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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the Sino-Indian border dispute from India’s
independence to the present. Although it does not cover all
aspects of the Sino-Indian rivalry, resolving the dispute is crucial
for long-term Asian stability. The intensity of the dispute has
varied, ranging from periods of calm to military posturing, armed
clashes, and war. Therefore, the question arises — what escalates
this dispute? Some factors that contribute to escalation are
rooted in realism, such as the belief that the other side seeks
hegemony, or India’s alignment with China’s main rival
(USA/USSR) and China’s alignment with India’s (Pakistan).
However, not all factors are based on military-economic
capabilities. Some crucial factors stem from internal political
dynamics. Therefore, a foreign policy analysis is necessary to
understand the nature of this dispute. The two sections of this
paper offer a foreign policy analysis of all border incidents during
and after the Cold War. Based on it, in conclusion, the author
succinctly and tentatively proposes Zhou Enlai’s swap plan
(modified by Nehru) as a starting point for further conflict
regulation (China would make certain territorial concessions to
India), but on the additional condition that India would forever
prohibit Tibetan emigrants from engaging in political activities
related to Chinese Tibet.
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Introduction

It is difficult to imagine that any rivalry between China and India would disappear
the moment their decades-long border dispute, a form of spatial rivalry, is resolved
(Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson 2023, 10; Verma 2024, 399). However, without a
resolution of the border issues, it is even more difficult to imagine that any other
rivalry can be resolved in the long term. Especially in recent years, India has stated
that any progress in relations between the two countries will strictly depend on
China’s behaviour on the border (Gokhale 2021b, 21; Gokhale 2022, 24-25). We
believe that the resolution of the border dispute is a necessary condition for
resolving all other Sino-Indian disputes.

Moreover, foreign literature often oscillates between fatalistic pessimism that
the rivalry between China and India, including spatial on the border, cannot be
mitigated or eliminated by compromise (Garver 2001; Bajpai 2021; Saran 2022;
Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson 2023) and euphoric optimism that the border
dispute is nothing more than an episodic derailment of dominant cooperation
(Ramesh 2005; Tripathi and Deepak 2012). Some also point out that a compromise
on the border is not unthinkable but do not provide a concrete set of measures to
achieve this (Pardesi 2022). Our work will follow in the footsteps of foreign authors
who do not see the dispute as fate, while offering concrete proposals for overcoming
it (Singh 2020; Suryanarayana 2021; Gokhale 2022). Domestic works on this topic
provide excellent insights into certain aspects of the Sino-Indian border crises
(Vukovi¢ 2018; Vukovi¢ 2020). However, unlike our work, they cover little of the Cold
War decades of the problem (crucial for its genesis), while also belonging to the
pessimistic school of Sino-Indian relations.

Additionally, this paper approaches the research problem from a perspective of
foreign policy analysis (Kaarbo 2015). The foreign policy goals and the means to
achieve them are the result of a multi-layered decision-making process, marked by
complex and distortive communication between various actors — their perceptions
and misperceptions, ideas about other countries and ideologies. States are not
“black boxes” that, faced with identical external incentives, act in the same way
through rational choice (Parent and Rosato 2015, 55). In other words, although
realpolitik plays an important role in calculations, foreign policy is not something
automatically predictable like a natural (objective) law but is mediated to such an
extent by the ideological, perceptual, and communicative (subjective) factors of
political actors — and even by random factors — that realism as a theory is
insufficient.? For, how else can we explain the fact that Indian Prime Ministers Nehru

2 Moreover, it is impossible to categorize foreign policy under a theory that would provide “laws” for
all countries or for one. Thus, those who claim that China always chooses to use force against India
—when it feels threatened by an invasion by great powers and the party leader thinks that his public
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and Rajiv Gandhi had a different view from their associates on China? Or the fact
that today, when China’s economic and military capabilities (GDP and military
spending) surpass India’s drastically more than during the Nehru-Gandhi dynasty
(Bajpaee and Jie 2025, 11), almost no one in the political elite advocates a change
in the Nehruvian doctrine of non-alignment understood as “strategic autonomy”
(Khilnani et al. 2012, 8, 31, 51; Hall 2019, 33)? Finally, the paper concludes with a
unique proposal for ending the border dispute —the way Austria and Russia resolved
the dispute during and after the Congress of Vienna (1815) could be a recipe for
China and India today.

Sino-Indian Border Dispute during the Cold War

The seeds of the border dispute between China and India can be traced back to
the period before Indian independence. In 1939, Mao wrote that Nepal, Bhutan,
and Burma were Chinese territories, despite being countries of vital security interest
to both the British colonialists and independent India (Chakravarti 1967, 40-44;
Garver 2001, 167-168, 251). And in early 1947, the Conference on Asian Relations
was held in New Delhi. Despite non-communist China’s protests, India invited Tibet.
Tibet was shown separately from China on a large map of Asia in the conference
hall. But because of the Chinese persistence, Nehru eventually allowed the Chinese
delegate to repaint the map, showing Tibet as part of China. The Tibetan flag was
removed (Garver 2001, 44; Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson 2023, 58-59).

China’s return to Tibet caused divisions within the Indian leadership. Nehru
wavered between accommodating China and asserting Indian interests, while Sardar
Patel advocated for a tougher approach (Hall 2020, 154-156; Garver 2001, 43-53).
Both leaders believed that the best scenario for India was for Tibet to maintain its
pre-communist status of “sovereignty under Chinese suzerainty”, essentially
meaning a de facto independent Tibet under nominal Chinese control. However,
they disagreed on how to achieve this. Nehru was confident that China would not
station a large standing army and would grant Tibet the broadest possible autonomy
— provided that India accommodated Chinese interests as much as possible. He
believed that logistical costs, difficult terrain, and climate deterred China from
turning Tibet into a classical Chinese province. To test China’s red lines, Nehru
decided to send military aid to Tibet three times, with the last shipment occurring
after China had expressed its intent to reclaim Tibet by force. India then extended

support is sinking — are wrong (Balazs 2021, 18-24). In fact, on the eve of the attack on India in 1962,
China had the impression that the United States would not attack China (Garver 2006, 110-111). And,
as we will explore further below, Mao was actually gaining power but decided to go to war due to a
completely random circumstance —a successful annual harvest. Therefore, the foreign policy decisions
of India and China must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
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diplomatic support to Tibet by sending three notes to China: 1) opposition to
admitting the People’s Republic of China to the UN instead of Taiwan, 2) hints that
the use of force would cause the negotiations between Dalai Lama and China to
break off, and 3) suggestion according to which Tibet would have autonomy under
Chinese suzerainty if India retained trade and cultural rights acquired during the
colonial period (Mullik 1971, 77-78). China rejected the first two notes and partially
accepted the third, agreeing to Tibetan autonomy but insisting on firm Chinese
sovereignty rather than loose suzerainty. China emphasised that Tibet was an integral
part of China and its internal issue.

Nehru interpreted this as China’s willingness to accept at least one of India’s
demands. He therefore influenced the Dalai Lama (who was considering fleeing to
India) to remain in Tibet and negotiate autonomy with Beijing. Nehru did not accept
any of Patel’s proposals for a stronger balancing of China in the border areas: 1)
strengthening the road and administrative infrastructure, 2) strengthening the army;,
3) redefining the border with China (since the old India-Tibetan border treaties had
ceased to be valid). In truth, Nehru also intimately desired these measures, but he
believed that India did not have the capacity to do so at the time — which could
change if India had at least two decades of peace with China to stabilise its economy
(Mullik 1971, 79-81, 179, 184).

After the Dalai Lama reached an agreement with Beijing in 1951, Nehru believed
he had public support for the 1954 India-China agreement that would confirm two
key points: 1) Tibetan autonomy, and 2) the Sino-Indian border. However, issues such
as miscommunications between New Delhi and the Indian embassy in Beijing, as
well as the lack of experience within the Indian establishment in conducting
negotiations, became apparent. In contrast to China, which had extensive experience
in negotiation techniques from previous agreements with Western powers, the
USSR, and Japan, Indian politicians had limited experience in this area. Negotiation
was a domain that had been handled by the colonial British until India gained
independence (Gokhale 20214, xi). Unlike India, China had never been ruled by a
foreign colonial power, allowing for an uninterrupted diplomatic tradition.

The 1954 agreement did not mention Tibetan autonomy or precisely define the
Sino-Indian border (Garver 2001, 51-52; Liithi 2017, 32). The Indians paid the price
for their inexperience, as they believed the agreement implicitly guaranteed these
two vital interests, instead of insisting on their explicit inclusion and elaboration.
Beijing, on the other hand, believed that India had relinquished its right to intervene
in Tibetan affairs and make statements on the subject as per the explicit provisions
of the agreement (Garver 2001, 51-52). Therefore, when Beijing significantly reduced
Tibetan autonomy a few years later, India criticised it. Beijing viewed India’s reaction
as duplicitious. But the agreement only allowed traders and pilgrims from both
countries to use six Himalayan passes for crossing into India/Tibet, all of which were
on the MacMahon Line agreed upon in 1914 by the British colonialists in New Delhi
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and the Tibetan government without the approval of a weakened early republican
Beijing. Nehru wrongly assumed that China implicitly recognised the MacMahon
Line as the border, further solidifying his previous belief based on distorted
information about Chinese positions sent by Ambassador Panikkar from Beijing
(LGthi and Gupta 2017, 9). In September 1951, Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai proposed
talks on border demarcation to India, but then went silent in early 1952. Despite
this, Nehru instructed Panikkar in April 1952 to initiate talks on border demarcation,
which Panikkar refused, claiming that “Zhou’s systematic silence should be treated
as tacit consent to all Indian positions regarding the border”.® Nehru adopted
Panikkar’s unrealistic assessment that the Chinese communists had implicitly
accepted the border established by British colonialists and the Tibetan government
without Beijing’s consent.

A serious misunderstanding over the borders was evident both before and after
the 1954 treaty, as seen through the mutual publication of official maps. In 1950,
India published maps showing the western and central sectors of the border with
China as undefined, contrasting with the eastern sector, which aligned with the
MacMahon Line (Raghavan 2010, 227-233). However, in November of 1950, Nehru
stated that the borders in the western and central sectors were regulated by old
practices and customs. During Nehru’s visit to China in 1954, he brought up the issue
of Chinese maps still showing parts of India as parts of China to Zhou Enlai. Zhou
explained that these were maps from the Kuomintang regime, still being published
out of habit, and that the communists had not yet reviewed them, with no intention
of altering the borders like the Kuomintang (Singh 1998, 295; Liithi and Gupta 2017,
9-10). By July 1958, China had not withdrawn the old maps or issued new ones.*
However, the new edition of Chinese maps that month showed no changes, with
Chinese borders still significantly further south than Indian maps claimed. Also, China
actively promoted its latest maps internationally (Chakravarti 1967, 66-67). This was
despite Zhou Enlai’s assurances during his 1956/57 visit to India that China was
willing to accept the situation on the ground regarding the MacMahon Line, despite
viewing it as an unjust creation of British imperialism (Xiaowen 2020, 95). What then
prompted Beijing in July 1958 to adopt a different and more rigid stance concerning
the borders?

3 Zhou changed his position because, as will be seen later in the paper, he realized that he could
use the unresolved border as a trump card in negotiations with India regarding the status of Tibet.

4 Since 1955, there have been four minor incidents in the disputed areas. These incidents involved
small Chinese detachments patrolling and camping south of the border (as perceived by India).
They would often encounter Indian patrols, leading to threats of force. This was undoubtedly a
collateral consequence of guerrilla actions by small groups of rebels crossing the border and
Chinese efforts to search for them (Chakravarti 1967, 67-70).



652 | Marko Pejkovi¢

Namely, just a month earlier (June 16, 1958), a Tibetan rebel army called the
“Volunteer Freedom Fighters for Religious and Political Resistance” was formed at a
parade south of Lhasa. This deeply disturbed local Chinese officials who urgently asked
the Dalai Lama to do everything possible to disarm it (Andrugtsang 1973, 62-64; Knaus
1999, 150-151). Rebel activities in Tibet had been ongoing since 1951, but they were
isolated and poorly organised actions that only received direct support from the US in
1956 (Knaus 1999, 137-145). And the role of India in aiding the Tibetan uprising was
unguestionable, despite Nehru’s refusal to provide military aid (Chakravarti 1967, 73-
74, 89; Garver 2001, 60-62). In July 1958, Beijing sent a note to New Delhi detailing
the subversive activities of Tibetan émigrés based in the Indian city of Kalimpong.
When the uprising expanded in scope in 1959, China viewed the Indian consul’s
promise in Lhasa that India would consider a written demand for independence from
a group of Tibetans in talks with Chinese counterparts as a gross interference in its
internal affairs. Also, the Indian embargo on trade with Tibet, the refuge given to the
Dalai Lama, and the attempt of certain members of Nehru'’s party to help the Tibetan
rebels through a special committee and to appeal to UN bodies for military
intervention in Tibet were all interpreted negatively. Chinese perceptions here are not
without foundation, as evidenced by the American admission that an Indian official
from the Ministry of Home Affairs showed the American consul in Calcutta a letter
from an anonymous Tibetan requesting military aid, believing that it might be of
interest to the US. Additionally, the Dalai Lama’s brother claimed that another Indian
official, during a meeting in Sikkim (then an Indian Himalayan protectorate), conveyed
Nehru’s promise that India would mediate in the withdrawal of Chinese troops from
Tibet (Knaus 1999, 159).

What is certain is that Nehru preferred the Tibetans to peacefully fight for their
rights. However, he was not willing to restrain their activities even if they
collaborated with Western powers and used Indian territory for subversive and
guerrilla actions in neighbouring Tibet. This is evident from the fact that during the
Dalai Lama’s visit to India in 1956/57, Nehru first informed him that he could not
rely on direct Indian assistance. But then, Nehru acted against Zhou Enlai’s request
to prevent the Dalai Lama’s contact with Tibetan refugees associated with Western
secret services in Kalimpong (Knaus 1999, 134-135). Nehru further told his associates
that India would not interfere with the assistance that Tibetan refugees provided to
their compatriots in China, even if Beijing protested to New Delhi about it and sought
the extradition of Indian Tibetans — on the condition that the refugees refrain from
making their actions public as much as possible (Mullik 1971, 182-183; Garver 2001,
53-54).

Whether Nehru consciously began to take steps to assist the Tibetan struggle
over time is still not fully clear. Despite the aforementioned actions of lower-ranking
Indian officials in Lhasa, Calcutta and Sikkim, it is not certain that Nehru was aware
of their actions, let alone approved them. The administration of the young Indian
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state did not always act cohesively, with both theoretical and practical disagreements
between various state bodies regarding policy towards China being common. At
times, the Ministry of Home Affairs blocked the implementation of Nehru’s decisions
made at the suggestion of the secret service (Mullik 1971, 156, 192-193, 240, 244).
From the Chinese perspective, which viewed India as a unified apparatus, these
details did not matter. After the publication of the maps in July 1958, Beijing believed
Nehru was not only supporting the Tibetan uprising but also secretly working with
the Americans from the beginning to instigate it. That is why the escalation of the
Tibetan rebellion in 1958 influenced China to raise the stakes in the border dispute
with India by insisting on using the older, more contentious maps.

However, the Chinese position of July 1958 was not irreversible. During his visit
to India in April 1960, Zhou offered a solution to the border dispute. India would
receive satisfaction in the eastern sector along the McMahon Line, and China in the
western sector by acquiring the strategically more important region of Aksai Chin
(Lathi 2017, 33-34). The reason for this new turn should be sought in the dynamics
of Chinese domestic politics. More precisely, the prevailing perception of the
responsibility of party leaders (Mao vs. others) for the success or failure of the
economic reforms of 1958, called Great Leap Forward Il, had a direct impact on
relations in the China-USSR-India triangle. The better the effects of Great Leap
Forward Il were, the greater the distance Beijing was from Moscow and New Delhi,
and vice versa.

Even before that, de-Stalinization, the revolts in Hungary and Poland in 1956,
and the failure of the Great Leap Forward | to industrialise China on the Soviet model,
had already caused a rift between China and the USSR. At the same time, the USSR
had significantly improved relations with India (Madan 2020, 72). But this rift was
not final. Before that, China had to find its own Chinese path to socialism that would
not resemble the Soviet one but would still yield tangible results. A successful
Chinese path would provide enough “capital” on the basis of which Beijing could
finally break with “revisionist Moscow”. Otherwise, concerned about the potential
for a crisis similar to the one of Stalin’s successorship in China, Mao decided to
establish a predictable framework for the transfer of power after his death. After
laying the foundations for Great Leap Forward Il, he planned to step back to the
second party front. From there, he would handle operational state policy, including
foreign affairs, only in the event of crises or emergencies. The first party front was
left to the other members of the Politburo to further develop their leadership skills.
This retreat of Mao took place in April 1959 when he resigned as head of state in
favour of Liu Shaoqi (MacFarquhar 1974, 105-106, 154).

However, Mao believed from the start that his colleagues on the first party front
were not following his general principles for the Great Leap Forward Il boldly or
diligently enough. First and foremost, in the area of collectivisation in the
countryside. According to Mao, this doubt about the success of China’s economic
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path was also reflected in their excessive favouritism towards Moscow and New
Delhi. The first party front accepted the criticisms that Khrushchev made during his
September 1959 visit to China regarding China’s “adventurous policy” towards the
border with India (Jun 2005, 8). Mao associated this with a potential Chinese
regression into “revisionism” of the Soviet-Yugoslav type — a futile compromise with
“bourgeois reaction” in the domestic economy and the illusion that the transition
to communism at the international level required not only tactical but also strategic
dialogue with capitalist/imperialist regimes. Therefore, Mao was simply waiting for
the first year, slightly better in terms of agricultural yields, to return to the forefront
and thus nullify the accommodation of Chinese interests with the USSR/India
(MacFarquhar 1997, 281-282). That year was 1962, precisely the year of the Sino-
Indian War. In August of that year, at the Beidaihe conference, Mao announced his
return and China’s shift to the left. Up until then, Beijing had employed both the
stick and the carrot in its relations with India. Since that conference, it has only used
the stick, making war inevitable (MacFarquhar 1997, 302).

Nehru, for reasons of domestic politics, had less and less room for compromise.
A few years earlier, Nehru had been unconstrained by Indian public opinion, as he
had signalled his readiness to compromise in the western sector (Gupta 2017, 53-
54, 58).°> From the end of 1959 until the war in 1962, Nehru was increasingly
undermined by a passionate public opinion. The reactions of both the opposition
and the ruling party in parliament became so extreme that Nehru had to consider
the possibility that accepting the latest Chinese border proposal from 1960 would
lead to the downfall of the government (Frankel 2020, 265; Gupta 2017, 59). In order
to minimise the risks of falling from power due to accusations of pursuing a
lukewarm policy towards China, he took further steps. In response to the increased
presence of Chinese patrols and outposts in the disputed zones from 1959-1961 (a
collateral result of the Tibetan uprising),® India began pursuing its Forward Policy in
early 1962. This included increasing military presence, establishing Indian outposts
that would prevent further movement of the Chinese army (PLA) to the west, and
positioning the Indian army as far forward as possible to the east (Balazs 2021, 99-

® This readiness stemmed from uncertainty about the legitimacy of India’s claims to the entire
territory of the western sector, Aksai Chin. It was reflected in the proposal that Aksai Chin become
a buffer zone without civil-military authority, and only then could negotiations begin. This was
contrary to China’s position, which demanded the withdrawal of troops to 20 kilometers from the
line of current control, thereby maintaining control over the newly built and strategically important
road from Tibet to Xinjiang.

6 The immediate result was two armed clashes in 1959, resulting in dozens of deaths on both sides
—one in the eastern sector (Longju) and the other in the western sector (Kongka Pass). In Longju,
the Indian army established a checkpoint to regulate the entry of Tibetan refugees, leading to a
confrontation with the PLA and a subsequent shootout. In Kongka Pass, an Indian patrol
encountered the PLA, attempted to encircle them, and a shootout followed.
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101, 104-105). However, this forward penetration was limited because the Indian
units had orders to avoid even the smallest armed clashes as much as possible (they
could only fire in self-defence). Nehru’s team believed that China would not initiate
a large-scale war because of this. In the worst-case scenario, a small localised clash
was expected.

Despite these difficulties that hindered Nehru’s ability to reach an agreement,
it was still possible until July 1962, a month before Mao’s return. Nehru believed
that, after surviving the initial attack of public opinion, a period of rebuilding his
damaged credibility may have begun. This was especially true since he would be
presenting the Chinese proposal of 1960 to the public, but with modifications that
favoured India (Lall 1981, 155-158). Accordingly, China would maintain complete
control over the portion of Aksai Chin where the newly constructed road passed
through. This road was crucial to China’s year-round control over Tibet, as other
routes were often impassable during certain months. However, India’s Forward
Policy would also be somewhat validated.” In 1959, the Indian establishment had
already acknowledged that China would not negotiate on the territory where the
road was built. The only concern now was how to stop China from pushing the
boundary further west (Mullik 1971, 206). Initially, there were voices in Parliament
calling for bombing the Chinese road in Aksai Chin and reclaiming the territory, but
Nehru resolutely refused (Gopal 1984, 94). The road issue was therefore not even
on the agenda of India’s strategy towards China in 1962. On the other hand, India
would still have a border along the McMahon Line in the eastern sector, and Beijing
could make additional concessions to India as a price for ceding the road to China
(apparently in the central sector).

However, this modified 1960 proposal failed due to communication problems
(Lall 1981, 155-158). At the Geneva Conference on Laos, Chinese Foreign Minister
Chen Yi and Indian Defence Minister Krishna Menon met three times to discuss the
border. After each meeting, Menon sent a telegram to Nehru about the content of
the talks so as not to go overboard. Yi suggested that both sides issue a communiqué
stating that constructive border talks had been held, and that the parties intended
to continue such talks in the near future. Menon agreed and promised to send an
urgent telegram to Nehru so that Yi could receive a definitive answer before he left
for China. However, Nehru was not in the capital, but on a trip to southern India.
When the telegram was finally delivered to him, Nehru immediately replied in the
affirmative, but it was too late. Yi had already left Geneva, believing that Nehru’s
lack of response meant a rejection of the communiqué and further talks. After
Menon returned to India, news leaked to the press that he had been secretly

7 The idea was considered that there would be parity in the western sector outside the road area.
Where China builds a post on a hill, India would have the right to set up its own post on the
adjacent hill. Neither side would have the right to remove the other’s posts so erected.
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negotiating with the Chinese in Geneva, but without details of what had been
achieved in India’s favour. This caused such a stir in parliament that Nehru relented,
saying that no talks had taken place, except for a courtesy communication on the
subject of Laos.

There is an opinion among those who participated in the episode from July 1962
that during the heated debate, Nehru began to display an unusual tendency to
retreat in the face of criticism, likely due to his already seriously impaired health. If
only a more resilient foreign minister had been able to withstand the barrage of
criticism in parliament at the time — which was not possible, since Nehru was both
prime minister and foreign minister —and if a few more weeks had passed after the
public dust had settled, Nehru, as prime minister from a distance, may have been
able to continue the dialogue and practically implement it in the Yi-Menon spirit
(Lall 1981, 157). However, even if this were the case, we have seen that very little
time had passed from Geneva to Mao’s return at the Beidaihe conference, which
marked the definitive end of any détente with India — a Chinese attack became
inevitable, and it occurred in October 1962.

After the 1962 war, three more clashes occurred. The first took place at the
Nathu La pass in the central sector in 1967, resulting in approximately a hundred
casualties on both sides (Balazs 2021, 153-162). Indian soldiers had attempted to
erect barbed wire at the pass to better demarcate what they perceived as the border
line in response to Chinese trench digging nearby. In retaliation, Chinese soldiers
launched an artillery attack, accusing the Indians of trespassing. Indian Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi authorised commanders to return fire on Chinese positions.
More Chinese were killed than Indians, and the Chinese forces retreated 3 kilometres
from their original positions. The second clash occurred in 1975 in the eastern sector
at the Tulung La pass (Verma 2024, 397). A small Indian patrol encountered a Chinese
ambush that was protecting a bunker structure in the disputed area. Although four
Indian soldiers were killed, this time Indira Gandhi instructed the local Indian
commander to de-escalate the situation through negotiations with his Chinese
counterpart (Krishnan 2020).

And the third conflict occurred in the eastern sector, in the Sumdorong Chu
River valley (Balazs 2021, 170-208; Joshi 2022). After the 1962 war, Indian territory
along the McMahon Line was largely demilitarised — a new Chinese attack was
expected at lower elevations further south (Pardesi 2019, 538). In 1981, Gandhi
approved the remilitarization of the eastern sector, known as Operation Falcon.
This decision was made due to the increasing strength of secessionist forces, which
had been trained in China during the late 1970s, in the northeast of the country.
There was concern in India that without a stronger military presence along the
border, the PLA could potentially join forces with the secessionists (Mansingh 1984,
251-252). In 1985, an Indian unit engaged in heightened activity built an outpost
in the Sumdorong Chu River valley. However, they withdrew during the winter and
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were surprised to find the PLA there the following summer. The Indian unit was
almost completely encircled by the PLA.2 The nearby Indian army came to the
rescue, releasing their colleagues from the encirclement and establishing a line of
defence on the surrounding heights. Firing from the Indian side in the air served as
a warning signal. The Chinese did not retaliate. Instead, they began building their
own positions opposite the Indian ones. Throughout March and May 1987, both
sides engaged in massive military exercises, escalating tensions. However, after
Indian Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi visited Beijing in 1988, tensions began to
decrease. The Sino-Indian border management agreement of 1993 further eased
tensions. The crisis ended in 1995 without any casualties.

Why did the Chinese choose to use force in 1967 and 1975, but limited
themselves to posturing in 19867 Why did India respond with force in 1967, but not
in the other instances? The Chinese political leadership opted for force in 1967 to
quell internal conflicts, including within the army, amidst the chaos of the Cultural
Revolution. By shifting focus to an external enemy, the leadership aimed to prevent
a complete breakdown between an army corps and division, both linked to
conflicting mass social organisations. The issue at hand was the replacement of the
CCP secretary in Tibet (Balazs 2021, 167). The Indian reaction could not have been
different, because New Delhi was not thinking about détente with Beijing at the
time. Not only was the memory of the 1962 war fresh, but even fresher was the
memory of China’s ultimatumes, threats, and aid to Pakistan during its war with India
in 1965 (Madan 2020, 181-185). In 1975, Beijing also reacted sharply, as it was still
unsure about the feasibility of détente with India. Since 1973, India had been trying
to lessen its heavy reliance on the USSR by improving relations with the US and
China. Prime Minister Gandhi even stated in 1974 that India desired friendship with
China, after previously rejecting Brezhnev’s plans for collective security, which were
harmful to China (Madan 2020, 262-265, 268, 270-271). On the other hand, China
sent its table tennis team to India in January 1975. In February, the Chinese Vice
Premier stated during a visit to Calcutta that China was ready for dialogue with India.
China also stopped denouncing India at the UN. However, China did not recognise
the annexation of Sikkim to India in 1975. China continued to support Pakistan and
its nuclear program, as well as anti-Indian propaganda in Nepal. This “hot-cold”
approach towards India lasted until the end of 1975, when Deng became convinced
that India was indeed cooling its relations with the USSR and trying to improve
relations with China’s ally Pakistan (Madan 2020, 272). But Deng came to this
conviction after the killing of Indian soldiers at the Tulung La pass, and Gandhi had

8 The dispute arose due to differing perceptions of what the MacMahon Line in the 1914
treaty marked. The line on the original low-resolution map is very thick, so different
interpretations are inevitable. The Indians, unlike the Chinese, claim that the line reflects
the watershed.
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long before that formed the impression that détente with China was necessary.
Hence her lukewarm reaction to the Chinese attack in 1975. Unlike in 1967, the
context was now such that she had much more room for manoeuvre. She did not
have to worry about accusations of “treason” from the opposition in parliament,
because the emergency was in effect (Madan 2020, 271).

The Chinese did not increase their military presence in the eastern sector
immediately after the Indian Operation Falcon, but only after India rejected Deng’s
package deal, which was in effect revived Zhou Enlai’s swap plan (Garver 2001, 101).
However, the Indian rejection of the package deal was more a matter of chance than
the result of cold realist calculation. Indira Gandhi had actually accepted the deal in
principle, but stated that it could only be implemented after the next Indian elections
(Saran 2018).° This decision was made to avoid the risk of electoral defeat due to
accusations of “lukewarmness”. However, after her assassination in late 1984, this
idea was abandoned. It is likely that Indira’s successor, Rajiv Gandhi, would have also
accepted the package deal. However, the Chinese had lost patience in the meantime,
especially after hearing Gorbachev’s speech in Vladivostok in July 1986 in which he
offered China unilateral concessions and proposed easing tensions (Kaczmarski 2015,
8; Simes 1986, 488). There is also an opinion that the Chinese abandoned the
package deal (and reactivated old claims to the entire eastern sector) because the
“hawks” became stronger after seizing on a passage from the recently published
correspondence between Zhou and Nehru, where Zhou states that accepting the
MacMahon line would mean “shame on the country through the sale of national
territory” (Garver 2001, 104, 107). These are the reasons why China reinforced
troops in the eastern sector and entered disputed areas.

Neither side wanted further escalation. The decision of Indian General Sundarji
to send an entire brigade towards Sumdorong Chu set in motion a spiral of mutual
encirclement and troop buildup, but this happened without the knowledge of the
civilian authorities (Joshi 2022). Rajiv Gandhi nevertheless subsequently approved
Sundariji’s decision, keeping it at the level of posturing. By playing tough, he was
perceived as a staunch defender of national interests, making it easier for him later
to: 1) abandon the resolution of the border issue as a prerequisite for improving
relations with China in all other areas, and 2) declare that Tibet is an internal matter
of China when he visited Beijing in 1988 (Joshi 2022; Pardesi 2019, 546; Ganguly
1989, 1133). Those who seek Gandhi’s motives for the moderate escalation in
Sumdorong Chu, the détente with China and the weakening of India’s ties with
Moscow in: 1) Russia’s rapprochement with Beijing, 2) Gandhi’s need to score foreign

® The Indian ambassador in Beijing communicated to the Chinese government India’s general
willingness to accept the package deal. However, this acceptance was contingent on China
renouncing all territories in the western sector that China had conquered in battles with Indian
units, both immediately before and during the 1962 war.
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policy points after the Bofors corruption scandal, or 3) the failed suppression of the
Sikh rebellion in Punjab (Ganguly 1989, 1133) — are mistaken. As we have seen,
Rajiv’s mother Indira desired détente with China before any signs of warming Sino-
Soviet relations, but this was not realised due to the electoral constraints and her
assassination. Rajiv also sought détente before the Bofors scandal of 1988, and
Sundariji’s escalation (Singh 2009, 114-115). And he visited Beijing after successfully
crushing the Sikh rebels in Operation Black Thunder Il (Chima 2010, 163-164). In
essence, his only concern was how to counter anti-Chinese sentiments in the
government and public opinion. However, this concern was alleviated by Sundariji’s
unexpected action.

China’s restraint during this crisis could be explained by the absence of threats
from the great powers and the mobilisation of conservative circles within the party.
It led to a stronger engagement of the PLA along the border, but without the use of
force (Balazs 2021, 202-207). Balazs is correct this time, unlike his stance on the 1962
war. Deng had been manoeuvring between the conservative and liberal factions of
the party for years before the Sumdorong Chu incident. But after the liberals led by
Hu Yaobang attempted to remove him from the top of the party, Deng aligned
himself with the conservatives on most issues. Posturing with India in the eastern
sector was just one item on the conservatives’ wish list that could partially satisfy
their appetites. More precisely, posturing served to convince them of Deng’s
doctrinal orthodoxy, which had previously been shaken by his aforementioned
manoeuvring. And the less tense relations with the USA and the USSR are the reason
why posturing did not develop into something more serious.

Sino-Indian Border Dispute after the Cold War

The end of the Cold War weakened the ties between Moscow and New Delhi,
as well as between Washington and Beijing. In the aftermath of the events in
Tiananmen Square, India did not condemn the actions of the Chinese authorities
against the students, nor did it impose sanctions on China like several Western
countries did (Ganguly 1989, 1135; Saran 2018; 2022). India and China have
improved relations in all areas, including the aforementioned agreement on peaceful
border management. Unlike the previous Indo-Pakistani wars and crises in Kashmir,
China, during the unrest of 1989/90 and the Kargil War of 1999, ceased threatening
India with the opening of a second front and moderated its support for Pakistan
(Garver 2001, 227-234, 239). Then came India’s successful nuclear test in 1998. As
the main reason for the test, Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee and Defence Minister
Fernandes cited China as the main reason for the test (Malone and Mukherjee 2010,
143). However, China did not immediately start massing troops on the border after
the Indian test and such statements. It took India re-actualising the Tibetan issue
for China to start causing problems for India along the border again.
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The key moment was the appointment of Syam Sharan as Secretary for External
Affairs in July 2004. One of his first decisions was to elevate the official contacts with
the Dalai Lama, which had been very low until then. The Foreign Ministry’s liaison
officer with the Dalai Lama was promoted from the rank of Under-Secretary to
Director. Additionally, the officer was given expanded duties that included
monitoring the dialogue between Beijing and the Dalai Lama, as well as informing
the Dalai Lama about India’s positions on China. Although the Chinese had not
approved of earlier contacts, the Indians perceived earlier contacts as a negation of
the Dalai Lama’s political role. But it was now evident that India was once again
treating the Dalai Lama as a political figurehead, as it did before 1988, and was
renewing its role as a supposed mediator in resolving the Tibetan issue. The practice
of the Indian Foreign Secretary meeting with the Dalai Lama annually to discuss
relations with China and the potential return of Tibetan emigrants from India to
Tibet has also been introduced (Gupta 2014).%° It is therefore very indicative that
after 1988, India first expressed concern about the strengthening of Chinese road
infrastructure along the border only a few months after the relationship between
New Delhi and the Dalai Lama had been elevated to a higher level. And in response,
India announced the strengthening of its own capacities on the border (Gupta 2014).
The first incident on the border was then only a matter of time. It happened in 2007
when the PLA destroyed three empty Indian bunkers built in 2005 on the trijunction
of China, Bhutan, and India. The Chinese argued that the bunkers were located on
their side of the border.

However, confrontation between troops did not occur until the Lhasa riots of
2008 and the collapse of negotiations between China and the Tibetan government-
in-exile (which had begun in 2002) in June 2012. Two of the Dalai Lama’s negotiators
resigned after cases of self-immolations in protest against Chinese rule reached a
peak in Tibet (Gupta 2014). Border clashes followed — Depsang-Bulge 2013, Chumar-
Demchok 2014, Depsang-Burtse 2015 and Galwan 2020-2024 in the western sector,
and Doklam 2017 in the eastern sector (Mehta 2023; Chadha 2024, 9). All of these
incidents can be classified as posturing in the disputed areas, except for Galwan,
where there were twenty deaths on the Indian side and at least four on the Chinese
side. Why then was it only in Galwan that there were deaths of soldiers on both
sides, while the other cases were resolved through timely negotiations based on
the status quo ante? Furthermore, since all of the incidents began after Chinese

10 Although India demoted the liaison officer to the Dalai Lama after 2011, it is significant that the
first armed clash between the Chinese and Indian armies occurred in April 2013. At that time,
the Foreign Secretary, Mathai, was still in office and had also met with the Dalai Lama to discuss
Sino-Tibetan relations (Gupta 2014). Additionally, during his inauguration in 2014, Indian Prime
Minister Modi invited the head of the Tibetan government-in-exile in India, Lobsang Sangay, to
attend the ceremony along with other political dignitaries from abroad (Hall 2019, 5).
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activity in the disputed areas, what were the internal Chinese political circumstances
that contributed to the outbreak of these four episodes?

Galwan did not occur because of the intentions of either side’s political or
military leadership. Following a meeting between the commanders from both sides,
according to the usual procedure for overcoming previous incidents, the Chinese
commander reacted in a way that would have surprised even his superiors in Beijing.
At least, this is the impression of Indian General Joshi, who was in Galwan at that
time. According to him, the Chinese commander headed a unit which was recently
reassigned to Aksai Chin, with no experience in negotiating with the Indian side in
similar situations (Bharat Shakti 2025). Therefore, an unexpected incident emerges
as a key factor in the escalation of the crisis, contradicting the rationality of realism.
However, India was quick to agree to return to the status quo ante at all points where
the two armies met, whereas China refused to do so at the two Galwan
confrontation points until 2024.

The way China conceded on these last two points in Galwan also provides an
answer to another question regarding the internal dynamics in China. It was only
when Xi replaced the military leadership in June/November 2024 that an agreement
was reached with India. The same pattern emerged during previous crises. Some
Indian authors believe that in the Doklam case, the PLA instigated the issue
independently, without the knowledge of the civilian leadership. In support of this
claim, they point to the dismissal of the Chinese Chief of General Staff Fang Fenghui
on the eve of the resolution of that crisis (Gokhale 2017). It is still too early for us to
know all the details of the political conflicts in China as in the Mao period. However,
there is no doubt that since coming to power, Xi has been actively engaged in a
continuous “anti-corruption” campaign against the PLA leadership, which is regularly
suspected of disloyalty to the civilian authorities (Lin et al. 2026). Unlike the 1980s,
when the PLA advocated a tough policy towards India and served as the conservative
pole in the confrontation between the centrist and liberal factions of the party, the
PLA now stands as the advocate for a tougher policy towards India with only one
opposing pole (Xi) that advocates a softer approach. The replacement of not only
top command posts in the western military area (Tibet and Xinjiang) but also
numerous lower echelons responsible for logistics, management, administration,
and military training (Desai 2026, 12; Czind and Matthias 2026, 17) is particularly
indicative. However, despite the fact that the generals were replaced, which restored
peace to the border, the building of Chinese infrastructure along the border has not
diminished (Desai 2026, 14). This suggests that Xi is not comfortable with border
incidents, especially clashes that result in the death of soldiers. As long as India
maintains or intensifies political dialogue with the Tibetan exiles in India, China will
keep the border issue open. China will improve the second echelon of border
defence by strengthening infrastructure, while trying to keep the first echelon of
border defence as tension-free as possible.
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Conclusion

We have discussed the origins of the border dispute between China and India,
as well as the factors that have influenced its escalation. While realist factors have
played a role, internal political context has often been the deciding factor, such as
elections, intra-party conflicts, civil-military disagreements, leadership styles,
agricultural or economic fluctuations, and delays in communication. Resolving the
border dispute was not impossible to imagine even in such a context, but the
number and intertwining of factors and the mismatch of their timing on both sides
of the border reduced it to a very low probability.

Some of these factors can still be influenced by humans, but not all of them are
equally frequent or important. We argue that the most important factor among
them has been the political work of the Tibetan exiles in India. The Chinese “hawks”
have skillfully exploited this fact as evidence that India has not stopped playing the
“Tibetan card”. Meanwhile, the Indian “hawks” have used the fact that China, in
cooperation with Pakistan and other Indian neighbours, is trying to suppress India’s
influence and prevent it from being a leader even in its own backyard of South Asia
— hence their argument that they do not see what India would gain if it completely
stifled the political work of the Tibetan emigration. If the Chinese and Indian “doves”
were to abolish these “hawk” arguments, the chances of resolving the dispute would
significantly increase.

We are convinced that China and India today could achieve this without either
side losing power or prestige. Elites in both countries could delve into the way in
which Austria and Russia resolved their territorial dispute during and after the
Congress of Vienna in 1815. The resolution of that dispute laid the foundation for
their joint strategic visions on European soil (at least in Italy and Central Europe),
setting their relations on a stable long-term track. What Austria was to Russia in
terms of military and economic capacity, India is to China today (Jarrett 2013, 89;
Mearsheimer 2001, 71; Singh 2025, 131; Arora 2026, 13). Also, just as Poland was
disputed between Austria and Russia at the time, Tibet is disputed between India
and China in modern times. Russia exhibited moderation by ceding the smaller Polish
territories to Austria. It also relinquished control of the city of Krakéw?!! under the
condition that it be placed under international administration, although after two
decades, Russia agreed to Austria fully incorporating it (Jarrett 2013, 99-100, 110,
115, 118, 125, 130; Degan 1997, 378). Additionally, Russia decided to recognise ltaly
as a sphere of influence of Austria (Reinerman 1974, 274). On the other hand, Austria
demonstrated great consideration for Russian interests during the Polish Uprising
of 1830. Following the overthrow of Russian rule in Poland by Polish insurgents,

11 Krakow was strategically important to Russia for containment of aggression from the west, and
to Austria because the main Russian invasion route to Vienna ran through Krakow.
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Austria began apprehending rebels who crossed its territory and prohibited any of
their activities against Russia — although it refused to extradite them to Russia
(Vycichlo 2025, 63).

This would mean that India could revoke rights of Tibetan emigration for political
work that is related to Tibet. Especially if we know that independent Tibet also had
a short-lived border dispute with independent India before 1950.%2 In return, China
would have more motivation to address the border issue based on the nearly
implemented Zhou Enlai’s swap plan (modified by Nehru). Under this plan, China
would give up the entire eastern sector to India and make concessions in the western
sector (while retaining the road to Xinjiang).'* China would also conduct its policy
towards South Asian countries not unilaterally as it has done so far, but in
collaboration with India, as both countries’ leaders have already discussed (Timalsina
2022, 56; Gokhale 2022, 26).

What would be a much greater challenge today than in early nineteenth-century
Europe is the influence of elections. The need to win elections in India is a much
greater obstacle to regulating the border with China in this way than any courtly
opposition to the Russian-Austrian compromise of the time. However, with a new
political education and a culture of dialogue within parliament, political parties, and
civic associations, the anti-Chinese sentiment in India would eventually diminish
enough to help facilitate a final compromise on the Sino-Indian border. Therefore,
the readiness of China and India to take this path toward the settlement of their
dispute would be just a starting point from which all the future practical efforts of
both sides should emanate. The full practical implementation of this inchoate policy
proposal requires comprehensive analysis of all the potential challenges, and likely
responses from the relevant stakeholders — all of which is beyond the scope of this
article and better suited for some further research.

12 | hasa demanded that India return areas taken from Tibet by the British colonialists (Ganguly,
Pardesi, and Thompson 2023, 69). Such a dispute would certainly result in Chinese interference
on Tibet’s side.

13 By banning the political work of the Tibetan émigrés regarding Chinese Tibet, the main reason
for Chinese military activity since 1955 in the disputed border areas would be removed.
Therefore, it is conceivable that China would renounce for the sake of India all the areas that it
has disputed since 1955 through the actions of its army, except for the strategic road.
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FPAHUYHU CNOP USMERY KUHE N UHAWUIE
- OA 1IN NOCTOJU PELLEHE?

Mapko NEJKOBUR!

ANCTPAKT K/bYYHE PEYU

OBaj pag, 6aBu ce NuUTarbeM rpaHWYHOr criopa usmehy Kune u  RKuHa; MHauja;
WUHauje y nepuody of, HesaBuUcHOCTU MHAMje Ao gaHac. Mako  A3wja; JyxkHa Asuja;
He MOKpMBa CBa MWTaka puBancCTBa M3mehy ABe 3em/be,  dHa/IN3a CrO/bHE
peluaBatbe 0BOT CMopa 04, K/bY4YHOr je 3Hayaja 3a AyropoyHy  MOJIUTUKE;
cTabunHoct Asuje. HTEH3UTET cropa je Bapupao, y pacnoHy  MeKkmaxoHoBa
o4, nepuosa 3aTuwja 4O BOjHE AeMOHCTpauuje cune,  MHWja; Tnber.
opyKaHuxX cykoba u parta. Ctora ce nocTtas/ba MuTarbe LWTa

[OBOAM [0 ecKanaumje oBor cnopa. Heku of daktopa Koju

[OMNpPUHOCE ecKaslaumjyu TeMesbe Ce Ha peasin3my, Kao LWTOo je

yBepere Aa Apyra CTpaHa TEXM XereMOHU|U UAN YNbEeHULA

cBpcTaBarba MHAauje y3 rasHor pusana KuHe (CAL/CCCP) u

KuHe y3 pusana MUHauje (MakuctaH). Mehytum, Hucy cBu

daKTopM 3acHOBaHM Ha BOjHO-EKOHOMCKOj Mohu. Heku

K/bYYHU GAKTOPUM MPOUCTUYY U3 YHYTpallkbe MNONUTUYKE

AMHAaMUKe, 360r Yyera je HEOMXOL4HO WM3BPLIMTU aHaAAU3Y

CNosbHe MNOIUTMKE KaKo bu1 ce pasymena npupoaa oBor cnopa.

OBaj pag y ABa o4e/bKa HyAM CMO/bHOMOAUTUYKY aHA/IU3Y CBUX

rPaHUYHUX MHUMAEHATA TOKOM M HAaKOH nepuoga XnagHor

paTa. Ha ocHOBY Tora, ayTop y 3aK/by4Ky CaXeTo U OKBUPHO

npeanaxke nnaaH pasmeHe Lly Ednaja  (Zhou Enlai)

(moandukoBaH og ctpaHe (Nehrua)) Kao nNoyeTHy Tauky 3a

Aasby perynauujy KoHoaunkTa (KuHa 6u yumHuna oapehene

TeputTopujanHe yctynke MHAMjK), anu y3 AoAaTHM YCAOB Aa

MHAwja 3ayBeK 3abpaHu TMBETAHCKUM eMUrpaHTMa baB/berbe

NOIUTUYKMM aKTUBHOCTUMA KOje Ce OHOCE Ha KUHECKU TubeT.
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YBoa

Huje nako 3ammncantn aa 6m cynapHuwTeo namehy KnHe n MHguje Hectano
OHOT TPeHYTKa Kafa by ce pelno hUxoB BULWEAELEHN]CKM FPAHUYHM COP, KOjK
npeacTas/ba HEKY BPCTY NpocTopHor pusanctea (Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson
2023, 10; Verma 2024, 399). MehyTtum, 6e3 peluaBarba NuUTakba y norneny
rPaHnLA, joww je Texe 3aMUCANTK Aa 610 Koje Apyro pMBascTBO MOXKe Aa ce
peww Ha ay*u pok. NMHauja je, nocebHO TOKOM nocneamrux roguMHa, cTaB/bana
[0 3Harba ga he cBakM Hanpeaak y ogHocMma namehy ABe 3emM/be CTPUKTHO
3aBMCUTU OA NoHawaka KuHe Ha rpaHunum (Gokhale 2021b, 21; Gokhale 2022,
24-25). Bepyjemo fa je peluaBakbe rpaHMYHOr Crnopa HeonxoAaH yc/ioB 3a
pellaBakbe CBUX OcTasmMx cnoposa nsmehy MHanje n Kune.

LLitaBuiue, cTpaHa nnMTepaTypa HePETKO ocuuanpa namehy datanmctnykor
necMmmama npema Kojem pusanctso namehy KuHe n UHguje, ykwy4yjyhu n oHo
NPOCTOPHO, Ha rPaHULLM, HE MOXKe Aa ce YONaXKM NN eIMMUHMLLIE KOMNPOMMCOM
(Garver 2001; Bajpai 2021; Saran 2022; Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson 2023)
N eybopUYHOT ONTUMM3MA Aa FPAHUYHM CMOP HUje HULWITA APYro A0 eNN304HO
CKpeTarbe Ca Ko/JoceKka AOMWHaHTHe capagrbe (Ramesh 2005; Tripathi and
Deepak 2012). Heku Takohe MUCTMUY Aa KOMMOPOMWUC Ha TpaHUMUM HUje
He3aMWC/IMB, MAKO He HyAe KOHKPEeTaH CKyn Mepa 3a HeroBo noctusakse (Pardesi
2022). Haw pag he npatuTn Tpar cTpaHWX ayTopa Koju OBaj Crop He BUAe Kao
cyabuHy, OOK Aajy KOHKpPETHe npeaJ/ore 3a heroso npesasunnaxerse (Singh 2020;
Suryanarayana 2021; Gokhale 2022). Oomahu pagoBu Ha OBy Temy npyajy
O4/IMYaAH yBUpA, Yy oapeheHe acnekTe KMHECKO-UHAWMJCKUX TPAHUYHMX KpuM3a
(Vukovi¢ 2018; Vukovi¢ 2020). MehyTum, 3a pasnunKy of Hawer paga, OHU
NoKpmBajy manun 6poj xnagHOPaTOBCKMX AeLeHMja TOKOM KOjuUX Tpaje OBaj
npobaem (a Koje cy oA, K/by4HOT 3Ha4aja 3a Herosy reHesy), LOK UCTOBPEMEHO
npunagajy neCMMUCTUYKO] LWKON KMHECKO-UHAM|CKMX 0gHOCa.

Mopepn Tora, oBaj paf MpUCTyna ZaTOM WUCTPa*kMBavykom npobnemy u3
nepcnexkTMBe aHanuse cnosbHe nonutuke (Kaarbo 2015). CNo/bHONOAUTUYKM
LM/bEBU M CPEACTBA 33 HUXOBO NOCTU3AHbE Pe3yaTaT Cy BULLIECNOjHOr npoLeca
JOHOLWeHa OANyKa, Koje je obenexeH CNAOXKEHOM W  AUCTOP3UBHOM
KOMYHMKaUNjom namehy pasnnymtmx aktepa, huxosmx suhera 1 norpeLsHmnx
nepuenuuja, naeja o gpyrMum semsbama M maeonorunja. pxKase HUCY ,LpHe
KyTuje“ Koje ce, Kafia ce cyoye ca MAEHTUYHMM CMO/bHUM MNOACTMLAJMMA,
MoHaLlajy Ha UCTU HAYMH KpOo3 paLmoHanaH nsbop (Parent and Rosato 2015, 55).
Opyrum peumma, nako realpolitik nrpa BaxkHy ynory y npopadyHvMma, CnosbHa
NOJIMTUKA HWje HEeWTO LWTO je ayTOMATCKU MpeaBuaMBO MONyT MPUPOLHOr
(objekTMBHOr) 3aKoHa, Beh je y TONMKOj Mepu nocpefoBaHa UAEONOLIKUM,
NepuenTMBHUM UM KOMYHUKAUMOHUM (CyBjeKTUBHMM) Na 4YakK W CAy4YajHUM
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daKTopUMa NONMTUYKMX aKTepa, [a je peannsam Kao Teopuja HeloBO/baH,? jep
KaKo gpyraumnje o6jacHUTU YnMkbeHULy aa cy npemnjepu MHamje Hexpy n Payuvs
lAHAM Mmanu ppyraumje nornege Ha KuHy of CBOjuX CapafiHMKa WAM Ha
UnHbEHWLLY Aa AaHac, KaZla eKOHOMCKe U BojHe cnocobHoctu KuHe (BAM 1 BojHa
NoTPOLWHA) APACTUYHO HagMaLLYjy MHAMjCKe Y Aaneko Behoj Mepu Hero Tokom
AunHactuje Hexpy-faHau (Bajpaee and Jie 2025, 11), roToBO HMKO Yy NOAUTUYKO]
e/ITV He 3aroBapa NpomMmeHy Hexpyose LOKTPUHE HECBPCTAaHOCTU cxBaheHe Kao
»CTpaTelKa aytoHommja“ (Khilnani et al. 2012, 8, 31, 51; Hall 2019, 33). Ha Kpajy,
pag, ce 3aBpLUaBa jeJMHCTBEHMM NMPeasiorom 3a OKOHYare rpaHMYHOr Cnopa, LWTo
je HauuH Ha Koju cy AycTpuja n Pycuja pewmnne cnop TOKOM M HakoH beukor
KoHrpeca (1815), morao 6u aa 6yae peuent 3a Knny n MHamjy aaHac.

IpaHnuHm cnop usmehy UHanje u Knne Tokom XnagHor pata

Ceme rpaHuyHor cnopa usmehy KnHe n MHaunje moxke ga ce npatu y nepmoay
npe npornawera nHamjcke HesasmcHoctTn. Mao je 1939. rogmnHe Hanmcao ga cy
Henan, byTaH 1 bypma KMHecKe TepuTopmje, ynpKoc TOMe LWTO cy To buie 3emsbe
o4, BUTanHor 6e36eHOCHOr MHTepeca Kako 3a 6pUTAHCKe KOMOHMjaNnCTe, Tako
1 3a He3aBucHy MHaujy (Chakravarti 1967, 40-44; Garver 2001, 167-168, 251).
MoueTkom 1947. roguHe, y tby Oenxujy je ogpxaHa KoHbepeHuMja 0 a3njckum
oAHocMMa. YNpKoC npoTecTMma HeKOMyHUcTu4ke KnHe, MHAMja je no3sana
Tnbet. TnbeT je Ha BeNnKoj manun Asnje y KoHdepeHUMjCKoj canm 6Uo nNpmnKasaH
04BojeHO of, KnHe, anu je 360r KMHecCKe ynopHoOCTU Hexpy Ha Kpajy 403BOANO
KMHEeCKoM aeneraty ga npedapba many, npukasyjyhu Tubet kao geo KuHe.
TubeTaHCcKa 3acTaBa je yKnoweHa (Garver 2001, 44; Ganguly, Pardesi, and
Thompson 2023, 58-59).

MoBpaTtak KnHe Ha TnbeT 13a3Bao je noaene yHyTap MHAM|CKOT pyKOBOACTBaA.
Hexpy je 6anaHcupao mamehy nonywTtarwwa KnMHM M uCTULAHKA WMHAMjCKUX
MHTepeca, Aok ce Capaap Maten (Sardar Patel) 3anarao 3a uspwhu npuctyn (Hall
2020, 154-156; Garver 2001, 43-53). Oba nnaepa cy buna ysepeHa aa je Haj6osbu
cueHapuo 3a MHAnjy aa TubeT 3agpKM CBOj MPEKOMYHUCTUYKM CTaTycC
»CYBEPEHUTETA NOA KUHECKMM CU3EPAHUTETOM®, LUTO je Yy CYLITUHM 3HaUYuI0 Oe
(aKmo He3aBUCHU TMBET Nog HOMMHANHOM KOHTposnoM KnHe. MehyTum, Hucy

2 litasuwwe, Hemoryhe je cnosbHY NOAUTUKY YBPCTUTM NoZ TeOpUjy Koja 61 npyuna ,3akoHe” 3a cee
WM CaMo 33 jefiHY 3eM/by. 3aTO rpelue OHU Koju TBpae Aa KuHa yeek bupa ynotpeby cune npotus
NHavje kapa ce oceha yrpoxeHOM of, MHBa3uWje BEIMKUX CU1a U Kaga Inaep napTuje MUCAn aa my
jaBHa nopgpluKka onaga (Balazs 2021, 18-24). Y ctBapw, youn Hanaga Ha UHamjy 1962. rogmnHe, KuHa
je umana ytucak ga CjeamrbeHe [pxase Hehe Hanactn Kuny (Garver 2006, 110-111). McTo Tako, Kao
WTo hemo Aasbe UCTPaXKMUTM Y 0BOM TeKCTy, Mao je 3anpaBso jayao cBojy moh, anu je ogayyumo aa
KpeHe y paT 360r NOTNYyHO C/1y4ajHe OKOIHOCTY — YCMELLHE roAMLLH€ KeTse. CTora Cro/bHOMOAUTUYKE
oanyke MHanje n KuHe mopajy aa ce ouemyjy o4 ciyyaja 4o cayyaja.
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Ce carfiacuamn OKO HauMHa Ha Koju TO MOXe Aa ce nocTurHe. Hexpy je 6mo yeepeH
Aa KnHa Hehe cTaumoHMpaTt Beanky ctajahy Bojcky 1 aa he Tubety aatn Hajwmpy
moryhy ayToHomujy nog ycnosom aa MHamja wro Buwe nsahe y cycper KUHeCKUM
nHTepecnma. BepoBao je Ja NOTUCTUYKM TPOLUKOBM, TEXAK TEPEeH U KAnma
oaBpahajy KuHy oa npetBaparba TubeTa y KNacuuHy KMHECKY NpoBUHLUMjY. Kako
61 TeCTMpPao KMHEeCKe LpBeHe nHKje, Hexpy je oanyyuno aa Tpu nyTa nowasbe
BOjHYy nomoh TubeTy, Npu Yemy je nocnesrba UCNOPYKa U3BPLLEHA HAKOH LUTO je
KnuHa u3pasuna Hamepy Aa cuaom nospaTtn Tmbet. MHAMja je Taga npyKkuna
AMNAOMATCKy noapwky TnbeTty nocnaswu Tpu HoTe KuHU: 1) npoTuB/bere
npujemy HapoaHe Penybavke KuHe y YH ymecto TajBaHa, 2) HarosewwTaje aa o6u
ynoTtpeba cune nsassana npekung nperosopa usmehy Janaj Slame n Kune, n 3)
npegnor npema Kojem 6u TubeT MMao ayTOHOMMUjY MOZA KUHECKUM
CM3epaHMTETOM aKo MHAMja 3a4pKM TProBMHCKA M KYATypHa NpaBa cTevyeHa
TOKOM KonoHujanHor nepuoaa (Mullik 1971, 77-78). KuHa je ogbuna npse age
HOTe, 0K je Tpehy gennmnyHo npmuxsatuna, npuctajyhun Ha aytoHomujy Tnbeta,
ann MHcuctupajyhm Ha 4YBPCTOM KMHECKOM CyBepeHuTeTy ymecTo nabasor
cu3epaHuTeTa. KnHa je Harnacuna ga je Tnbet cactaBHU Aeo KnHe u ctora heHo
YHYTpaLHEe NUTakbe.

Hexpy je oBo npoTymaumo Kao cnpeMHocT KnHe ga npuxsatv 6apem jesaH
oA 3axteBa MHAMje 1 3aTo je yTMuao Ha [anaj Jlamy (Koju je pasmuLl/bao o
6eKkcTBY y MHAMjY) Aa ocTaHe Ha TnbeTy 1 nperosapa 0 ayTOHOMMjU ca MeKUHrom.
Hexpy Huje npuxsatmo HujeaaH og [laTtenoBux npensiora 3a CHa)kHUje
banaHcuparbe KuHe y rpaHuyHMm obnactuma: 1) jayarbe nyTHe w
agMUHUCTPaTUBHE WMHOPACTPYKTYpe, 2) jayarbe BOjcKe, 3) peaeduHUCarbe
rpaHuue ca KnHom (byayhu aa ctapu MHAWCKO-TMBETAHCKM rPaHUYHM YrOBOPU
BUMLUE HUCY BaXKuau). 3anpaBo, Hexpy je noTajHo Takohe keneo oBe mepe, anu
je BepoBao ga MHaunja y To Bpeme Hema KanauuTeT 3a To, WTo 6u mornio aa ce
npomeHu ako bu NHauja mmana bapem aBe geueHunje mmpa ca KuHom 3a
cTabunmsaunjy concreeHe ekoHomuje (Mullik 1971, 79-81, 179, 184).

HakoH wTo je danaj lama 1951. roanHe noctmurao cnopasym ca lMeKnHrom,
Hexpy je BepoBao ga Mma NoAPLUKY jaBHOCTM 3a cnopasym usmehy UHguje m
KuHe 13 1954. rogmHe Koju 61 NoTBpAMO ABE K/byuyHe TauKke: 1) TMbeTaHcKy
ayToHOMWjy 1 2) rpaHunuy nsmehy UHamnje n Knne. Mehytum, fo mspaxaja cy
aownm npobaemu nonyT sowe KOMyHUKaumje namehy Hy [enxuja n nHgmnjcke
ambacaze y [leKWHry, Kao W HepocCTaTaK WMCKYCTBA YHYTap MWHAWMjCKOr
ectabnmwmeHTa npu Boherby nperosopa. Hacynpot KuHu, Koja je umana 6orato
WCKYCTBO Y NPeroBapaykmMm TeXHMKama 13 NpeTxoaHMX cnopasyma ca 3anagHum
cnnama, CCCP-om u JanaHOM, MHAM|CKU MOAUTUYAPU UMAIN CYy OTPaHMUYEHO
WCKYCTBO Yy 0BOj o6nactu. MNperosopun cy 6MaAn LOMEH KOjUM Cy ynpaB/banu
B6PUTAHCKM KOJIOHMjAaNUCTK CcBe AOK MHAMja Huje cTekna HesaBucHocT (Gokhale
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20214, xi). 3a pa3nuky og NHamje, KuHa HMKaga HMje 6una nog Bnawhy ctpaHe
KOJIOHWjanHe cune, WTo joj je omoryhnuno HenpekuaHy AUNA0OMaTCKy Tpaanumjy.

Cnopasym m3 1954. lognHe HuWje CnoMWHA0 ayToHoMUjy TubeTa, HUTKU je
npeuusHo aedbnHNCA0 KMHECKO-UHAM|CKY rpaHuuy (Garver 2001, 51-52; Liithi 2017,
32). UHgmjup cy nNaTMAM LEHY HEUCKYCTBA, 3aTO LUTO Cy BMMO yBEPEHM Aa Cropasym
UMMJIMLMTHO rapaHTyje oBa ABa BUTA/IHA MHTEpeca, YMeCTO Aa MHCUCTUPAjY Ha
HUXOBOM M3PUYMUTOM YK/byuMBakby Yy CMOPA3yM M Herosoj paspagu. Ca gpyre
cTpaHe, [MekuHr je BepoBao Aa ce MHauja oapekna cBor Npasa 4a UHTEpPBEHWLLE MO
TMOETAaHCKOM MUTakby M Aa Aaje M3jaBe Ha Ty Temy y CK/aady ca U3pUYUTUM
ogpenbama cnopasyma (Garver 2001, 51-52). CxogHO Tome, KaZa je HEKOJIMKO
rogMHa KacHuje MeKnHr y 3HaTHOj Mepu CMakblo ayToHomMmujy Tnbeta, NHauja je To
KpuUTMKoBana. MekuHr je peakumjy HaMje BUAEO Kao ABONIUYHY.

MehyTum, cnopasym je f,03B0/baBa0 CaMo TProBLMMA M XO404ACHULMMA U3
obe 3eM/be @ KOPUCTE LLECT XMManajckux npesoja 3a npenasak y Uuanjy/Tuber,
04, KOjux cy cBM BuAM Ha MeKMaxoHOBOj SIMHUjU Kojy cy 1914. roauHe
[0roBOPUIM BPUTAHCKM KONOHMjanucTn y bby fenxujy n TnbetaHcKa Bnaaa, cee
6e3 opobpera ocnabsbeHor paHor penybnukaHckor MekuHra. Hexpy je
norpeLwHo NpeTnocTasmo Aa KuHa uMnanumTHO NpusHaje MekMaxoHOBY TNHUjY
Kao rpaHuuy, WTO je 4OAATHO YYBPCTMUIO HEFOBO NPETXOAHO YBEPEHE 3aCHOBAHO
Ha KpuBe MHPOPMaLMjama O KMHECKMM CTaBOBMMA Koje je canao ambacasop
MaHunKkap m3 MekuHra (LGthi and Gupta 2017, 9). Y centembpy 1951. roauHe,
KuHeckun npemujep Lly EHnaj (Zhou Enlai) npegnoxuo je MHAnju pasrosope o
AemapKaumju rpaHuue, anu je notom 3ahytao nodetkom 1952. foguHe. YnpKoc
Tome, Hexpy je y anpuay 1952. Hanoxuno MaHMKapy Aa NOKPeHe pasrosope o
AemapKaumju rpaHuue, wro je MaHuKap ogbuo, Tepaehu aa ,Llyoso cuctematcko
hyTame Tpeba TpeTnpaTh Kao npehyTHM NpUCTaHak Ha cee cTaBoBe MHAuje y Be3u
ca rpaHunuom“.3 Hexpy je ycBojuo MaHWKapoBy HepeanHy NpoLeHy Aa Cy KUHECKK
KOMYHUCTW NpehyTHO NPUXBATUAWN TPAHULY KOjy CY YCMOCTaBUAN BPUTAHCKM
KOJIOHMjANUCTU U TDETaHCKa BNaga 6e3 npucTaHka MeKkuHra.

036u/baH Hecnopasym y Be3M ca rpaHMLama b1o je eBUAEHTaH M Mpe 1 nocie
yrosopa u3 1954. roguHe, WITO ce BWAENO KPO3 y3ajaMHO 0bjaB/bMBatbe
3BaHUYHKUX Mana. MHguja je 1950. rogmnHe objaBmaa mane Ha Kojuma cy 3anagHu
W LEHTPaNHU CEKTOPU rpaHuLe ca KMHOM NpuKasaHu Kao HegedMHUCAHM, 32
Pa3NIMKy 0f, UCTOYHOT CEKTOPA, KOjU je 610 ycknaheH ca MeKMaxoHOBOM JIMHWjOM
(Raghavan 2010, 227-233). Unak, y HoBembpy 1950. roguHe, Hexpy je usjasuno
[a Cy rpaHuLe y 3anagHoOM U LLeHTPa/IHOM CEKTOPY PeryancaHe CTapom npakcom
1 obnyajuma. Tokom Hexpyose nocete KnHun 1954. roanHe, oH je nsHeo LIy EHnajy

3 |ly je npomeHKO cTaB 3aTo WTO je, Kao WTo he ce BUAETM KacHMje y OBOM pajy, CXBaTMO Aa
HepeLleHOo rPaHNYHO NUTakbe MOXKE Aa MCKOPUCTM Kao aayT y nperoBopmma ca MHaujom y Besun
ca ctatycom Tuberta.
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nuTatbe KMHECKMX Mana Koje jol yBeK NpuKasyjy genose MiHOMje Kao genose
KuHe. Lly je objacHMo Aa cy To mane 13 BpemeHa KyoMnHAaHTOBOTr peXxunma, Koje
ce jow yBeK 0b6jaB/byjy U3 HaBMKe, Te Aa UX KOMYHUCTU jOLI HUCY PEBUAUNPANM,
6e3 Hamepe Aa Memajy rpaHuLe Kao WTo je To YnHKo KyomuHTaHr (Singh 1998,
295; Luthi and Gupta 2017, 9-10). o jyna 1958. rogmHe, KuHa Huje noByKna
CTape marne HUTU je n3gana Hose.* MehyTum, HOBO M3Aarbe KMHECKMX Mana Tor
MmeceLa HMje NOKa3aio HMKaKBe MPOMEHe, NPU YeMy Cy KMHECKe rpaHuLe 1 Jasbe
6une 3HATHO jyXKHWje Hero WTo cy UHAM|CKe Mmane Tepaune. Takohe, KnHa je Ha
mehyHapoAHOM MaaHy akTMBHO NPOMOBMCana cBoje HajHoBmje mane (Chakravarti
1967, 66-67), ynpkoc ysepaBarbmma LIy EHNaja TOkom werose nocete UHanjm
1956/57. roguHe aa je KuHa cnpemHa fia NpUMxBaTU CUTyauWjy Ha TepeHy y
norneny MeKmMaxOHOBE NIMHUjE, MAKO je BUAW Kao HenpaBenHy TBOPEBUHY
6puTaHCcKor umnepujanmsma (Xiaowen 2020, 95). LLiTta je oHAa noactakno MekuHr
aavy jyny 1958. 3ayame gpyraumju v uspwhu ctas y norneay rpaHuua’?

Hame, camo mecey, gaHa paHuje (16. jyHa 1958. roanHe), Ha napagu jyxKHo
on Jlace, popmupaHa je TMbBeTaHCKa MNobyreHMYKa BOjCKa Mo Ha3nMBOM
»A06poBosbHM Bopum 3a cnoboay 3a BepCKKU M NoAUTUYKM oTnop”. OBO je AyboKo
Y3HEMUPUIO NOKANHE KUHECKe 3BaHUYHMKe Koju cy oa Lanaj Jlame XWUTHO
3aTpa*KMAM a yunHu cBe LWTo je moryhe aa je pasopy:ka (Andrugtsang 1973, 62-
64; Knaus 1999, 150-151). MNobyreHnYKe akTUBHOCTM Ha TnbeTy Tpajane cy jow
og, 1951. roguHe, anun cy To 6Mne N3010BaHE M NI0LE OPraHM30BaHe aKLUMje Koje
cy anpeKkTHy nogpwky CAL pobune tek 1956. (Knaus 1999, 137-145). YnpKoc
HexpyoBom oabujarby Aa npy*ku BojHy nomoh, ynora UHamnje y nomararby
TMbeTaHCcKor ycTaHKa 6una je HeynutHa, (Chakravarti 1967, 73-74, 89; Garver
2001, 60-62). Y jyny 1958. roanHe, MekunHr je nocnao HoTy Hby [lenxunjy y Kojoj ce
OeTa/bHO HaBoge cybBep3MBHE AKTMBHOCTM TUOETAaHCKMX emurpaHaTa ca
ceanwitem y nHamjckom rpagy Kanmmnoury. Kaga ce yctaHak 1959. rogunHe
npowupuro, KuHa je obehare MHAMjcKOr KoH3yna y Jlacu (aa he WHauja
pPa3sMOTPUTU MUCMEHM 3aXTeB 3a HE3aBUCHOCT rpyne TubeTaHaua y pasroBoprMma
Ca KMHECKMM Koaerama) npoTyMayumaa Kao rpybo Mellarbe y teHe YHYTpallkbe
cTBapu. Takohe, HeraTMBHOC Y TYMayeHU U MHAMJCKM eMbapro Ha TProBuHY ca
Tnbetom, Kao 1 gaBarbe yTounwTa Janaj /lamm 1 nokywaj nojeAnHMUX Y1aHOBa
HexpyoBe napTvje f[a NOMOrHY TMOETaHCKMM NOOYHEHULMMA MPEKO
cneumjanHor KomuTeTa M Kpo3 obpahare opraHMma YH y3 3axTeB 3a BOjHY
WHTepBEHUMjYy Ha TnbeTy. KuHecka nepuenuunje oae Huje 6€3 OCHOBa, O Yemy

4 0p 1955. roanHe, y cnopHum obnactuma 3abeneskeHa Cy 4eTMpU Maka uHumaeHTa. Osu
WMHUMAEHTU CY YK/bYYMBAIWN Masle KUHECKE oA peae KOju Cy NaTPOAMPaaM U KAMMOBAJIM jy»KHO Of,
rpaHuue (13 yrna UHaunje). OHM 6K ce YecTo cycpeTanu ca MHAMJCKMM naTponama, WTo je
[0BOANNO A0 NpeThU ynotpebom cune. OBO je HecymhbUBO BMAa ycnyTHa Nocneamnua repuickmx
aKUMja MarbUX rpyna nobyHeHnKa Koju cy Npenasuam rpaHnLy M KWHeCKUX Hanopa 4a Ux npoHahy
(Chakravarti 1967, 67-70).
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CBeOYM M aMepUUKO MNpu3Hakbe [a je jefaH WHAMJCKM 3BaHUYHUK U3
MMWHKUCTAPCTBA YHYTPALLHUX MOCN0BA MOKA3a0 aMepPUYKOM KOH3yny y KankyTu
NMUCMO aHOHUMHOT TnbeTaHuUa y Kojem ce Tpaxku BojHa nomoh, Bepyjyhun ga 6u
TO mornio ga byae og uHTepeca 3a CALL. MNopepg tora, 6paT [anaj /lame je TBpANO
03 je ApYyrY MHAMJCKM 3BaHWYHMK, TOKOM cacTaHka y CuKMmy (Tagalrem
MHAMJCKOM XMManajckom npoTekTopaTy), npeHeo Hexpyoso obehawe aa he
NHAamja nocpenoBaTh y noBnayery KMHECKMX Tpyna ca Tubeta (Knaus 1999, 159).

OHo WTO je curypHo jecTe aa je Hexpy Buwe Boneo ga ce TubetaHum 6ope 3a
CBOja npaBa MMpHMM nyTtem. C apyre cTpaHe, HMje 6MO BO/baH Aa OrpaHMyn
HMXOBE aKTMBHOCTM YaK M aKo Cy capahunBaam ca 3anagHNUM cMaaMa U KOPUCTUAU
WHAMjCKY TepUTOPUjy 3a cybBep3nBHE U repuscke akumje y cycegHom Tubety,
LUTO NOCTaje eBUAEHTHO M3 YNHEHMLE Aa ra je TOKOM noceTe [Janaj /lame UHanju
1956/57. Hexpy npBo 06aBecTMo Aa He MOXe Aa padvyHa Ha AMPEeKTHY nomoh
NHawmje, LOK je noTOM NoCTynuo cynpoTHO 3axTesy Lly EHMaja Aa cnpeyn KOHTaKT
Hanaj lame ca TMbeTaHCKMM M3bernnMuama noBesaHMMm ca 3anagHUM TajHUM
cnyxkbama y Kanumnonry (Knaus 1999, 134-135). Hexpy je Takohe peKao cBojum
capagHuuuma aa ce MHamja Hehe mewatn y nomoh Kojy TubetaHcke nsbernunue
npy»ajy CBOjUM CyHapogHuuMma y KnHK, Yak u ako MNeKkunHr 36or tora byge
ynyT1o npoTect [enxujy n Tparkmo nspydere MHANjCKMX TubetaHala, cBe nog,
yC/I0BOM Aa ce usbernunue ysgpxe of jaBHOr eKCNoHMpaka CBOjMUX aKkuMja WTo
je suwe moryhe (Mullik 1971, 182-183; Garver 2001, 53-54).

[a nv je Hexpy BpemeHOM CBECHO MoYeo ga npeay3nma Kopake Aa NnomorHe
TMbeTaHcKoj 60pbu, jolw yBeK HMUje y NMOTAYHOCTU jaCHO. YNPKOC NOMEHYTUM
aKLMjaMa HUXKEPAHTUPAHUX UHOM|CKUX 3BAaHMYHMKA Y Jlacu, Kankytu n Cukumy,
HWje curypHo aa je Hexpy 610 cBecTaH HUXOBUX NOCTYMaKa, a jolw Marbe Aa UX
je opobpno. AAMUHUCTPaALUMja MAage UHAM|CKe APrKaBe HUje yBeK AenoBana
KOXEe3MBHO, NMPW YeMy Cy TEOPMjCKA M NPAKTUYHA Hecnaraka usmehy pasanymtnx
OPPKABHUX OpraHa y norneay noauTtuke npema KnuHu 6mna yobuyajeHa npakca.
MoHeKas je MWHUCTAPCTBO YHYTPaLWHMX nocsiosa 6iokmMpano cnposohere
HexpyoBux oanyka AOHETMX Ha npegnor TajHe cnyxbe (Mullik 1971, 156, 192-
193, 240, 244). N3 KMHECKe nepcneKkTuBe, Koja je MHAWjy nocmaTpana Kao
jeAMHCTBEH anaparT, OBM AeTa/bu HUCY 6BUAM o 3Ha4aja. HakoH objaB/bmBatba
manay jyny 1958. roanHe, MNeKnHr je BepoBao Aa Hexpy He camo Aa noAp»Kasa
TMOETaHCKM yCTaHaK, Beh M Aa of camor no4vyeTka noTajHo capahyje ca
AMepUrKaHUMMA Kako 61 ra noActakao. 3aTo je eckasaumja TMbetaHcke nobyHe
1958. rognHe ytnuana Ha To KnHa noaurHe ynore y rpaHMYHOM cCnopy ca
NHaunjom, nHcmuctupajyhm Ha Kopuwherby CTapmjux U CNOPHUjUX Mmana.

MnakK, no3mumja KnHe m3 jyna 1958. Huje 6una HenospaTHa. Tokom nocete
NHanjun y anpuny 1960. roaunHe, Lly je NOHyANO pellere 3a rpaHUYHK crnop.
NHanja 6M pobuna 3a40BO/bEHE Y UCTOYHOM CEKTOPY Ay MeKkmaxoHoBe
NnHUje, a KnHa y 3anagHom CeKTopy Aobujarbem CTpaTeLlKn BaXKHUjer perMoHa
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AkKcaj YumH (Luthi 2017, 33-34). Pa3nor 3a oBaj HOBU 3a0KpeT Tpeba TPaXKUTn y
OVMHAMUUN KMHECKe YHyTpawre noautuke. [MpeunsHuje, npeosnahyjyha
nepuenumja o4roBOPHOCTM NapTHjckux nnaepa (Mao npoTmns ocTanmx) 3a ycnex
WU Heycrnex eKoOHOMCKuUx pedpopmun n3 1958. rogmHe (Koje cy Ha3BaHe Bennku
CKOK Hanpeg Il), umana je gMpeKTaH yTuuaj Ha ogHoce y Tpoyrny KuHa-CCP-
NHamja. LTo cy edekTn Benrkor ckoka Hanpes || 6unun 6osbu, To ce MeKuHr Buwe
ogasbaBao og Mockse u bbby [lenxuja, u 06pHYTO.

Yak mn npe Tora, pasgop usmehy KuHe m CCCP-a Beh cy u3asBanu
AecTta/bMHM3aUMja, nobyHe y Mahapckoj u Mosbckoj 1956. roguHe n Heycnex
Benukor ckoka Hanpep, | aa nHayctpujanusyje KuHy no cosjetckom mogeny. Y
ncro speme, CCCP je 3HayajHO yHanpeano ogHoce ca MHamjom (Madan 2020,
72). Unak, oBaj pa3aop Huje 6o KoHauaH. Mpe Tora, KnHa je mopana aa npoHahe
COMCTBEHM KMHECKM NYT Y COLMjann3amM Koju He 61 IMUMO Ha COBJETCKM, ann Koju
61 Mnak goHeo onun/bMBe pesyaTaTte. YcnewaH KMHeCKU nyT obesbeano 6m
[0BOJ/bHO ,,KanuTasia“ Ha OCHOBY Kojer 6u MeKUHI KOHaYHO MOrao Aa PackuHe ca
»PEBU3MOHUCTUYKOM MoCKBOM®. Y cynpoTHOM, 3a6punHYT 360r MoryhHoCTH Kpu3e
CAnYHe OHOj oKo CtasbMHOBOr HacneacTsa y KnHu, Mao je oaay4mno ga ycnocrasu
npeaBuanBe OKBMPE 33 MPEHOC BAACTU HAKOH CBoje cMpTu. HakoH wTo je
NnocTaBMo TeMesbe 3a Benmku ckok Hanpeg Il, nnaHunpao je ga ce nosyye Ha apyru
napTnjckm GPOHT, ca Kojer 61 BOAMO ONepaTUBHY AP¥MKABHY NOANTUKY YKbyuyjyhu
CrnoJ/bHe MNOC/I0BE, CaMO Y C/y4vajy Kpu3a MAM BaHpeaHux cutyauuja. Mpsu
NapTMjCKM GPOHT NpenyLITEH je OCTaIMM YnaHoBUMa MonnTbrpoa Kako 6u gasbe
pa3Bujanu cBoje nnaepcke BewTuHe. OBO nosiavyere Maoa gorogmnao ce y
anpunay 1959. roanHe Kaga je nogHeo 0CTaBKy Ha MecTo weda AprKase y Kopuct
Nny Waohwuja (Liu Shaoqi) (MacFarquhar 1974, 105-106, 154).

C apyre cTtpaHe, Mao je of no4yeTka BepoBao Aa cabopuu Ha NpBOm
napTUjcKom GPOHTY He MpaTe JOBO/bHO XPabpo MAM MAP/bUBO HEFOBE OMLWTE
npuvHUMne 3a Bennku ckok Hanpeg Il, a npe ceera y obnactu KonekTuBusaLmje
Ha ceny. [Mpema Maoy, oBa cymma Y ycrnex eKoHOMcKor nyta KnHe ogparkaBana
Ce M Ha HKUXoBO npeTepaHo ¢aBopusoBarbe Mockse n tby Oenxuja. Mpsu
NapTUjCKN GPOHT NPUXBATMO je KPUTUKE Koje je XPpyLIYOB M3HEO TOKOM CBOje
nocete KnHu y centembpy 1959. logmHe y BE3U ca KUHECKOM ,,aBaHTYPUCTUYKOM
noNNTUKOM” npema rpaHmum ca MHamnjom (Jun 2005, 8). Mao je To noBesao ca
NOTEHLUMja/IHOM KMHECKOM perpecujom y ,peBu3MOHM3aM” coBjeTcKo-
jyrocnoBeHcKOr TuMa, OAHOCHO Yy Yy3anyaaH Komnpomuc ca ,bypxoackom
peakumjom” y sgomahoj eKOHOMUjU U NAY3Kjy Aa Npena3ak Ha KOMyHW3aM Ha
MehyHapoAHOM HMBOY 3axTeBa He CaMo TaKTUUKM, Beh 1 cTpaTellKu amjanor ca
KanuTaanCTUYKUM/MMNEPUjaIUCTUYKUM pexxmnmmuma. 3ato je Mao jeaHoCTaBHO
CayeKao NpBYy rofAuHy, HewTo 60/by NO NO/LONPUBPEAHUM NPUHOCKMMA, KaKo Bu
ce BPaTMO Yy NPBM NJ1aH U TaKO NOHMULUITUO YCKAahuBarbe KMHECKUX MHTepeca ca
CCCP-om/MNHaunjom (MacFarquhar 1997, 281-282). Ta roguHa je 6una 1962,
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ynpaso rogmMHa KMHecKko-nHauMjcKor paTa. Y aBrycTy Te roguHe, Ha KoHpepeHLmjm
y benpaunxejy (Beidaihe), Mao je HajaBno cBoj noBpaTak 1 3aokpeT KuHe yneso.
[o Taga je NeKkuHr y ogHocMma ca MHAWjom KopmucTuo U1 wtan v waprapeny. O,
Te KOHdepeHuMje KOPUCTMO je camo wTan, ynHehu pat HeusbeHum
(MacFarquhar 1997, 302).

Hexpy je 360r yHyTpaLltbe NOUTUKE MMA0 CBE Makbe NPOCTOPA 38 KOMMPOMMC.
Hekonuko rogmHa npe Tora, Hexpy Huje 6uo ontepeheH MHAWMJCKUM jaBHUM
MHbEHEM, jEp je CUrHANM3MPAO CAPEMHOCT Ha KOMMPOMMUIC Yy 3aNagHOM CEKTOpY
(Gupta 2017, 53-54, 58).5 O, kpaja 1959. na go pata 1962. roguHe, Hexpya je cse
BMLUE ypYyLLABa/sio CTPACTBEHO jaBHO Mhberse. Peakuuje 1 onosuumje n Bnagajyhe
napTuvje y napaamMeHTy nocrane ce TO/IMKO eKCTpemHe, Aa je Hexpy mopao aa
pa3moTpu moryhHocT aa 6u npuxesaTarbe HajHOBUjer KMHecKor npeaaora 13 1960.
rofuHe y Be3u ca rpaHuuama, gosesno Ao naga snage (Frankel 2020, 265; Gupta
2017, 59). Kako 61 MMHMMMN30BAO PU3MKe Of Naja ca BNacTK 360r onTy»bu 3a
Boherbe Mnake nonnTmKe npema KnHu, npeayseo je aasbe Kopake. Kao ogrosop Ha
nosehaHo NPUCYCTBO KMHECKMX NATPO/a U UCMOCTaBa Y CMOPHUM 30HaMa y nepuoay
07, 1959. no 1961. rogmHe (o je 6una ycnyTHa nocneamua TMeTaHCKor ycTaHKa),?
NHpmja je nodyeTkom 1962. rogmMHe nodvena Aa cnposogu cBojy lNporpecusHy
nonntuky (Forward Policy). To je yk/byumBano noseharbe BOjHOr MPUCYCTB3,
ycnocTaB/bakbe MHAWJCKUX MCMOCTaBa Koje by cnpeunne gasbe KpeTakbe KMHeCKe
Bojcke (PLA) Ha 3anaf, 1 No3uUMOoHMpPakbe HAMCKe BojcKe WTo je moryhe aasbe Ha
nctok (Balazs 2021, 99-101, 104-105). MehyTtnm, oBaj npogop Hanpepg 6uo je
orpaHuyeH byayhu aa cy nHamjcke jeguHnue Mmane Hapeherbe aa nsberasajy vak
M HajMmakbe opyKaHe cykobe wWwTo je Buuwe moryhe (morne cy ga nyuajy camo y
camooabpaHu). Hexpyos Tum je BepoBao Aa KuHa 360r Tora Hehe Aa NnokpeHe pat
BE/IMKMX pa3mepa. Y Hajropem cueHapujy, O4EKMBAO Ce Masiv IOKA/IM30BaHM CYKOb.

Ynpkoc oBum notewikohama Koje cy Kounne cnocobHocT Hexpya Aa nocturHe
cnopasym, oH je n gasbe 6uo moryh cse go jyna 1962. roguHe, o4HOCHO Mecel,
naHa npe MaoBor noBpaTKa. Hexpy je BepoBao Aa je, HaKOH LUTO je NpeXmnseo

> OBa CNPEMHOCT MMaa je Temesb Y HeU3BEeCHOCTU Y NOreay TerMTUMHOCTU UHAMJCKUX NMpeTeH3wja
Ha TepuTOpUjy 3anagHor cektopa, Akcaj YuH. To ce oapasuio Ha npeanor Aa Akcaj YuH noctaHe
TaMMNoH 30Ha 6e3 LMBUNHO-BOjHE BNACTW, HAKOH Yera 6u NPeroBopu Tek Moru Aa noywy. To je
6uno cynpotHo cTaBy KuHe, Koja je 3axTeBana nosnavere Tpyna Ha 20 KuaomeTapa og AnHuje
TPEHYTHe KOHTPO/IE, YuMe 61 Ce 3aAp¥Kana KOHTPONA Haj HOBOMU3rpahEeHVM 1 CTPATELLKM BaKHUM
nytem oa Tubeta go Cjunhanra.

® HenocpeaHu pesynTat 6una cy ABa opy>kaHa cykoba 1959. roguHe, Koja cy AoBena 0 AeceTrHa
MPTBUX Ha 06€e CTpaHe, o KojuX je jeaaH 61o y cTodHom cekTopy (Longju), a Apyrv y 3anagaHom
cektopy (Kongka Pass). Y JloHryyy, MHAMjCKa BOjCKa yCMoOCTaBM/Ia je KOHTPO/HM MYHKT 3a
peryancare ynacka TMbeTaHCKMx m3bernunua, WTo je AoBeno Ao cykoba ca MMJIA u KacHuje
pa3smeHe BaTtpe. Ha npeBojy KoHrka, nHamjcka natpona je Haumwana Ha MJ1A u nokywana ga mx
OMKO/IN, HAKOH Yera je ycneauna nyuHasa.
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MOYeTHM yAap jaBHOI MiEHA, MOXAA OTnoyeo nepwos obHoBe HeErosor
HapyLleHor KpeambunuteTa. OBO je 6MNO Ta4yHO NOroToBO 360r TOra WTo 6U OH
OHZA jaBHOCTM MNpeacTaBMoO KUHecku npegnor u3 1960. rogmHe, anun ca
mogmduKaumnjama Koje cy mwne y Kopuct NMuamje (Lall 1981, 155-158). MNpema
Tome, KnHa 61 3aapskana NoTnyHy KOHTPOAY Hag, Aenom AKcaj YnMHa Kpos Koju
je nponasuo HosBowusrpaheHu nyt. OBaj NyT 6MO je o4 K/by4HOr 3Hayaja 3a
KOHTpoNy KnuHe Hag TubeTom TOKOM Lefie roanHe, NOLWTO Cy Apyre pyTe YecTo
6une HenpoxoaHe TOKOM oapeheHnx meceum. McTo Tako, MHAN]CKa MNporpecrBHa
NoNnTMKa Aoxueena 6u Tume m ogpeheHmn creneH ogobpasarba.” MHAMjCKK
ecTtabanwmeHT je Beh 1959. roanHe npusHao aa KuHa Hehe ga nperosapa o
TEPUTOPMjM Ha KOjoj je nyT narpaheH. JeanHa bpura caga je 6mna Kako 3ayCcTaBuTH
KuHy aa nomepwu rpaHunuy gasbe Ha 3anag (Mullik 1971, 206). Y noyeTky cy ce y
MapsiameHTy Yyan I1acoBM KOjUu cy No3mBaan Ha bombapaoBarbe KMHECKOT MyTa
y AKkcaj YnHy 1 noBpaTaKk TepuTtopuje, anu je Hexpy To oanyyHo oabuo (Gopal
1984, 94). MNuTatbe nyTa CTOra HUje HU BUNO Ha areHAW UHAW|CKe cTpaTeruje
npema KuHun 1962. roguHe. Ca gpyre ctpaHe, MHAMja 61 1 Aasbe MMmana rpaHuLy
Ay MeKMaxoHOBe JIMHWje Y UCTOYHOM CeKTopy, a MeKUHr 61 morao ga y4mHm
A0o4aTHe ycTynke MHAWJM KAao LeHy 3a ycTynawe nyta KuHu (ounrnegHo vy
LEeHTPaIHOM CEKTopY).

MehyTtum, oBaj mogmdurkosaHu npeanor us 1960. rogmHe je nponao 36or
npobnema y komyHukaumju (Lall 1981, 155-158). Ha HeHeBcKoj KoHdepeHunju
0 Jlaocy, KWHECKN MUHUCTApP cnosbHUX nocnosa YeH Ju (Chen Yi) n nHamjcku
MUHUCTap oabpaHe KpuwHa MeHoH (Krishna Menon) cactanu cy ce Tpu nyTa
Kako 6u pasroBapanu o rpaHuMum. HakoH cBaKor cactaHka, MeHOH je cnao
Tenerpam Hexpyy o cagpskajy pa3roBopa Kako He 61 npeTepao. Ju je npeaioxKmo
Ja obe cTpaHe u3gajy caonwTere Yy Kojem ce HaBogu pa cy BoheHwu
KOHCTPYKTWUBHW Pa3roBOpM O rpaHMLM 1 Aa CTpaHe HamepaBajy Aa HacTaBe TaKBe
pasroBope y 6aunckoj byayhHocti. MeHoH ce carsiacuo 1 obehao ga he nocnatm
XUTaH Tenerpam Hexpyy Kako 61 Ju morao ga nobuje nedpuHUTMBAH oaroBop npe
Hero wTo oge 3a KuHy. Mehytum, Hexpy Huje 610 y npectoHnum, Beh Ha nyTy y
jYKHO] UHamjn. Kaga my je Tenerpam KoHayHO ypy4eH, Hexpy je oamax
O4roBOPMO NMOTBPAHO, anu je Beh 6uao npekacHo. Ju je Beh 6mMo HanycTno
KeHeBy, Bepyjyhn pa HexpyoB wu3ocTaHak ofrosopa 3HauM opbujarbe
caonwTera M Aasbux pasrosopa. HakoH wto ce MeHoH BpaTtno y UHawnjy, y
WTamny Cy npoLypene BeCTU Aa je TajHO nNperosapao ca KnHesumma y HKeHesw,
anu 6e3 getasba 0 TOME LWTA je TO WTO je NoCTUrHyTo y Kopuct NHamje. OBo je

7Y pasmatpatbe je y3eTa U uaeja naputeTa BaH nogpydja nyta y 3anagHom CeKTopy, O4HOCHO Aa
Tamo rae KnHa nogurHe nonoaj Ha 6pay, Hanja fobuvje NnpaBo fa NOCTaBU COMCTBEHM NOOXKaA]
Ha cyceaHom bpay. HujeaHa op cTpaHa He 6W MMana NpPaBoO Aa YKNOHW TaKO NOCTaB/beHe
noJsioXaje Apyre cTpaHe.
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M3a3BasNo TONMKY Bypy y napaameHTy Aa je Hexpy nonyctuo, pekaBwu Aa
HWKaKBMX Pa3roBopa Huje 6110, OCUM KypToasHe KoMyHMKaumje Ha Temy Jlaoca.

Mehy oHMMa Koju cy yyecTBoBanAM y enmsoamn 13 jyna 1962. loanHe, noctoju
MULL/bEHbE Aa je TOKOM XKydyHe aebaTe Hexpy noyeo Aa nokasyje HeobUYHY
TeHAEeHUMjy NoBnayYera npes KpUTnkama, BepoBaTHo 36or ceBor Beh 036u/bHO
HapyLweHor 34paBsba. [la je caMo HEKM OTNOPHUjU MUHUCTAP CNOJBHUX MOCNOBA
610 y CTakby A3 U3LPMKM HANET KPUTUKA Y NapaMeHTY y TO BpeME, LITO HMje 6uio
moryhe byayhu je Hexpy 610 1 npemmnjep 1 MMHUCTAp CNo/bHUX NOC0Ba — U Aa
je NpOoLW/Io jolw HEKOJIMKO Heaes/ba HAKOH LWITO Ce jaBHA NpalunHa cnerna, Hexpy
je, Kao npemmjep ca AMCTaHLE, MOXAa MOrao Aa HacTaBu AMjanor U NPaKTUYHO
ra cnposege y ayxy Ju-MexoH (Lall 1981, 157). MehyTtum, yaKk n aa je To bmo
C/Ny4aj, BUAEeM CMO Aa je MpoLwIo BP/AO Mano BpemeHa oa HKeHese no Maosor
noBpaTKa Ha KoHdepeHumju y benaanxey, WTo je 03Ha4YNN0 AePUHUTMBAH KPaj
6uN0 KakBoOr AeTaHTa ca MIHAMjOM, KMHECKM Hanaz je nocTao HemsbexaH u
aoroamo ce y oktobpy 1962. roauHe.

HakoH pata 1962. rogmnHe goroguaa cy ce jolw Tpu cykoba. Mpsu ce gorogmo
Ha npeBojy HaTy /la y ueHTpanHom cektopy 1967. roavHe, WTO je 3a nocneanuy
MMaJi0 OKO CTOTUHY KpTaBa Ha obe cTpaHe (Balazs 2021, 153-162). UHAMjCKK
BOjHMLM Cy NOKyWanuM ga noctase 604/bUKABY KULY Ha MNPeBOjy Kako 6u
HanpasuaAM 60/by AeMapKaLMjy 3a OHO LUTO Cy NepuUnupann Kao rpaHnUYHy
JIVHWUjY 1 KA0 O4r0BOP Ha KMHECKO KoMakbe poBoBa y 6113nHW. Y 3HaK ogmasae,
KMHECKM BOjHULLM CY MOKPEHYIN apTU/bepUjCKM Hanag, ONTy>mnswun MHamjue 3a
ynag Ha buxoBy Teputopujy. MHAnjcka npemmjepka MHaupa NHAW osnactuna
je KOMaHZaHTe Aa y3BpaTe BaTpPy Ha KMHecKe nosorkaje. NornHyno je suwe
KnHesa Hero MHAMjaLa, a KWHECKe CHare cy ce NoByKae 3 KMAoMeTpa 04, CBOjUX
NpPBOGUTHMX MonoxKaja. [pyrn cykob goroamo ce 1975. rogMHe y UCTOYHOM
ceKkTopy Ha npeBojy TyayHr fla (Verma 2024, 397). Mana uHgmjcka naTpona
HaulWAa je Ha KMHECKY 3acedy Koja je WTUTUAA CTPYKTYpPY DyHKepa y CMopHOM
noapyuyjy. Mako cy 4eTmpu nHAMjCKa BOjHUKA NorMHyna, osor nyta MHgmpa Mnan
je HanoXXnna NOKaNHOM MHAMCKOM KOMAHAAHTY Aa AeeCKannpa CUTyaLnjy Kpos
nperoBope ca CBOjUM KMHecKum Konerom (Krishnan 2020).

KoHauHo, Tpehu cykob goroamo ce y UCTOYHOM CEKTOPY, Y AO/IMHU peKe
CymaopoHr Yy (Balazs 2021, 170-208; Joshi 2022). HakoH pata 1962. roauHe,
MHAMjCKa TepuTopuja Ay MeKmaxoHoBe nMHWUje 6una je y BeNUKOj mepu
OEMUANTAPU30BaHa, @ HOBM KMHECKM HamaZ OYEKMBAO CE Ha HUXKUM
HaAMOPCKUM BMCMHaAMa Aasbe Ha jyry (Pardesi 2019, 538). loauHe 1981. laHau
je opobpuna NOHOBHY MWUAMTapM3aLMjy MCTOYHOP CEKTopa, NO3HaTy Kao
Onepaunja Coko (Operation Falcon). OBa ognyka je goHeTa 360r jayama
CELLeCMOHUCTMYKMX CHara, Koje cy npoLusie 0byKy Ha ceBepomnCTORy 3emsbe Y KMHK
TOKOM KacHux 1970-ux. Y MHAMju je nocTojana 3abpuHyToCcT Aa 6u 6es jauer
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BOjHOT NMpUCYCTBA AyX rpanHuue, MNMJIA noTeHUMjanHO MOr/1a Aa ce yapyKKu ca
ceuecmoHnctuma (Mansingh 1984, 251-252).

loanHe 1985, MHAMjCKa jeAnHMLA KOja je BUna aHra)KoBaHa y nojavyaHum
AKTUBHOCTMMA M3rpaamna je UCNocTaBy y AOANHN peke CymaopoHr Yy. MehyTtum,
MOBYK/N Cy CE TOKOM 3UMe 1 bunun cy usHeHaheHu Kaaa cy cnegeher neta Tamo
3atekau MNJ1A. IHanjcka jeanHmua 61na je rotoBo NOTMNYHO OMKO/bEHA Of, CTPaHe
MNA.2 O6anxkmba MHAM|CKa BOjCKa je npuTekna y nomoh, ocnoboamna cabopue
N3 OKPY»Kerba M YCNoCcTaBMAA INHUjy ofbpaHe Ha OKOIHMM BUCOBMMa. MNyuarbe
y Ba3fyx ca MHAMjCKe CTpaHe MNOCAYKMUAO je Kao CUrHan ynosopersa. KnHesum Hucy
y3BpaTuAKM BaTpy. YMecCTo Tora, novyenu cy Aa ytephyjy conctBeHe nosoxKaje
HacynpoT MHAMjCKMM. ToKOM MapTa M Mmaja 1987. rognHe, obe cTpaHe cy
M3BOAMIE MAaCOBHe BOjHe Bexkbe, WITO je [Q0Befo A0 ecKajnauuje TeHsuja.
MehyTm, HaKoH noceTe UHAMjCKOTr npemujepa Paymea MaHAanja NekmHry 1988.
roguMHe, TeH3suje cy nodvene fga onagajy. Cnopasym o MMPHOM ynpaB/batby
rpaHuuama namehy Kune n Muanje ns 1993. popatHo je ybnaxkmo teH3uje. Kpusa
je okoH4yaHa 1995. rogmHe 6e3 vjeagHe XpTBe.

3awTo cy KnHesun nsabpanu ynotpeby cune 1967. n 1975. rogmHe, anu cy ce
OrpaHMYNAM Ha BOjHO pa3MellTakbe 1986. roanHe? 3awTo je MHANMja oaroBopumaa
cunom 1967. rogmHe, anu He U y OCTaIMM C/ydajeBMMa? KMHECKO MOMUTUYKO
PYKOBOZACTBO Ce onpeaennno 3a cuny 1967. roguHe Kako 6m yrylumno yHyTpallte
cykobe, yKk/byuyjyhn 1 oHe yHyTap BOjCKe, ycpes xaoca KyntypHe pesonyuuje.
CKkpeTarbem OKyca Ha CNO/bHOT HenpujaTesba, PYKOBOACTBO je MMaso 3a Un/b
43 cnpeyn noTnyHu c1om mM3mehy BOjHOr Kopryca U AnBuK3Mje, Koju cy 6unu
nosesaHu ca CyKob/beHMM MAaCOBHUM APYLUITBEHUM OpraHm3aumjama. MNutame o
Kojem ce paauno 6una je 3ameHa cekpetapa KIMK Ha Tubety (Balazs 2021, 167).
NHanjcka peaKkunja HMje morna ga byae apyrauuja, jep Hy denxu y To Bpeme
HWje pa3amMMLL/bao O AeTaHTy ca MeknHrom. He camo Aaa je cehatbe Ha pat 13 1962.
roguHe 6uno ceexe, Beh je 6un0 jow ceexuje ceharbe Ha KUHECKe yATUMaTyMe,
npetke 1 nomoh MaknuctaHy TOKOM Herosor pata ca MHamnjom 1965. rogmHe
(Madan 2020, 181-185). loanHe 1975. MeKuHr je Takofe owTpo pearosao, jep je
jow yBek bvo HecurypaH y norneay M3BoA/bMBOCTM AeTaHTa ca MHanjom. Op,
1973. rogmHe, NHamMja je NOKyLWaBana Aa CMakyM 3HavajHy 3asmncHoct og CCCP-a
yHanpeherem ogHoca ca CAL n KnHom. NMpemujepKa MaHam je yak 1974. roanHe
u3jaBmna ga MIHAuWja *Kenun npmjatesbCTBO ca KMHOM, HAKOH LITO je NPeTxo4Ho
oabuna nnaHose bpexreBa 3a KONEKTUBHY 6e36eaHOCT, Koju cy BUAK WITETHH
3a Knuny (Madan 2020, 262-265, 268, 270-271). Ca apyre cTpaHe, KuHa je nocnana

8 Cnop je Hactao ycnes pasnmuutux Buhera o Tome WTa je Ta4HO MeEeKMaxoHoBa AuHUja
O3Hayasana y yrosopy u3 1914. JIuHnja Ha OpPUTMHANHO] Manu HUCKe pe3onyuuje je Beoma
aebena, na cy pasnmvunta Tymayerba HemsbexkHa. MHAWjUN, 3a pa3nuky oa KuHesa, TBpae Aa
NIMHKja oaparkasa pa3sohe (BogoaenHuuy).
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CBOj CTOHOTEHUCKM TUM Yy MHAW]Y y jaHyapy 1975. rogmHe. Y debpyapy je KUHeCKu
noTnpeacenHUK Bnaae Tokom nocete Kankytn usjasmo Aa je KuHa cnpemHa 3a
aujanor ca MHamjom. KnHa je Takohe npectana ga ocyhyje UHaunjy y YH.
MehyTtnm, KuHa Huje npusHana npunajarbe Cuknuma MHanju 1975. roanHe. KnnHa
je HacTaBuna pa nogprkasa [MaKUCTAH M HETOB HYK/EapHM Nporpam, Kao u
aHTMMHAMjCKY nponaraHay y Henany. OBaj npucTyn ,TONA0-X1aAHO” npema
NHamnjn Tpajao je oo Kpaja 1975. roanHe, Kaga je JeHr noctao ysepeH ga MHanja
3aucTa 3axnahyje ceoje ogHoce ca CCCP-om 1 noKyLuaea Aa nobosblua ogHoce ca
KMHECKMM caBe3HuKom [MakuctaHom (Madan 2020, 272). Oexr je oo osor
yBepera A0LWao HaKoH ybucTBa MHAMjCKMX BOjHUKA Ha npeBojy TyayHr Jla, a
lAHAM je MHOro npe Tora CTekna yTucak ga je getaHT ca KMHOM HeonxogaH, Te
OTy4a 401331 N HbeHa MJAKa peaKkuMja Ha KMHecku Hanag 1975. rogmHe. 3a
pa3nuKy og 1967. rogmHe, KOHTEKCT je caga bMo TaKkaB 4a je Mana MHOro BULLe
npocTopa 3a maHeBap. Huje mopana aa 6puHe o onTyxbama 3a ,u3gajy” og,
CTpaHe ono3uumje y napiameHTy, jep je Ha CHa3u 6uao BaHpeaHo cTakbe (Madan
2020, 271).

KnHesn Hucy nosehasin cBoje BOjHO MPUCYCTBO Y UCTOYHOM CEKTOPY 0AMaXx
HaKoH MHAnjcke Onepaunje Coko, Beh TeK HaKoH WTo je MHanja opbuna eHros
NnakeT apaHXMaH, Koju je 3anpaBo OXKMBEO NnaH pasmeHe Lly EHnaja (Garver
2001, 101). C apyre cTpaHe, MHAM|CKO oabUjatbe OBAKBOI NaKeT apaHXmaHa buno
je BULLIe cTBap C/yYaja Hero pesynTaT X1a4HOr PeasIMCTUYKOT NpopayvyHa. MHanpa
laHAM je 3anpaBo NpMXBaTUAA CMOPA3YM Yy Hayeny, anu je HaBela Aa OH MOXKe
[la ce cnpose/ie TeK HaKOH HapeaHux usbopay MHauju (Saran 2018).° Osa oanyka
je AoHeTa Kako 6u ce nsberao pusnkK og M3bopHoOr nopasa 36or onTy*K6M 3a
»MNaky” peakunjy. MehyTum, HakoH aTeHTaTa Ha MHaupy MaHAM Kpajem 1984.
roauHe, oBa naeja je HanywTeHa. BeposaTtHo 6u n MHAMPUH HacnegHWK Pauve
laHaM NpuxBaTMO NAKeT apaHXmaH. Mehytum, KuHesn cy y mehyspemeHy
n3rybunu crpn/berbe, nocebHO HaKOH WTO cy 4yau rosop lopbavosa vy
BnagusocTtoky y jyny 1986. roguHe y Kojem je KnHM NOHyAMO jegHOCTpaHe
YCTYyMNKe U NpeanoXmo ybnarkasame TeHsnja (Kaczmarski 2015, 8; Simes 1986,
488). MocToju U mulbere aa cy KuHesn ogyctanmn of nakeT apaHXmaHa (1
peakTUBMPANM cTape MNpeTeH3nje Ha Leo WMCTOYHWM CeKTop) 3aTo LWTOo cy
»jacTpeboBM” 0jayanuM HaKOH LWWITO Cy Ce yxBaTW/AW 3a Nacyc U3 HeAaBHO
objaB/beHe npenucke mamehy Llya n Hexpya, y kojem Lly Hasoan pa 6u
npuxsatakbe MeKkMaxoHOBe /IMHWje 3HAYM0 ,,CPaMOTY 3a 3eMJ/by KPO3 Npoaajy

® Ambacagop UHauje y MeKkuHry NpeHeo je KUHEeCKoj BNaau reHepasHy cnpemHoct UHavje aa
NPUXBaTU MaKeT apaHXmaH. MehyTum, npuxsaTarbe je 6UNO ycnos/beHo TMMe aa ce KuHa
OfPEeKHe CBUX TEPUTOPMja Y 3anafHOM CEKTOPY Koje je ocBojuna y bUTKama ca MHAWMjCKUM
jeAnHMLAMa, KaKo HenocpeaHO npe, Tako U TOKom paTa 1962. rogumHe.
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HauMoHanHe Teputopunje” (Garver 2001, 104, 107). YnpaBo Ty nexe pasnosu 36or
KOjux je KMHa nojavana Tpyne y UICTOYHOM CEKTOPY M yLaa Y CNOPHA NoApyuyja.

HunjegHa opf, cTpaHa Huje Kenena gasby eckanauymjy. Ognyka uHAWjCcKor
reHepana CyHaapuuja (Sundarji) ga nowasbe ueny 6puragy npema CymaopoHr
Yyy, NOKpeHyna je cnnpasny ysajaMHOr ONKo/baBakba M HAroMuaaBakba Tpyna, aam
ce To gorogmno 6e3 3Harba UMBUAHKUX Biactu (Joshi 2022). Paume MaHAaM je nnak
HakHagHo ogobpuo CyHaapunjeBy oanyKy, 3aaprKaBajyhu je Ha HUBOY BOjHOT
pa3mewTama. 3ay3mmajyhu UBpcT cTaB, NepuMnNUMpaH je Kao Henokoneb/bnsm
6paHMNaL, HaLMOHAMHUX MHTEPECa, LTO MY je KacHMje onakwano ga: 1) Hanyctu
pellaBakbe FpaHUYHOr MUTaka Kao npeaycnosa 3a nobosbliakbe ofHOca ca
KnHom y cBMM ocTanmm obnactuma, 1 2) usjasu ga je Tubet yHyTpalHa cTBap
KuHe Kaga je nocetmo MekuHr 1988. roamHe (Joshi 2022; Pardesi 2019, 546;
Ganguly 1989, 1133). 3aTo rpelwe OHW Koju MOTUBE 3a [aHAWjeBY ymepeHy
eckanaumjy y CymaopoHr Yyy, aetaHT ca KnuHom 1 cnabsberbe Besa MHanje ca
Mocksom Tpaxe y: 1) 36aunxkaBarby Pycuje ca NekmHrom, 2) faHamjesoj notpebu
[ NOEHTMPA Ha CNO/bHOMO/IUTUYKOM NAAHY HAKOH KOPYMLMOHALIKOTN CKaH4ana
Bodopc, nnm 3) HeycnewHom rywery nobyHe Cumka y MeHyaby (Ganguly 1989,
1133). Kao wTo cmo Buaenu, PalumeoBa Majka MHAMpPa »Kenena je AeTaHT ca
KnHom npe 6110 KaKBUX 3HAaKOBa OTOMN/baBakba KMHECKO-COBJETCKUX OAHOCA, an
TO HWje peann3oBaHo 360r M36OPHUX OrpaHNYErba U HEHOT aTeHTaTa. Payums je
Takohe TeXmno aeTaHTy npe ckaHgana booopc 1988. rogmHe n CyHaapumjese
eckanaumje (Singh 2009, 114-115). A TeKWHr je NOCETMO HAKOH ychnewHor
Cnamamba CUMKCKMX nobyweHunka y Onepaunju LipHu Mpom Il (Operation Black
Thunder Il) (Chima 2010, 163-164). Y cywTMHW, Herosa jeanHa bpura buna je
KaKo Aa ce CynpoTCTaBM aHTUKMHECKMM PacMo/ioKerMma y BNagn U jaBHOM
Miery. Mehytum, Ta bpura je ybnaxeHa CyHOapLMjeBOM HEOYEKMBAHOM
aKumjom. YsapkaHocT KuHe TOKOM oBe Kpu3e morna bu aa ce objacHu oacycTBOM
NPeTHUM 0f, CTPAHe BEIMKUX CUNA M MOBMIM3ALMjOM KOH3EPBAaTUBHUX KPYrosa
YHyTap naptuje. To je 4OBENO A0 CHAaXHMjer aHraxkosakba /1A oy rpaHuue, anm
6e3 ynotpebe cune (Balazs 2021, 202-207). banax je oBor nyta y npasy, 3a
pasnnKy og, cBOr CTaBa o paTy u3 1962. rogmHe. [leHr je rogMHama npe MHumMaeHTa
y CymaopoHr Yyy maHeBpucao namehy KoHsepBaTUBHE U nbepanHe ¢pakumje
napTuje, anun HakoH WTo cy inbepanu npegsoheHmn Xy JaobaHrom nokywanu aa
ra yK/JioHe ca Bpxa napTuje, [leHr ce CBPCTao y3 KOH3epBaTMBLEe Y BeEhnHM NuTatba.
PasmeluTarbe cHara ca MHAWjOM y UICTOYHOM CEKTOPY BUNO je camo jegHa cTaBKa
Ha JINCTM Kesba KOH3epBaTMBaLLA Koja BU AeAMMUYHO MOrfa Aa 3aL0BO/bMU
HuxoBe aneTtute. MNpeymnsHuje, pasmeLlTakbe je CAYKUA0 Aa ux ysepwn y [leHrosy
OOKTPUHAPHY OPTOAOKCMjY, Koja je npeTxogHo 6una y3apmaHa Herosum
NOMEHYTUM MaHEeBPUCaHEM, AOK Cy Makbe 3aTerHyTn ogHocu ca CAZL n CCCP-om
passior 360r Kojer ce no3npare HUje pasBuIo y HeWwTo 036usbHuje.
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paHuuHm cnop usmehy Kune u UHauje
y nepuoay HakoH XnagHor pata

Kpaj XnagHor paTa ocnabuo je Bese namehy Mockse u [lenxuja, Kao n usmehy
BawwuHrtoHa u MeknHra. HakoH gorahaja Ha Tpry TjeHaHmeH, WHAuWja Huje
oCyAuna akumje KMHeCKMX BAACTU NPOTUB CTYAEHAaTa, HATKU je yBena caHkuumje
KWHM Kao WTOo cy TO y4MHUNE NnojeanHe 3anagHe 3emsbe (Ganguly 1989, 1135;
Saran 2018; 2022). Uuanja n KuHa cy yHanpeaune ogHoce y cBum obiactuma,
YK/bydyjyh 1M HaBegeHW crnopasym O MMPHOM ynpaB/baky rpaHuuama. 3a
pPa3NuKy O NPEeTXo4HWUX MHAMJCKO-NMAaKUCTAaHCKMX paToBa M Kpmsa y Kawmupy,
KuHa je Tokom Hemupa 1989/90. n Kaprunckor pata 1999. roamHe npecrana aa
npetn UHAMju oTBaparbem agpyror ¢poHTa M ybnakuna je CBOjy MOAPLUKY
MakuctaHy (Garver 2001, 227-234, 239), HAaKOH Yera je ycneamo ycnellaH
HyKneapHu Tect Hgmje 1998. roanHe. Kao rnaBHM pasnor 3a 0Baj TeCT, MHAWjCKU
npemujep Baynaju (Vajpayee) u muHuctap ogbpaHe depHangec (Fernandes)
Hasenu cy Knuny (Malone and Mukherjee 2010, 143). MehyTum, HaKOH UHAM]CKOT
TecTa 1 TakBMX U3jaBa KnHa HuMje ogmax noyena Aa MACOBHO rommaa Tpyne Ha
rpaHuum, seh je 6uno notpedbHo Aa MHAWja NOHOBO akTyenusyje TMBeTaHCKo
nuTaree ga 6u KnHa noyena ga noHoBo npasu npobaeme UHAMjK oy rpaHuLe.

K/byuyHn momeHaTt 610 je nmeHoBame Cjama LapaHa (Syam Sharan) 3a
ceKpeTapa 3a cnosbHe nocnose y jyny 2004. roanHe. JegHa of HEroBmx nNpsBmux
oayKa 6una je ga noaurHe 3BaHMYHe KOHTaKTe ca [anaj Jlamom, Koju cy Ao Taga
61U HA U3PA3UTO HUCKOM HUBOY. OPuLMp 3a Be3sy MUHUCTAPCTBA CNOJbHUX
nocnosa ca fanaj Jlamom yHanpeheH je ca paHra noAcekpeTapa y paHr
aupekTopa. MNopeg Tora, odmMunpy cy foae/beHe NPOoLNpPEHE AYKHOCTU Koje cy
yK/byumBane npahewe aujanora mamehy MekumHra v Danaj Jlame, Kao u
nHdopmucare Janaj lame o ctasosuma NMHanje npema KuHu. Mako KnHesu
HUCY 0406paBaaM paHUje KOHTaKTe, UHAMjLM Cy UX NepLUNnpPanm Kao Herauujy
nonuTtudke ynore Aanaj /lame, ¢ TMM WTO je caga 6uao esnageHTHo ga NHauja
NoHOBO TpeTupa [anaj Jlamy Kao NOANTUYKY GUTYpY, Kao LITO je TO YMHKAA npe
1988. rogmHe, Kao 1 ga obHaB/ba CBOjY /10Ty HABOAHOT NOCPEAHMKA Y peLlaBamby
TMOETAHCKOT NUTakba. YBeAEHa je U NpaKca Aa ce MHAMJCKM CeKpeTap 3a CnosbHe
nocsose cactaje ca [anaj /lamom cBaKe roguMHe Kako 6w pasroBapanun o
ogHocMMma ca KMHOM M NOTeHUMjaIHOM NOBPATKY TMOETAHCKMX eMuUrpaHaTa us
NHamje Ha TubeT (Gupta 2014)."° Ctora je Beoma MHAMKATUBHO Aa je HakoH 1988.

1 Nako je UHawja perpagupana oduumpa 3a sesy ca [lanaj-namom HakoH 2011. roavHe, of 3Havaja
je uMmbeHmnLa fa ce NPBU OpYXKaHW CYKOb n3mehy KMHeCKe 1 MHAMjCKe BOjcKe A0roamo y anpuny
2013. rogunHe. Y To BpeMe, Ap>KaBHU CEKpeTap 3a crnosbHe nocnose, MaTau, joww yBek je 6uo Ha
dYHKUMjU 1 Takohe ce cacTao ca Janaj-namom Kako v pasroBapasiv O KUHECKO-TUHETaHCKUM
opgHocuma (Gupta 2014). NMopen Tora, TOKOM cBoje MHayrypauuje 2014. roanHe, UHAMJCKM
npemunjep Mogu nossao je weda TnbeTtaHcke Bnage y ersuny y MHamju, NobcaHra CaHraja
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roanHe MHAmMja no npBu NyT n3pasuna 3abpuHyToCT 360r jayarba KMHECKE MyTHE
NMHOPACTPYKTYPE AYK FPAHULLE M TO CaMO HEKOIMKO MeceLM HaKOH LUTO je 0AHOC
namehy hby enxuja n Aanaj lame nogurHyT Ha BULLIM HMBO. Kao oarosop Ha 1o,
NHguja je HajaBMNa jayakbe COMCTBEHUX KanauuTeTa Ha rpaHuum (Gupta 2014).
MpBY MHUMAEHT 61O je Tafa Camo NUTakbe BpemeHa, a goroguo ce 2007. roguHe
Kaga je NJIA yHUWTKANA TPM Npa3Ha MHAMjCKa byHKepa nsrpaheHa 2005. roauHe
Ha Tpomehn KuHe, ByTaHa n UHamje. KnHesu cy TBpANAKN fa cy ce ByHKepu
Hanasnan Ha HUXOBOj CTPaHU rpaHuLe.

MehyTum, L0 AMPEKTHOT cykoba uamehy Tpyna Huje AOLW0 CBe A0 HEMMPA Y
Nacn 2008. roguHe n choma nperosopa namehy KuHe n TnbetaHcke Bhage y erauny
(koju cy nouenn 2002. roamHe) y jyHy 2012. roguHe. [1ga nperosapaya Janaj /lame
noAHena cy OCTaBKe HaKOH LWITO cy Ha TMbeTy cnyyajeBn camocnasbMBakba Y 3HaK
npoTecTa NPOTUB KMHECKe BAacTU A0CTUIN BpxyHal, (Gupta 2014). Ycneamnu cy
rpaHUYHM cykobu: Jencanr-bany 2013, Yymap-Lemuok 2014, encaHr-byptce 2015
n fansaH 2020-2024 y 3anagHom cekTopy, 1 [loknam 2017 y NICTOYHOM CEKTOpY
(Mehta 2023; Chadha 2024, 9). CBM 0BM UHUMAEHTM MOTY Aa ce Knacudyjy Kao
pa3melUuTakbe BOjHUX CHAra y cnopHum obnactmma, usyses lansaHa, rae je 6uno
ABafeceT MPTBUX HA MHAMJCKOj U HajMaHbe YeTUPU Ha KMHECKO] CTPaHK. 3awTo je
OHAa camo y ManBaHy gowno o nornbuje BojHMKA Ha 0be CTpaHe, AOK Cy OCTanm
CNyYajeBM pelleHM GnaroBpeMeHUMM nperoBopuma Ha 6asu status quo ante?
Takohe, NoLwTo Cy CBU MHUMAEHTN NOYENN HAKOH KMHECKUX aKTUBHOCTW Y CMOPHUM
06/1aCTMMa, KaKBe Cy TO YHYTpaLlHe KMHECKE MOIMTUYKE OKOMIHOCTU JoNpuUHene
n3bujarby OBe YeTUPU enunsoae?

lanBaH ce HWUje Joroamo 36or Hamepa NOAUTUYKOT UM BOjHOT PYKOBOACTBA
6buno Koje cTpaHe. HakKoH cacTaHKa KomaHAaHata obe cTpaHe, npema
yoburyajeHoj npoLeaypu 3a NpeBasuiakere NPeTXoOAHMUX MHLMAEHATA, KUHECKN
KOMaHZaHT je pearoBao Ha Ha4yMH Koju 61 M3HEeHaaMO YaK 1 terose HagpeheHe
y MeKkuHry nnam je To 6apem 610 yTncak nHAnjckor reHepana Llowwja koju je y To
Bpeme 6uo y MansaHy. Mpema HeroBUM peunma, KUHECKM KOMaHAaHT je 610 Ha
yeny jeauMHUUe Koja je HegaBHO NpekomaHgoBaHa y Akcaj YmH, 6e3 uckycTea y
nperoBapaky €Ca MHAMJCKOM CTPAHOM Y CAMYHMM cuTyaumjama (Bharat Shakti
2025). Ctora ce HeoYeKMBaHW WMHUMAEHT MNOjaB/byje Kao K/by4yHWU dakTop Yy
ecKanaumju Kpuse, WITO je Yy CYNPOTHOCTM ca pauunoHanHowhy peanunsma.
Mehytum, NHanja je 6p3o npucTana ga ce BpaTv Ha status quo ante Ha CBUM
TayKaMa Ha Kojuma cy ce ABe BOjCKe cpesie, AOK je KMHa To ogbujana fa yunHu
Ha ABe cyKkobsbeHe Tauke y MansaHy cee go 2024. roguHe.

HauuH Ha Koju je KuHa nonyctuna y norneny ose nocneare Ase Tadke y [ansaHy,
Takohe npy»ka oAroBop Ha ApPYro NMTarbe Koje ce TMYe AMHaMUKe YHyTap came KuHe.

(Lobsang Sangay) na npucycTsyje LLepeMOoHMjU 3ajeHO ca APYTUM NOAUTUYKUM 3BaHUYHULMMA
13 MHocTpaHcTea (Hall 2019, 5).
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Cnopasym ca IHanjom NOCTUTHYT je Tek Kaga je Cu (Xi) 3ameHno BojHO pyKOBOACTBO
y jyHy/HoBembpy 2024. rogmnHe. Mctn obpasaly, ce NnojaBuo U TOKOM MPETXOAHMUX
Kpmnsa. Hekn wuHOMjCKM ayTopu Bepyjy Aa je y cayyajy Hdoknam, HOA
(HapogHoocnoboamnayka apmuja) CaMoCTaIHO NOKPEHy/1a TO NuTarbe, 63 3Harba
LMBUIHOT PYKOBOACTBA. Y NPUJIOT OBOj TBPAHMW, OHU YKa3yjy Ha CMEHY KMHEeCKor
HayesnHuKa leHepanwTaba daHr GeHrxymja (Fang Fenghui) youmn peluaBarba Kpuse
(Gokhale 2017). Jow yBekK je npepaHO Aa 3HAMO CBe AeTasbe NOAUTUYKMX CyKoba y
KunHn Kao wro je To 6uo cnyyaj y Maosom nepuogy. Mehytum, Hema cymibe Aa je
Cu, o4, A4oNacKa Ha B/IACT, aKTUBHO aHrayKoBaH Y KOHTUHYMPAHO] ,,aHTU-KOPYNLMjCKOj“
Kamnarbu npotus pykosoacTtea HOA, Koje ce pegoBHO CyMHMYM 33 HENOjaIHOCT
umMBUAHMM BnacTuma (Lin et al. 2026). 3a paznuky oa 1980-ux, Kaga ce HOA 3anarana
3a OLITPY NOAUTUKY Npema MHAMJN U CAy»KMNa Kao KOH3epBaTMBHU NOA Yy CYKOBY
nsmehy UeHTpUCTUYKe U nnbepanHe ¢pakumje naptuje, HOA caga ctoju Kao
3aroBOpPHMK YBplwher Kypca npema UHAMjKM ca camo jeAHUM CynpoTCTaB/bEHUM
nosom (Cun) Koju 3arosapa 612K NPUCTYM. 3aMeHa He CAMO HajBULLMX KOMaHAHWUX
nosio¥aja y 3anagHoj BojHoj obnactu (Tnbet u CjuHhaHr), Beh 1 BpojHUX HUKMX
eLlasioHa OAroBOPHMX 3a JIOFUCTUKY, YNpaB/batbe, aAMUHUCTPALM]Y U BOjHY OBYKY
(Desai 2026, 12; Czind and Matthias 2026, 17) nocebHo je MHAMKaTMBHA. MehyTum,
YNPKOC YNHEHULM Aa CYy FeHepasn 3aMerbeHM, YMMme je BpaheH MUpP Ha rpaHuLm,
n3rpagrba KMHecke MHOPACTPYKTYpe Ay rpaHuLe Huje ce cmarbuna (Desai 2026,
14). OBo cyrepuiue aa Cujy He oaroBapajy rpaHUYHU UHLMAEHTU, NocebHO He cyKobu
Koju 3a nocneauuy umajy normbujy BojHMKa. CBe OoK MHAMja ogp:kaBa Mau
WHTEH3MBMPA NONUTUYKM AMjanor ca TMBETaHCKUM U3rHaHuumma y UHamju, KnHa he
OPXKaTU TPaHUYHO NUTarbe OTBOPeHMM. KuMHa he yHanpeautu Apyrv ewanoH
onbpaHe rpaHuLe jayarbem MHOPACTPYKTYpe, foK he HacTojaTh fa NpBM eLwanoH
ofbpaHe rpaHuLLe oapu WTo je moryhe BuLle 6e3 TeH3uja.

3aKk/byyak

Y 0BOM pafly CMO UCTPaXKMBaNM NOPEKAO FpaHUYHOr cnopa uamehy KuHe m
NHauje, Kao 1 daKTope Koju cy yTMUAAM Ha HeroBy eckanauujy. Mako cy
peannuctmykm daktopu ogurpann oppeheHy ynory, yHyTpawn NOANTUYKK
KOHTEKCT, Kao LWTO Ccy M360pu, yHYTapnapTujcKM CyKOOM, LMBUIHO-BOjHE
Hecyrnacuue, cTunosm BohcTBa, NO/bONPUBPELHE NN EKOHOMCKE GAYKTyauunje,
Kalrera Yy KOMyHMKaLMju, YyecTo je buo ognydyjyhu cdaktop. PewaBame
rPaHUYHOr criopa HUje 6Mno Hemoryhe 3aMUCAUTU YaK HU Y TAKBOM KOHTEKCTY,
anu cy 6poj u ncnpennetTeHocT GaKkTopa, Kao U HeyCcKNaheHOCT LUXOBOT TajMUHTA
ca obe cTpaHe rpaHuLe, TO CBE/IM HA BEOMA HMU3aK cTeneH BeposaTHohe.

Ha Heke of oBuMx daKTOpa /byaum jow yBeK MOry Aa yTu4y, aJin HUCY CBU
noajefHaKo YecTy uam BaxkHM. CMaTpamo Aa je HajBaXKHWUju bakTop mehy hnuma
610  MOAUTUYKM paj, TUOETAHCKUX WU3THaHMKa Yy WHAWjU.  KuHecku
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,jacTpeboBM“BELITO Cy KOPUCTUAM OBY YMHEHULY Kao AoKa3 Aa MHauja Huje
npectana ga wrpa Ha ,TubeTaHcKy KapTy“. Y mehyBpemeHy, MHAM|CKU
»,jacTpeboBn” cy KOPUCTUAN YntbeHUUy Aa KnHa, y capaghu ca MNMakucTaHom u
Apyrum cycegmma MHamje, NoKywaea Aa NoTucHe ytuuaj MHamje n cnpeyn je ga
6yae nnpep Yak 1y CONCTBEHOM ABOPULLTY JyKHe Asunje. OTyaa A0Na3n HUXOB
aprymeHT fa He Buae wWTa 6m WMHauja pobuna ako 6M MOTNyHO yrywwmaa
NOJNTUYKM pas TMDETaHCKe emurpaLmje. AKO 61 KMHECKU U UHAM|CKM ,,rony6oBn”
VKUHYIM OBe aprymeHTe ,jacTpeboBa“, WaHce 3a pelwaBake cnopa 6u ce y
3HaTHOj mepwu nosehane.

YBepeHn cmo aa 6u KnHa n MHAKWja aaHac To morne ga nocTuUrHy, a Aaa
HWjesHa og, cTpaHa He n3rybu Ha mohu nam npectny. Eante y obe semsbe morne
6u geTasbHUje ga Npoyye HauMH Ha Koju cy AycTpuja u Pycuja pewmnne cBoj
TepUTOPUjanHM CNOP TOKOM U HAaKOH beuKkor KoHrpeca 1815. rognHe. PewaBame
TOr cropa NoCTaBWU/IO je Temesbe 3a 3ajeHNYKe CTpaTeLLKe BU3Mje Ha eBPOMNCKOM
Ty (6apem y Utannjn n LeHTpanHoj EBponu), WTo je hnxoBe ogHOCE AYrOpOYHO
NocTaBWNO Ha cTabunaH Kosocek. OHO WTo je AycTpuja 6buna Pycuju y norneay
BOjHUX M €KOHOMCKMX KanauuTteta, MHauja je aaHac KuHu (Jarrett 2013, 89;
Mearsheimer 2001, 71; Singh 2025, 131; Arora 2026, 13). /cTo Tako, 6al Kao
wTo je MNosbecKa y To Bpeme 6una cnopHa nsmehy Ayctpuje un Pycuje, Tuber je
cnopaH nsmehy NMHamje n Knne y mogepHo goba. Pycuja je nokasana ymepeHocT
YCTYyNarem MakbMX MNOJbCKUX TepuTopmja AycTpumjn. Takohe ce ogpekaa KoHTpose
Hag rpagom Kpakosom' nog ycnosom ga 6yae crasbeH nog mehyHapoaHy
ynpaBsy, MAKO je HAaKOH ABe aeueHuje Pycnja npucrtana ga ra Ayctpmja y noTnyHo
nHTerpuwe (Jarrett 2013, 99-100, 110, 115, 118, 125, 130; Degan 1997, 378).
Mopen Tora, Pycuja je ognyumna ga npusHa UTanmjy Kao uHTepecHy coepy
AycTtpuje (Reinerman 1974, 274). Ca apyre cTpaHe, AycTpuja je noKasana BeMKo
noLwToBakbe Npema pyckMm nHTepecmma Tokom lNosbekor yctaHka 1830. roguHe.
HaKoH pywema pycke Bnactu y [o/bCKoj 04 CTpaHe NoJbCKUX yCTaHUKA, AycTpuja
je moyena pga xancu nobyreHWKe KOjU Cy Mpenasunn rbeHy Teputopujy u
3abpaHuia 6MI0 KAaKBY HUXOBY aKTMBHOCT NpPoTUB Pycuje, Mako je opbuna
HUNX0BO n3pydere (Vycichlo 2025, 63).

OBo 6u 3Hauuno ga 6u UNHAaMja morna ga yKMHe npaBa TUOETAHCKO]
eMUIpaLLnjm Ha NONUTUYKM pas, Koju je noBesaH ca Tubetom. MoroToBo ako 3HAMO
03 je n He3aBUCHM TMBET MMao KpaTKoTpajaH rpaHMYHM CNop ca HE3aBUCHOM
Uuamjom npe 1950. roguHe.'? 3ay3spaT, KnuHa 61 Mmana Bulie moTuBauumje Aa

11 KpakoB je 3a Pycujy 610 cTpaTelwKn BaxkaH y Un/by obysgasakba arpecuje ca 3anaga, a 3a
AyCTpunjy 3aTO LITO je raBHM PYyCKM NpaBay, MHBa3uje Ka beuy nponasno Kpo3 Kpakos.

12 Jxaca je 3axTeBana ga MHamja spatv 061acTu Koje cy 6pUTaHCKM KOOHWjaAUCTu oay3senm Tubety
(Ganguly, Pardesi, and Thompson 2023, 69). Takas cnop 61 curypHo 3a nocaeamiy MMao KMHECKO
Mellakbe Ha cTpaHu TubeTa.
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ce no3abasBu rpaHUYHUM MUTALEM Ha OCHOBY FOTOBO CMPOBEAEHOr MjaHa
pasmeHe Lly EHnaja (mogudurkoBaHor og cTpaHe Hexpya). Npema oBom niaHy,
KnuHa 61 ce oapeKkna Lenor UCTOYHOTr CeKkTopa Yy Kopuct NHauje n yynHuna
yCTYMKe y 3anagHom cekTopy (3agpxasajyhu nyT ka Cjunhanry)' Kuna 6u takohe
BOAMNA CBOjy NOAUTUKY Npema jy*KHOa3njCKMM 3eM/baMa He jeAHOCTPaHO Kao
no caga, seh y capaaru ca MHaujom, o yemy cy nmaepun obe 3emsbe Beh
pasroBapanu (Timalsina 2022, 56; Gokhale 2022, 26).

OHo wTo 61 gaHac npeacTaB/baio MHoro Behu 1n3asos Hero y EBponu noYeTkom
[JeBeTHAeCTor BeKa, jecte yTnuaj nsbopa. MNotpeba 3a nobegom Ha usbopuma y
NHamju mHoro je Beha npenpeka y peryancamy rpaHunue ca KWHom Ha oBaj HauumH,
Hero 6WMNO KakaB OTNOP [ABOPCKMX KPYroBa TafallkeM PYCKO-ayCTPUjCKOM
Komnpomucy. C apyre cTpaHe, ca HOBUM MOJAUTUYKMM 06pa3oBatbeM U KyTypOM
OMjanora yHyTap nap/iameHTa, MOAUTUYKMX MapTUja M yapyxera rpahaHa,
aHTUKUHECKO pacrnonoxkewe y MHamju 61 ce Ha Kpajy AOBO/bHO CMabWIo Aa
MOMOTHE Y NOCTU3akby KOHAYHOT KOMMPOMMCA Ha rpaHuLm uamehy MHanje n KnHe.
CTora 61 cnpemHocT 06e 3eM/be Aa KPeHy 0BUM NyTEM Ka peluaBakby cnopa, buna
TEK NoYeTHa Tayka U3 Koje b1 Tpebano aa npounsalh)y ceu byayhu npakTUYHM Hanopwm
obe cTpaHe. MoTnyHa NpaKTU4YHA MMMJeMeHTalmMja OBOr MO4YeTHOr npeajora
MO/NNTMKE 3axTeBa CBEOOYXBATHY aHa/M3y CBMX MOTEHLUMja/IHUX M3330Ba U
BEPOBATHUX OZrOBOPA PE/IeBAaHTHMX aKTepa — LUTO je CBEe M3BaH OKBMPA OBOT Y/1aHKa
W NPVKIaZHMWje 3a Heka byayha uctpaxkusamoa.
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