement” interpretation.
The empirical material which constitutes the basis of the rival
“Historicist” interpretation, and shows Chinese deception and
dishonesty, must also be explained and not quietly ignored.

A vital part of ‘‘Historicist” evidence, which the proponents of
the'new interpretation must also explain, is as follows.” In 1954,

* Prime Minister’ Nehru visited Beijing and raised the boundary

question with his host. He pointed out that Chinesc maps showed
Indian territory within China. Premier Thou assured Nehru that
China had no boundary dispute with India and that the offending
maps were old, pre-liberation maps ‘‘taken from the Nationalist
government which the new goverpment had not yet had time to
revise.” In saying that there was “no dispute,” it could not be
that Premier Chou was unaware of the conflict between India’s
claims and Chinese maps because India’s claims had been repeated-
ly described in Parliament, the press, and official correspondence.
Further, Nehru and the Indian Foreign Office had officially
expressed to China their disagreement with the line shown on
Chinese maps. In 1960, the Indian side asked its Chinese counter-
part why China had not earlier aired its view that the frontier
was a ‘“‘dispute (d)”" matter; why, it was asked, did China now (i.e.
1959-60) suddenly believe that the boundaries were a matter of
“dispute.” Several opportupities to express disagreement had
oceurred in the carly fifties; yet, despite Indian inquiries, the
Chinese side had disavowed the existence of any dispute. Premier
Chou replied that China had not raised the issue because “condi-
tions were not ripe” for raising it.

“The history just sketched occupies a central position in the
characterisation by “Historicists” of China as the parly that
practised deception and committed aggression. When its position
was militarily weak in Tibet, it feigned “no dispute;” the moment
the position had been strengthened, the existence of a “dispute”
became China’s fundamental stance,

The episode just cited cannot be accommodated into the
“Encirclement” interpretation. Any new interpretation of the
Sino-Indian war which predicates Chinese bona fides and which
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purports to be empirical must take account of the “‘pre-liberation
maps” episode. In as much as the ““Encirclement” interpretation
maintains its plausibility only by ignoring the episode and selec=
tively citing supportive evidence, it appears that the reasons for
the espousal of the new interpretation are non-empirical. Of course,
the evidence highlighted by proponents of the ““Bncirclement”
interpretation is relevant and insightful; but this evidence must be
weighed against the evidence of the previous interpretation. The
new interpretation does not meet this vital requirement.

In general usage, the characterisation “aggressor’” depends om
the manner in which a state employs violence in its relations with
other states. Propoments of the “Encirclement” interpretation
claim to have evidence from India’s employment of violence which,
it is held, shows India to have been the aggressor. One evidence
of this, it is maintained by Camilleri, Topping and Yahuda, is
India’s “forward policy.””® Under the policy, Nehru directed his
soldiers thus:

(In) Ladakh. . . we are to patrol as far forward as possible from
our present positions toward the international border. This will
be done with a view to establishing our posts which should
prevent the Chinese from advancing any further and also
dominating from any posts which they may have already
established in our territory.*

This, especially the goal of “dominating” Chinese posts, was
clearly, it is claimed, an expression of aggressive Indian inten-
tions.® The Galwan river incident of July 1962 gave concrcte
expression to India’s aggressive intentions. In territory held by the
Chinese, an Indian platoon consisting of Gurkhas “‘cut off a
Chinese outpost that had been established further down-stream"
and, going further, held up a Chinese supply party. Violenee could
have erupted anytime but Chinese forbearance and peaceability
saved the day.®

But India pushed on aggressively, so it is argued by proponents
of the “Encirclement” interpretation.® In October 1962, the
Indian Army established posts north of the McMahon Line ie.
north of even India’s own claimed boundary. When the Chinese
justifiably proceeded to besiege this post, a massive war-hysteria
was whipped up in India and Nehru publicly declared
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that he had instructed his soldiers to clear the Chinese.’

Stahnke, 2 proponent of “Bncirclement”, observes that at.this
stage, faced with mounting, publicly declared Indian military
preparations, “China had no real alternative other than the use
of force.””® China's military action of October 1962 was, thus,
only an act of defence. .

Again, we have some empirical material which lends plausibility
to the arguments of the “Bncirclement” proponents, But once the
evidence is examined in depth and compared with the evidence
supportive of the older interpetation, the plausibility dims and one
is again left with the suspicion of political influences upon western
scholarship.

The “forward policy,” and the incident flowing from it, that of
Galwan, were both known way back in the 1960s. Fisher, Hutten-
pack and Rose refer specifically to the policy in their study
published in 1963. To these authors, the policy did mot seem at
all militaristic. Indeed, to them it was a belated move on the part
of India to defend its territory.®® Tpe same policy now seems, to
“Eneirclement” proponents, an aggressive act—this cannot be
because the proponents have fallen upon some cvidence previously
unknown. Nehru’s secret directive cited by Maxwell was, of course,
unknown, but the general policy was nota sccret. There is then
no telling ‘‘new” evidence which justifics switching to t}:!o
“Encirclement”’ interpretation. What has happened probably is
that India's territorial position in Aksai Chin is now viewed
differently. To the “Historicists,” India’s legal position in Aksai
Chin was solid; hence, its military moves in the area were assc§scd
as inherently defensive. To the votaries of the new mtcrpretatlon,
Chipa’s position is legally stronger; henrce, India’s “forwa::d policy”
was an act of offence. But, as we remarked earlier, there is no new
evidence concerning territorial claims which justifies 'recasting the
old interpretations. It follows, therefore, that there is no ‘adequate
reason to recast the “Historicist” interpretation of Indian “forward
policy” cither.

The allegation that the Dhola post was north of the McMahon
Line is tendentious. The McMahon Line does not exist on the
ground, but only on maps. It stands to reason that the trams-
position of the line from the map to the ground should give
expression to the intentions of the cartographers rather than to

_—
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their unintended errors. It is well known that the framers of the
Simla Convention intended to create a crestline boundary. The
Dhola post may have lain north of the map-marked McMahon
Line but it was south of the infended McMahon Line. The Indian
effort to consolidate the position in Dhola, therefore, hardly
qualifies as aggression.

Nehru's statement to journalists that he had instructed the Indian
Army to clear Dhola of Chinese troops was, of course, gratuitous
and unfortunate. Taken in itself it may even count as a provoca-
tion. But it is scarcely fair to focus just on the statement and
neglect the series of events that preceded it. Furthermore, the
statement hardly constitutes a ‘“‘new” picce of evidence, It wasa
public statement made to journalists. If it justified the “‘Encircle-
ment” interpretation, it did so equally in the early 1960s as in the
1970s, But the fact that it was made use of only later, suggests
that it was not s0 much the statement as some outside factor which
yielded the new interpretation of the war.

Overall, it is apparent, therefore, that the switch to the new
interpretation, that of “Encirclement,” cannot be defended on
empirical grounds. The interpretation is based mostly upon
evidence that was well-known in the early 1960s. The fact that this
evidence did not seem persuasive to western analysts of the sixties
decade, but only came to acquire this quality later, ind.cates the
presence of extra-empirical factors influencing scholarship, There
is, of course. some new evidence which came to light only later and
which, it is claimed, justifies the ‘“‘Encirclement” interpretation,
However, this evidence, when weighed against the evidence
supportive of the older interpretation, is light and cannot, there-
fore, yield the conclusions it is meant to support,

Explaining Interpretation Change

Hitherto it has been claimed that the switch to the “Encirclement’
interprotation did not seem to be based on empirical grounds. It
has been further suggested that the reasons for the switch vere
probably environmental. It would be in order now to explore the
nature of these extra-empirical factors.

The environmental factor giving rise to the ‘“Encirclement”
interpretation is political. The factor is the western world's
relationship with China. The Sino-Indian war is, of course, ahout
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both, China as well as India; but the Anglo-US relationship with
India is not significant as an environmental influence upon scholar-
ship, This is because of the two powers, China and Iadia, China
is the principal power and India the secondary one. The principal
environmental factor (China) is more likely to be decisive than the
secondary one (India).

To return now to the linkage between the political environment
and interpretive change in the explanation of the Sino-Indian war:
it was shown earlier that the revisionist “Eneirclemen.” inter-
pretation emerged eirca 1970-72 and thereafter established itsclf.
Almost around this time also took place changes in the western
world’s political relationship with China. During 1970, American
trade and travel sanctions on China were relaxed in an unmistake
able step-by-step manner. In 1971, these measures were carried
further.®* Ping-pong diplomacy now commenced with an American
table-tennis team visiting China.®® Shortly afterwards, Henry
Kissinger, the then National Security Adviser, travelled secretly
to Beijing to arrange a Presidential visit.%

Similar changes took place on the British side of this relation-
ship. In March 1971, Premier Chou En-Lai conveyed an apology
to London for the burning of the British Mission in Beijing in
Avugust 1967.%¢ In April, a British table-tennis team visited Beijing
and other Chinese cities.?

The changes in the Anglo-American relationship with China
may be said to have climaxed with the arrival of President Nixon
in Beijing in February 1972.* Following the visit, a pattern of
successively growing warm relations was established between
China and much of the western world.

There is, thus, a very distinct correlation between the switch to
the “Encirclement” interpretation and the transition to a pattern
of warm relations with China. In principle, the correlation leaves
two possibilities; one is that the ‘‘Encirclement” interpretation
emerged first and the foreign relations changed in response; the
second is that the foreign relations changed first and the interpreta-
tion followed. The data do not clarify the issue, and, indeed, to a
certain extent, cannot! this because the question of change in
foreign relations depends upon which event is fixed as an indicator
of change—the lifting of trade sanctions, the Kissinger visit or the
Nixon-Mao Beijing Summit, -
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B Hoywcvor, it is hardly likely that the relatively inconsequential
Encirclement” interpretation caused a change in the critical
rf:alm of great power relations. It would require a lively imagina-
tion to suppose that an academic and journalistic re-interpretation
of the 1962 events vielded the Sino-American and Sino-British
rapprlochcmem. Practically speaking, therefore, only one possibility
remains; and this is that the new interpretation emerged in
‘r‘cspo'nso to the new diplomacy of international relations. The
Bngtrclement" interpretation then is a by-product of fu;rei
fela'tlons. Couched in scholarly idiom, the interpretation isgg
justification of the Anglo-American detente (and subsequentl
entetntc) with China. By claiming that China had “never reall ‘):
or‘nu::ver in fact” been the aggressor in the 1962 war, Anglyo-
American scholars appear to have assumed a public reIa;ions role
whose tas!c was creating the right intellectual climate for acceptance
of t!lc Sino-American rapprochement. At the same time, iti
Rossxb]e that a few proponents of the “Encirclement” inter ’rett
tion pro.ducecl their explanation either a little in advanlc)e :f
changes in Anglo-US relations with Beijing or almost in simul-

taniety with them. For thesc proponents, the guiding political

environment was probably the deepeni ino~Sovi i i
ly the Ussuri river clashes of 1969.p Thl:f;:Slzlgaig::ieth:lf:n:i'rp:czal:
political context of the US-USSR-PRC triangle and madegtl?
readjustment of American-Chinese ties almost inevitable. S "
scholars may have seen the writing on the wall and rcvisc'd t?l'e
cf:nccptual frameworks accordingly. Or some may have felt hm
given the Sino-Soviet clashes, a warm relationship with Bt‘"at'
was in the West’s geopolitical interests. They may have sou cl?tmg
promote _{his type of relationship by depicting China Es ~
unaggressive and defensive power. =
Whatever the manner in which political influence operated, it i
clear .that such influence did operate. This much is undeniab’! ::
question of interest is whether the ‘‘Encirclement” proponents °-h
f9llowed the government policy (excluding here those who : y
c1bp1§red' it) followed it wader government threat and .prcssure :I:.Z
ations
301:Jgn :::3; ,Of government employment, or whether they followed it
It would be reasonable to allow room for both possibiliti
Government threat and pressures and obligations cra.aatc:d1 l;sy
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employment with the government must have been responsible for
bringing some Anglo-American scholars in line. It is a well known
fact that in the United States scholars shuffle between, on the
one hand, the State Department and the Pentagon, and on the
other, the academia.®” Some proponents of the new interpretation
may have also espoused it voluntarily, out of an empathetic
identification with the policies of their country.

Conclusions ]

Two conclusions follow from the above analysis, one particular
and one general. The particular conclusion relates to the “Encircle-
ment” interpretation blaming India for the war of 1962. This
interpretation now dominates, with greater or lesser emphasis, the
current western analyses and commentaries on the Sino-Indian
war. But it is a political interpretation w'ose function is to
justify the reorientation of western policies from a pro-India
direction to a pro-China one. The earlier interpretations may have
had analogous functions but they had empirical strengths and it
is just here that the mew interpretation is found grievously
wanting. Social science, like the natural sciences, isan empirical
enterprise and any political linkage is acceptable so long as the
condition of empiricism—staying close to the facts—is respected.
It is just this condition that the “Encirclement” interpretation
violates egregiously, It selects a few isolated facts to lend itself
plausibility and proceeds to build a distorted argument for Indian
aggression in 1962, But the enormous body of cold evidence
which underwrote the earlier interpretation of the war still stands
and any honest attempt 10 understand the war must take it into
account. The *“‘Encirclement”’ interpretation notwithstanding, it is
clear that the Chinese territorial case has nothing to support it.
China's occupation of the Aksai Chin is a pure act of expansion
that cannot be defended under any legal or moral principle of
international intercourse. In the east, in the territory to the south
of the McMahon Line, China’s claim is sheer invention. The
Chinese never ever in their long history had any presence in
this area. In their diplomatic actions, Nehru and the Indian side may
have erred occasionally but nothing New Delhi did equalled in
scale the deception practised by Chou-En-Lai. In the area of the
use of force, India's measures were light and almost para-military
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in character, In contrast, the assault unleashed by Beijing in
October 1962 was a full-fledged military campaign self-evidently
planned and calculated long, long in advance.

The “Historicist’’ cage of Chinese aggression is, then, as strong
as ever. As diplomatic negotiations between India and China
come up again, this is a point which the Indian side must bear in
mind, Given the evidence, New Delhi ought to reiterate its case
with vigour, without any sense of diffidence or hesitation. ;

There is also a general point which emerges from the analysis
undertaken in these pages; and this concerns the manner in which
western studies on iaternational relations need to be received, The
influence of western study materials, scholarly or journalistic, is
pervasive in developing countries. Factual material i8 obtained
from western sources and so are interpretative studies. Library
holdings in research institutes are largely of western provenance.
In this situation it should be surprising if some of the ideas do
not filter down into the belief-structures of Third World readers
and re-emerge in their own analyses of political situations, But
this paper has shown how western studies may sometimes be
adjusted to suit prevailing political currents and how their very
empirical basis may be dubious. Possibly this is a widespread
phenomenon, something more extensive than merely the writings
on the Sino-Indian war. Western studies, therefore, ought to be
taken with a pinch of salt. The need for caution is imperative,
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Te(?hnoﬁegv import and Moderni-
sation of the Chinese Air Force

KAPRIL KAUL

Inmillilc lﬂ;:losmg. days'of' l?g?, China had undertaken a major
-4 é‘,‘ e of lt!li senior military personnel following the 13th
y ongress in October. The Congress saw China’s agin
leader Deng Xiaoping relinquish all his posts excepi that of Cbg .
Ln;:lr:f dti;; Party’s Central Military Cc.)mmission. He, no dmfl;:-
¢ 1S post to see the ful i e ine
_Cl_zi}m’s military a modern ﬁghtiﬁnhgTl erl;tacg:nehls-sdcsrm i
Initiated way back in the 1970s. R TRbe
In 1975, in a speech made to hioh- i
Peopli's Liberation Army shortly aft%? rgn:i;]ﬁag:? ll;::tsd ott" :ﬁe
PLA.’s General Staff, Deng observed: “The Army has bo in
considerable disarray...has become bloated and is not o I:
outfit that will make a good showing in combat.” Thoua:rt";f'
speech cost him his position soon after, Deng returned tm‘g ow;:
two years later, resumed his position on the General Stall:';'a d
subueq}wntly became Chairman of the Military Commissio nf
the Chinese Communist Party and began to implement rcformlall?
had t:a]kcd about in his 1975 speech. Military moduruisation o
Deng's formulation, aims at producing a force that is Ieam-.l:l
yaingcr, better equipped and more loyal to the central Ieadcrship;
o sa follnw-_ug, Zhao Ziyang, First Vice Chairman of the Militar;r
airs Commission (MAC), has proposed the unification of the
supp_ly arrangements for the Army, Navy and Air Force to aveid
Wasting manpower and money. In a speech to the March 21, 1988
forum of the Central Military Comnmittee, Zhao said that g,radu l’
Improvements should be effecied in military equipment cnpncialla
in the Navy and Air Force. Although it would not be ;uitable ty
I1;1.1rto]::er re'cllllllce the numbers of Army personnel—already reduceg
ne mi —; i
myias e scl}:):o!]tsl?n Zhao called for further streamlining in acada-

Modernisation of the armed forces should be regarded as the



