UDC 327 Bectnuk CII6I'Y. BocrokoBenenue u adppukanuctuxa. 2024. T. 16. Boim. 1

India with Solution of some International and Regional
Problems in the 1950s-1960s (Part 1)

Nguyen Duc Toan!, Truong Anh Thuan?, Nguyen Thi Vinh Linh’

! Quy Nhon University,
170, ul. An Duong Vuong, Quy Nhon, 590000, Vietnam

2 University of Danang, University of Science and Education,
459, ul. Ton Duc Thang, Danang, 550000, Vietnam

3 Quang Nam University,
102, ul. Hung Vuong, Tam Ky, Quang Nam, 560000, Vietnam

For citation: Nguyen Duc Toan, Truong Anh Thuan, Nguyen Thi Vinh Linh. India with Solution of
some International and Regional Problems in the 1950s-1960s (Part 1). Vestnik of Saint Petersburg
University. Asian and African Studies, 2024, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 283-292.
https://doi.org/10.21638/spbul3.2024.117

This article examines the role and influence of India in solving international and regional
issues taking place in the 1950s and 1960s. During this period, India, through a policy of
conducting progressive and neutral diplomacy, emerged as an important mediator of the con-
flicting interests among the world’s great powers. For example, India played an important role
in ending the Indochina War, and the Korean War, as well as acting as a mediator in the civil
war in the Congo and helping to solve diplomatic issues related to the Egyptian nationaliza-
tion of the Suez Canal. In order to examine these issues in more detail, the authors of this
paper make use of original sources and relevant academic works published by scholars from
academic institutions around the world. At the same time, the authors use two primary meth-
ods of historical science, including the historical method and the logical method, along with
other methods such as analysis, synthesis, evaluation, statistics, and comparison. This study is
intended to provide additional perspectives and understanding regarding India’s diplomatic
policies during this period of the Cold War. The analyzed policies demonstrated India’s cre-
ativity and flexibility in its diversity of approaches in solving regional and international issues.
Despite the effects and pressures of the bipolar order, India remained steadfast in its goals and
basic principles of its diplomacy.

Keywords: Indian diplomacy, Korean War, Suez Canal, Congolese Civil War, Indochina War,
Soviet Union, Egypt, Cold War.

Introduction

After gaining independence from the British government and establishing self-gov-
ernance during the Republic (1947-1950), India chose their own path of national develop-
ment to strengthen and protect the independence of its people. Along with the whirlpool
of complexities brought about by the Cold War, particularly in the 1950s and 1960s, India
was aware of the dangers threatening its independence which stemmed from the division
of international political power and conflicting interests among the world’s great powers.
In the beginning, to meet the challenges of this environment, India’s political elites chose
a moderate and flexible approach for conducting international relations and remained de-
termined not to get involved in the ongoing geostrategic competition between great pow-
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ers under the umbrella of the Yalta bipolar order. The new Constitution of the Republic of
India, approved by the Constituent Assembly on November 26, 1949, solemnly enshrined
the basic principles of their foreign policy as: “(a) to promote international peace and
security; (b) maintain just and honourable relations between nations; (c) foster respect
for international law and treaty obligations in the dealings of organized peoples with one
another; and (d) encourage settlement of international disputes by arbitration” [1, p.21].
It clearly identified the close association between national independence, neutrality, and
non-alignment with peace and friendship among nations in the region and around the
world. This did not mean, however, that India was isolated. On the contrary, the Indian
government identified itself as an inseparable part of the region and the world.

From peaceful solutions to the Korean and Indochina wars to ensuring the right of
Egyptian self-determination and independence regarding the Suez Canal, to opposing
British, French, and Israeli intervention in Egypt or encouraging conflict resolution in
order to help stabilize the Congo, for which India was recognized by the international
community for its tireless efforts promoting regional and world peace. Through their
active pursuit of “shuttle diplomacy”, along with promoting their perspectives and
solutions regarding anti-colonialism, war, and the defense of India’s right to national
self-determination, India was able to emerge as an important mediator in the “Third
World”. As a result, the role of India was not only recognized by the Western Bloc and The
Eastern Bloc; many countries around the world were influenced by their position of non-
alignment. India’s foreign policy, formed during the 1950s and 1960s, remains today as the
foundation for its’ modern foreign policy doctrine.

During the process of collecting data for this article, we realized that India’s policy
towards key international conflicts in the 1950s and 1960s has historically been one of
the topics in this area of study that has received the most attention from scholars. Thus,
this topic is discussed directly or indirectly in a large number of academic works in a way
which generally follows two trends.

The first trend focuses on India’s foreign policy in the early years of the Republic as
part of the country’s early developmental history. Typical works on this topic include:
“Indian Foreign Policy: Selected Speeches September 1946 — April 1961” by J. Nehru
(1961); “Indian Foreign Policy in Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam, 1947-1964” by
D.R.Sardesai (1968); “India and World Politics: Krishna Menon’s View of the World” by
M. Brecher (1968); “Indo-West Asian relations: The Nehru era” by Heptulla (1991); “India’s
representation-patterns and diplomatic interactions at the United Nations: A comparative
study of the 1950s and the 1960s” by P. K. Mishra (1995); “India after independence (1947-
2000)” by B.Chandra (2000); “India’s Role In The UN During The Nehru Era (1950-
1960)” by S. Rizvi (2005); “Foreign Policy of India” by K. Gupta, V. Shukla (2009); “Nehru’s
Foreign Policy of India — A Historical Study” by V.N. Naik (2015).

The second trend analyzes relevant international conflicts in the 1950s and 1960s
with the “presence” of the United Nations, the Soviet Union, the United States, China
and even India. For example: “United Nations Peacekeeping in the Congo 1960-1964” by
E. W.Lefever, W.Joshna (1960); “Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-1957, Suez
Crisis, July 26 — December 31, 1956” by J. P. Glennon, N. J. Noring (1990); “China’s Road to
the Korean War: The Making of the Sino-American Confrontation” by C. Jian (1994); “The
Role of India in the Korean War” by K. C. Wahn (2010); “Imbalance of Power: The Soviet
Union and the Congo Crisis, 1960-1961” by A.Iandolo (2014); “Cold War in Asia: China’s
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Involvement in the Korean and Vietnam War” by S. Becker (2015). In addition, important
areas of international conflict, as well as the Indian government’s own views in the 1950s
and 1960s have generally been only mentioned sporadically or indirectly in a number of
research works by Vietnamese scholars such as: “America’s new colonialism and the anti-
American movement in Africa” by Huu Thuy N. (1968); “Africa for national independence
and social progress” by Phuong Ba N., Kim Cuong V., Trung Dung L. (1986); “Vietnam —
India Relations (1945-1975)” by Trung Kien D.(1993); “Jawaharlal Nehru, Biography
and career” by Cong Khanh N. (2001); “History of modern international relations (1945-
2000)” by Nam Tien T., Tuan Khanh N., Tuan P. (2008); “Relations between India and the
US from 1947 to 1991” by Hang Nga L. T. (2015).

Thus, it can be said that research on the Indian government’s views and methods for
solving international and regional problems in the 1950s and 1960s still has many notable
“gaps”. Therefore, by using historical and logical methods, in this paper we have done a
deep analysis of Indias role in mediating and solving international and regional crisis
and other problems during the 1950s and 1960s using four significant historical crises as
examples, the Korean War, the Indochina War, the Nationalization of the Suez Canal and
the Congo Civil War. Simultaneously, we use the structural system approach where we
place India in the international and regional context of the 1950s-1960s in order that we
may gain a more comprehensive view of India’s foreign policy from which we can draw
objective, systematic assessments of these issues and events.

India with the Korean War (1950-1953)

At the end of World War II, Korea was liberated from Japanese domination. Prior to
this, according to the Resolution of the Ianta Conference (February 1945), Korea had been
divided into two regions, consisting of North Korea and South Korea. The 38 parallel
was to be considered a temporary boundary between the two regions. In order to occupy
the South and to unify the country by force, troops of the Korean People’s Army crossed
the border on June 25, 1950, and triggered the Korean War [2, p.9]. In response, the US
immediately demanded that the United Nations Security Council convene to pass their
first resolution on June 25, 1950, which called for a cease-fire and the withdrawal of North
Korean troops to the 38" parallel. At this time, the Soviet Union was absent from the
UN because it was boycotting the Security Council to protest the ROC’s (Republic of
China’s) presence in the United Nations and to demand the return of the People’s Republic
of China’s legal status in this international organization. On June 27, 1950, the Security
Council met and approved the US proposal for sanctions against North Korea. Yugoslavia
voted against it, India and Egypt abstained [3, p. 88].

After receiving promises of military aid from 16 countries, on July 7, 1950, the Security
Council issued a resolution asking the US to appoint General MacArthur as commander
of the United Nations military forces in Korea [4]. Thus, taking advantage of the Soviet
Union’s absence in the Security Council, by passing a series of resolutions, the US created
an important legal basis for military intervention in the Korean War. With the support
of a United Nations coalition military force, South Korea staged an all-out counterattack,
crossing the 38" parallel and approaching the Sino-Korean border, despite warnings from
Beijing. Through K. M. Panikkar — Indian Ambassador to Beijing, on October 2, 1950,
China announced that: “If the Americans crossed the 38t Parallel, China would be forced to
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intervene in Korea... movement into South Korea would not trigger Chinese intervention,
but an American intrusion into North Korea would encounter strong Chinese resistance”
(5, p. 110]. From October 14 to 16, 1950, Chinese volunteer troops began crossing the Yalu
River to support the North Korean army [6, p.211]. Thus, the Korean War went from being
an internal conflict to very quickly becoming a major international conflict.

In this context, India played an important role in resolving the crisis in North Korea
as a neutral state. As soon as the war broke out, at a press conference on July 7, 1950, Prime
Minister Jawaharlal Nehru expressed India’s position on this war: “It was clear without
even great inquiry that this was a well-planned and large-scale invasion” [7, p. 108]. At the
same time, India also did not support a United Nations resolution on military assistance
to South Korea. Instead, India decided to send a medical unit to South Korea as a
humanitarian action [8, p.26]. Next, on July 13 and 15, 1950, Prime Minister J. Nehru sent
personal messages to Stalin and US Secretary of State Dean Acheson proposing to resolve
the Korean issue through peaceful negotiation. The messages stated: “India’s purpose is to
localize the conflict and to facilitate an early peaceful settlement by breaking the present
deadlock in the Security Council so that representatives of the People’s Government of
China can take a seat in the Council, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics can return
to it, and whether within or through informal contacts outside the council, the USA, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republic and China with the help and cooperation of other
peace-loving nations, can find a basis for terminating the conflict and for a permanent
solution of the Korean problem” [7, p. 111]. With this declaration from Nehru, the Soviet
Union affirmed its support for the Indian efforts toward a diplomatic resolution of the
conflict. In his reply, J. Stalin affirmed that he agreed with India’s position on a practical
solution to the Korean problem [9, p. 24]. However, the US side objected. On July 20, 1950,
India released telegrams exchanged with the Soviet Union and the United States which
showed that it was trying to resolve the Korean issue peacefully [10, p. 133].

After along series of attempts at reaching a negotiated settlement between the parties
during the Korean War, by May 1952, the only obstacle that prevented the parties from
reaching an armistice was the issue of prisoners of war. In this regard, the Chinese and
North Korean sides demanded that their prisoners be released, while the US said that some
prisoners did not want to return home, and the US would not force them [11]. When the
US side suggested that India should be more active in its initiatives to reach an armistice
in the Korean War [12, p.242], on November 17, 1952, India joined representatives of
Asian nations and Africa in the United Nations to draft a compromise resolution which
was submitted to the General Assembly. Whereby:

“1. All prisoners of war should be released and repatriated in accordance with the
Geneva Convention in respect of the treatment of prisoners of war dated 12 August
1949, in accordance with well-established international practice, with the principles of
international law, and with the relevant provisions of the draft Armistice Agreement.

2. No force should be used against the prisoners of war to prevent or affect their
return to their homes. They should be treated in accordance with the specific provision of
the Geneva Convention and with the general spirit thereof” [8, p.29].

On December 3, 1952, the resolution was adopted in the plenary session of the
General Assembly by 55 votes to 5 [7, p.122]. This was considered a great success for
Indias diplomacy in the complex context of the early Cold War. The resolution was
welcomed by Britain and the United States in the Security Council. US Secretary of State
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Dean Acheson “had warmly commended the Indian initiative and expressed agreement
with the Intention of the Resolution” [13, p.24]. However, it was criticized by the Soviet
Union and China, who suspected that India was acting under American pressure [8,
p.30]. The Soviets deemed the Indian Resolution as a “rotten solution” leading to a bitter
attack on the resolution by the Russian representative [7, p. 122]. Prime Minister J. Nehru
was himself condemned as having larger ambitions of taking a leadership role in Asia even
though India was just a minor power at that time [14, p.170].

After more than two years of war, the situation did not improve. Faced with a stalemate
of the negotiations, on February 2, 1953, US President Eisenhower sent a message that the
United States would not hesitate to use atomic weapons in the Korean War. Soon after,
India expressed deep concern that the United States could carry out this threat and that
the war might expand. India appealed to the United Nations in its efforts to keep the
negotiations going. On June 1, 1953, an agreement on the repatriation of prisoners of war
was signed. This agreement was similar to previous Indian proposals. On July 27, 1953, the
Korean Armistice Agreement was signed [15, p.276].

Thus, India’s tireless efforts as a mediator were gradually recognized by both East
and West. Thereafter, India became the Chairman of the Neutral Nations Repatriation
Council (NNRC) with full legal authority to control the exchange of POWs [16, p.538].
It would be fair to say at this point that a resolution of the conflict which would bring
about peace on the Korean peninsula was still incomplete for many reasons, but what had
been established was really the initial basis that created conditions in which India would
participate deeply and more effectively in helping resolve a number of international and
regional issues negotiated during the Cold War.

The Korean War was also a powerful test of India’s consistency in the path of “non-
alignment” and a peace-loving ideology. At first, India suffered from estrangement from
China and the Soviet Union because, in its statement, India claimed that North Korea was
the initial aggressor. Later, India was again angered by the United States when it refused
to align with the Western powers to intervene in the war. Even so, India did not let such
a response influence its position in the Korean War. India continued to urge the United
Nations to recognize and grant the People’s Republic of China’s legitimate rights in the UN
Security Council [17, p.153]. On the other hand, India desperately needed food aid from
the US to help solve its inability to provide sufficient nutritional assistance for its people, but
the Indian government was, nevertheless, unwilling to support the US’s position regarding
the political and military crisis on the Korean peninsula. India persisted in its position
despite the influence exerted over it by different powers. In the end, all of India’s efforts paid
off. Both the Soviet Union and the West recognized India’s neutral stance causing many
around the the world to acknowledge the positive influence of their non-alignment stance.
The Soviet Union began to look upon India with friendly eyes as relations continued to
warm. Around this time, Soviet Prime Minister Bulganin spoke publicly about the Soviets’
gratitude for India’s diplomatic efforts to the Indian ambassador — R.P.S.Menon: “the
USSR fully appreciated India’s position in the Commonwealth and hoped that India would
continue to remain in it” [17, p. 154].

In summary, under the influence of the Cold War, while the two superpowers, the
Soviet Union and the United States, were actively racing to find allies to increase the
strength of their international position, India emerged as a mediator in this conflict,
attracting the attention of all parties, especially the Soviet Union. Initially, India’s support
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for the US-sponsored Resolution at the United Nations General Assembly considering
North Korea as the country that attacked first caused some concern for the Soviet
government. However, later, due to the consistency of its neutral foreign policy positions,
India gradually gained the trust of the Soviet government. And the policies India followed
in other key conflicts of the 1950s and 1960s eventually brought the country closer to the
Soviet Union as a regional ally.

India with the Indochina War (1945-1954)

It is evident that during the early days of building and consolidating the Republic,
India’s international position was recognized for its mediation efforts in the Korean War
and that was India’s great success. The sincerity of their stance for a neutral, non-aligned
policy was initially acknowledged by the major powers. Furthermore, Indochina, being a
region close to India, meant that a conflict occurring there might attract other countries
to participate and India’s freedom and non-aligned policy could potentially be threatened.
Additionally, India could not just stand by passively because the conflict also involved
many basic principles of its foreign policy, such as opposing colonial aggression and neo-
colonialism by foreign countries. Therefore, after its successes as a mediator in North
Korea, India continued to make efforts to reduce tensions and prevent the expansion of
the conflict as well as promote negotiations that could lead to a resolution.

The global political environment in the early 1950s saw many important changes. Af-
ter Stalin’s death, the Soviet Union under Khrushchev (1953-1964) made adjustments in
its foreign policy with the aim of easing the tension of the Cold War. The process of rec-
onciliation between the two East-West blocs was gradually being promoted. The armistice
agreement in Korea signed on July 27, 1953, confirmed this trend. In that context, the Gov-
ernment of India began to take active actions to contribute to ending the Indochina war. At
the end of December 1953, Nehru, referring to the proposed US military aid to Pakistan,
said that India would not allow foreign troops on her soil under any circumstances and
any pretext. And in March 1954, replying to a question in Parliament about the American
planes carrying French troops to Indochina across Indian airspace, Nehru explicitly stated
that the Indian Government would not allow it [18, pp.125-126]. On February 22, 1954,
Nehru made an appeal for a ceasefire in Indochina. It can be said that the above statement
marked a significant transformation of India in its efforts to end the Indochina War.

In addition, Prime Minister J. Nehru and the Government of India conducted a series
of activities to restore peace in Indochina. On April 24, 1954, before the Indian National
Assembly, Prime Minister J.Nehru made a statement on the current situation in Indo-
china and on the French reoccupation of their former colony. With a desire to assist in
resolving the stalemate as well as finding a peaceful solution, in the final part of the state-
ment, Prime Minister J. Nehru made a 6-point peace proposal on the Indochina war:

1. A climate of peace and negotiation has to be promoted, and the suspicion and the
atmosphere of threats that prevail sought to be dissipated. To this end, the Government of
India appeals to all concerned to desist from threats, and to the combatants to refrain from
stepping up the tempo of the war.

2. A cease-fire. To bring this about, the Government of India propose: (a) that the
resolution of a “cease-fire” be given priority on the agenda of the Indo-China Confer-
ence; and (b) a cease-fire group be constituted consisting of the actual belligerents, namely
France and her three Associated States and Viet-Minh.
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3. Independence. The conference should decide and proclaim that it is essential to
the solution of the conflict that the complete independence of Indo-China, that is, the
termination of French sovereignty, should be placed beyond all doubt by an unequivocal
commitment by the Government of France.

4. Direct negotiations between the parties immediately and principally concerned
should be initiated by the conference. Instead of seeking to hammer out settlements it-
self, the conference should give the parties all assistance to this end. Such direct negotia-
tions would help in keeping the Indo-China question limited to the issues which concern
and involve Indo-China directly. These parties would be the same as would constitute the
cease-fire group.

5. Non-intervention. A solemn agreement on non-intervention denying aid, direct
or indirect, with troops or war material to the combatants or for the purposes of war, to
which the United States, the USSR., the United Kingdom and China shall be primary par-
ties, should be brought about by the conference. The United Nations, to which the deci-
sion of the conference shall be reported, shall be requested to formulate a convention of
non-intervention in Indo-China embodying the aforesaid agreement and including the
provisions for its enforcement under the United Nations auspices. Other states should be
invited by the United Nations to adhere to this convention of non-intervention.

6. The United Nations should be informed of the progress of the conference. Its good
offices for purposes of conciliation under the appropriate Articles of the Charter, and not
for invoking sanctions, should be sought [19, pp.399-400].

These proposals formed the basis of the communique of the conference sent to the
Prime Ministers of five countries, which convened on April 29 — May 2, 1954, in Co-
lombo. The Conference, which was called on the initiative of the Prime Minister of Cey-
lon, John Kotelawala, was attended by Ceylon, India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and Burma [20,
p. 145]. One of the six points that was made at the Colombo Conference was that the great
powers should not interfere in the internal affairs of Indochina. The conference issued a
final statement, proposing an immediate ceasefire in Indochina and direct negotiations
between the warring parties, in the presence of China, the United States, the Soviet Un-
ion, and Great Britain. The Colombo Conference was of great significance. The Colombo
Declaration was promptly given to the members of the Geneva Conference on Indochina
“the voice of Asia” for the settlement of war issues in this region. Because “our dominant
passion and urgent necessity is for the maintenance of peace” [19, p.400].

When the Geneva Conference on Indochina was held (April 24 — July 21, 1954),
the leaders of India expressed their wish that the treaty would be signed and peace would
be restored. Speaking at the Indian National Assembly on May 15, 1954, Prime Minister
J.Nehru affirmed that the Korean and Vietnamese issues currently being considered in
Geneva were significant problems of Asia. In particular, the Indochinese issue was of in-
terest to India due to the close geo-political ties between India and this region [21, p.26].

Recognizing China’s role and influence as the world’s second largest and most popu-
lous socialist country, India held meetings with the Chinese government to seek to find
common ground between the two sides in solving a number of regional and international
problems!. At the end of June 1954, during the pause of the Geneva Conference, Prime

1 On December 30, 1949, India was the first non-communist country to establish relations with China
actively. On January 19, 1950, India and the Soviet Union asked the United Nations to grant China a legal
position in this organization. That meant denying Taiwan’s position on behalf of China in the Security
Council [25, p.77].
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Minister J.Nehru had a meeting with Premier Zhou Enlai on June 26, 1954 in Delhi, in
order to reach a consensus on preventing internationalization of the Indochina war. The
talks between Nehru and Zhou Enlai terminated on June 28 in the signing of a joint state-
ment on the principles on which relations between India and China were to be based. They
were: (1) mutual respect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty; (2) non-
aggression; (3) non-interference in each other’s internal affairs; (4) equality and mutual
benefit; and (5) peaceful co-existence [22, pp.97-98]. Subsequently, the Five Principles of
peaceful co-existence of states or Panch Sheel gained the widest recognition and support
of all peace-loving peoples and many governments [23 p. 151].

India sent ambassador V.K.Krishna Menon to the Geneva Conference held by the
United Nations to present an Asian view of the current situation on the Indochinese
peninsula (India was not invited to participate in this Conference). At this time, K. Menon
had many meetings with the leaders of the delegations and made positive suggestions. As
a result, India made a notable contribution to the success of the Geneva Conference on
Indochina, even though it was not an official member of the Conference?.

On the night of July 20, 1954, the Geneva Agreement on ending the war and
restoring peace in Indochina was signed. While formally, India did not participate, they
nevertheless contributed greatly to the success of the conference. In fact, India’s role in
the negotiations was so important that French Prime Minister Pierre Mendes-France
referred to the Geneva Conference as: “this ten power conference the nine at the table
and India” [24, p.40]. Also because of its neutral stance, India was appointed Chairman
of the International Commission (including Poland and Canada) to control and supervise
the implementation of the Geneva Agreement in Indochina [23, p.152]. This not only
confirms the high international prestige of Indian diplomacy more generally but also
recognizes India’s contribution to the success of the Geneva Conference in 1954.

On August 25, 1954, in a statement before the House of Representatives of India on
the results of this international conference, Prime Minister J. Nehru said that India sent
sincere and warm congratulations to the people of Indochina. Thanks to the liberation
of Indochina, Asia increased its peace and stability. The attitude of the Government of
India to the Indochinese issue was confirmed by Prime Minister J. Nehru in a statement
dated September 27, 1954. India’s views and the solutions they offered in the process of
advocating for an end to the war in Indochina were in line with the will of the Indian
people. In particular, India’s official position was to strive for peace in Indochina. India
would use all of its brains, patience, and determination to carry out that responsibility [21,
pp-26-27]. Thus, at this time, India’s diplomatic efforts made an important contribution
to safeguarding peace in Indochina, Asia, and the world.
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VHpus B penieHnn HEKOTOPBIX MEX/YHAPOIHBIX U PeTMOHATBHBIX MPOOIeM
B 1950-1960-x rogax (yactsp 1)

Heyen ok Toan!, Yvione Anv Tyan?, Heyen Txu Bunv /Tunv’
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Ima puruposanua: Nguyen Duc Toan, Truong Anh Thuan, Nguyen Thi Vinh Linh. India with
Solution of some International and Regional Problems in the 1950s-1960s (Part 1) // Bectank CaHKT-
ITerep6yprckoro yHuBepcuteTa. BoctokoBenennue u adpuxanucTuka. 2024. T. 16. Boim. 1. C.283-292.
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B maHHOII cTaTbe paccMaTpUBAIOTCA POIb U BAUsAHME VIHOUY B pelIeHNN MeX]yHapOJHBIX
U perMOHA/IBbHBIX IpobieM, MMeBIINX MecTo B 1950-x u 1960-x rr. B atoT mepuop VMuus,
IIPOBOJA MOUTUKY IIPOTPECCUBHOI 11 HeJTpanbHOI AUIIZIOMATHY, CTasla BaKHBIM ITOCpe]-
HYIKOM MeXy KOH(PIMKTYIOLMY MHTepecaMyl BeIUKMX AepxaB Mupa. Hampumep, Muansa
CbITpajia BaXHYIO poJib B IIpeKpalleHn BolHbl B VIHgokuTae 1 Kopeiickoil BOIHDL, a Takxke
BBICTYIIN/IA ITIOCPEHIUKOM B TpaK[JaHCKOIl BoJiHe B KoHro u momorasna pemarb JUIIOMa-
TUYECKNUe BOIIPOCHI, CBsi3aHHble ¢ HanyoHammsanueit Ernmnrom Cysnkoro kaHama. YToOb!
paccMOTpeTh 3TU BOIPOCH Hojlee MOAPOOHO, aBTOPBI HAHHON CTATbU MCIIOTb3YIOT OPUTH-
HaJIbHbIE MCTOYHMKI M COOTBETCTBYIOLYE HaydHble pabOThl, OyONMKOBaHHBIE YIEHBIMMU
13 aKaleMMYeCKMX MHCTUTYTOB IO BCEMY MUPY. B To ke BpeMsA aBTOPbI UCIONB3YIOT JiBa
OCHOBHBIX MeTOfjJa MCTOPMYECKOI HayKM, BK/II0Yasl MICTOPUYECKUIT U JIOTMYECKUIl, HapsALy
C IpYIMMM MeTOJaMU, TAKMMM KaK aHajIu3, CMHTEe3, OLleHKa, CTATMCTUKA ¥ CpaBHEHNE. ITO
MCCIeNJOBAHME NIPU3BAHO NPECTaBUTD NOIOTHUTENbHbIE IEPCIEKTUBDI Y JaTh IOHMMaHMe
AMUIUTOMATUYECKOI MOMUTUKY VIHIMM B 9TOT IEPUOJ] XOIOIHOI BOMHBL B mporiecce cbopa
TAHHBIX JI/I 9TOM CTaTb) aBTOPBI He MOITIM He OTMETUTD, YTO NMOMUTHKA VIHIUY B OTHOILIe-
HUJ K/TIOYEeBBIX MEXIYHApPOSHBIX KOHPIMKTOB B 1950-x u 1960-X IT. ncTopudecky ObuIa
OJIHOJI M3 TeM, NIPUB/IEKABIINX Hauboblllee BHUMaHNe YIeHbIX. B pesynbrare aHammsa mo-
JUTUYECKUX JeiicTBMit VIHanm B paccMaTpuBaeMblil IepUOJ, aBTOPbI MCCIeR0BAHNS IPUILIIN
K BBIBOZLY, YTO CTpaHa POJIeMOHCTPIPOBAIa TBOPYECKUIL IIOAXOJ, 1 TMOKOCTb B pasHOOOpa-
31 MOJIXOMIOB K PEIIEHNI0 PErMOHAIbHBIX ¥ MEXAYHApOIHbIX npobinem. HecmoTps Ha mo-
CIIeICTBYS U JaBJIeHVe OGUITOMAPHOTO MOPS/IKA, VIHAMS 0CcTaBanmach HEIOKOIeOMMOI B CBOMX
LIeJ/IAX I OCHOBHBIX IIPUHIIAIIAX CBOEN AUIIOMAaTUN.

Kntouesvie cnosa: nupuiickas punnoMatus, Kopeiickaa BoitHa, CysLKuil KaHai, TpaK[jaH-
ckag BoitHa B Konro, BoitHa B Mngokurae, CoBetckuit Coro3s, Erumer, xonogHuas BoiHa.
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