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ABSTRACT

The neighborhood policy of a country is usuallyarefpd as a subset of its foreign policy. This iseroeption in
the case of India. There has been a critical resgeoto India’s neighborhood policy until recent tené&oreign policy
analysts argue that India does not have a wellrgfineighborhood policy. This seems to be a rédlectf the challenges

facing the broader context of India’s foreign pglic

In the backdrop of the Indo-centric South Asianioag India can be conceptualized as a pre-eminait y
‘reluctant’ power, strong in the capability quotierbut lacking the attitude and aspiration and #edeavour to stamp
assertively its dominance in the region. India’srigdiate neighborhood policy seems to reflect suldtla of an attitude
identifiable with an emerging power in the contenajpp world order. In the interplay between Realiamd Idealism in
the realm of Indian foreign policy, pragmatism anmard-core realism has often been arrested by areseatice to the
inherent idealistic culture of peace, non-violenopen diplomacy and adherence to moral norms, aidctance to

project hard power in the astute military senséhef term.

Prof. Harsh V. Pant in his seminal work “A Risingdia’s Search for a Foreign Policy” (Orbis, sprin2009)
identifies few gray areas in Indian foreign polichhese are: (a) lack of comprehensive planning rklidreign policy;
(b) dearth of proper strategic thoughts and ingtitos; (c) ambiguous and contradictory positions opower;

and (d) continuous ad hoc crisis management systdareign relations.

The paper analyzes the contemporary directionsvidified’ neighborhood policy, especially harping the
so-called ‘proactive’ initiatives of P.M. Modi andhether that can signal a real turnaround in thentaxt of India’s

relations with South Asian neighbors, in a pervagpirit of pragmatic Realism, or is it on ‘a roé@nowhere!
KEYWORDS:Culture of Peace, Non Violence, Open Diplomacy Adlerence

INTRODUCTION
Challenges Confronting India’s Foreign Policy in the 2" Century

A nation’s foreign policy flows from several sous¢efrom the international system to its domestiditipal
imperatives to the cultural factors that underliteesociety to the personal characteristics anadgpions of individual
decision-makers. Like most of the nation, Indiadsefgn policy is no exception. But as a nation’dglie in the global
balance of power rises, it becomes imperative tg geeater attention to the systemic constraintgliainin the

Indo-centric South Asian Region may be conceptadlias a pre-eminent yet reluctant power, stronthéncapability
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quotient, but lacking the endeavor to stamp astsediominance in the region; and its immediate niegghood policy also
seems to reflect such a lack of an attitude ideilié with an emerging power in the contemporaryrldvarder.

In the interplay between the theoretical aspectsl@dlism and Realism in the realm of Indian foreplicy, pragmatism
and hard-core realism have often been arrestechtadherence to the inherent idealistic culture edge, nonviolence,

open diplomacy and adherence to moral norms, dadta@ce to project hard power in an astute mitisense of the term.

As India seeks to become a major player on theriat®nal political stage, it will face two majontérnal
constraints: First, India will have to recognize theed to exploit the extant structure of the magonal system to its
advantage more effectively. Structural constraamesthe most formidable ones a state encountéts drive towards the
status of a major power. Yet, Indian foreign poliogntinues to be reactive to the strategic envimmmnrather than
attempting to shape the strategic realities. Whileh an ad hoc response to the structural impesatarried little costs
when India seems poised to play a significant nolglobal politics. Second, India must come to gnith its discomfort
with the very notion of power and in particular itsariness of the use of ‘hard-power. (Pant, OrBi309: p250 )
Throughout history, all the major powers have beemuired to employ the military instrument skillful
India’s reluctance to accept a more sophisticatetbrstanding of power, in general, and military povin particular, will

continue to undermine Indian foreign and as weblexrity policy. (Pant, Orbis, 2009: p250 )

Indian foreign policy has been rapidly evolving ptlee last two decades. As India has risen ecoraiyieand
militarily in recent years, its political clout dhe global stage has also seen a commensurataseciierom the peripheries
of international affairs, India is now at the cerdémajor power politics. (Bhattacharyya, 2014) filis viewed as a major
balancer in the Asia-Pacific, a major democracy tf@a be a major ally of the West in counteringr@heven as India
continues to challenge the West on a whole rangesofes- non-proliferation, global trade and clienahange. Indian
foreign policy was largely driven by a sense ofitm since its independence in 1947 under theopage of Jawaharlal
Nehru, the first Prime Minister were driven by tywancipal goals: retention of complete autonomythia pursuit of its
foreign policy to safeguard India’s national intgseand the determination to make a major impadhercourse of post
world war Il international relations defined asnias by the cold war rivalry between the unitedestdéd ‘western bloc’
and the Soviet Union led bloc located primarilyHastern Europe. This is not to say that the odibgctives of India’s
foreign policy, such as decolonization, disarmamsinbng moral and material support for the Unitedions and peaceful
co-existence in a nuclearized world were any legsortant. However, it was strongly felt that if ttveo primary goals
were not met in India would not be able to makeffiective contribution to the other issues whigldeviled the world at
the time. The fundamental instrument chosen by ®dbor pursue the basic goals of India’s foreign @gliwas
non-alignment, which was meant to perform the dssefunctions of ensuring the autonomy of Indiédseign policy as
well as give it a significant voice in internatidnaelations as the heir to a great civilizationaéritage.
(Bhattacharyya, 2014:p1)

A review of India’s foreign policy over the pastdwdecades reveals the extent to which policymaiefdew
Delhi have been successful in dovetailing the etgmef continuity and execution of political(Chajge, 2009: p179).
There is a general consensus that any analysisdéd’s foreign policy in the Zicentury, taking on board the dramatic
transformation of the world following the end o&tCold War and its consequent ramifications folidisdforeign policy
whose contours and character have acquired dimenh$iardly imaginable even in the late 1980s. Thnougthe Cold

War period, India was concerned about getting gjdahin the superpower rivalry. It made sense ti&ema choice in
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favor of a non-aligned foreign policy posture thateast in theory preserved the India’s decisi@kimg autonomy in the
realm of international affairs. Many of the centesisumptions of Indian foreign policy had to beieeed in light of
change circumstance, following the end of the Gblar. The shape of the world changed, signalingpibesibility of a
new Indian foreign policy and national securityagdgy. A rapidly shifting Geo-strategic landscapefmnted India as it
made its way up in the interstate hierarchy. At ltkeginning of the new millennium, India is poised the threshold of
achieving the status of a major global power, eingrgs an indispensible, albeit reluctant, an efgméthe new global
order exemplified not only by its growing econoraied military might but also the attraction of itslipcal and cultural
values (Pant, 2016:p4). However, in the changecupistances in the world material might and politicluence are
means and not ends to pursue interests and fopelgpy objectives. According to policymakers in N®elhi the desire to
attain great power status is primarily for ‘deferesireasons. It is meant to be a protection agartrnal domination or
intimidation. (Chatterjee, 2009: p178 . Keepingtbontext in mind four broad goals for India’s figrepolicy in the 2T

century can be identified. These are:
» Discomfort with Power:ndia’s lack of an “instinct for power”. (Chatteg, 2009: p )

» Inability to Use Force Effectivelyindia’s lack of an instinct for power is most palipe in military realm where,
unlike other major global powers throughout histdnglia has failed to master the certain, deployrag use of

its military instruments in support of its natiomddjectives. (Chatterjee, 2009:p ).

e Marginalization of Military: After independence in 1947, Indian politiciansweel the Indian Army with
suspicion as the last supporters of the British Rafordingly, they did their best to isolate thditary from
policy and influence. This attitude was furthemferced by the views of two giants of the Indianioralist
movement, Mahatma Gandhi and Nehru. (Pant, 201§ p10

e Strategic Culture Deficit: A state can promulgate law and pursue a strategg @nhas not only achieved a
legitimate monopoly on violence, but also whersifiree of the coercive violence of other statean{P2016:
pl0). It is no surprise, therefore, that India’digbto think strategically about national secyrissues remains at
best questionable. George Tanham, in his landmiady sof Indian strategic thought, argues that thek |of
long-term planning and strategy owes largely tadisdhistorical and cultural developmental patterhianham
argues that as a consequence India has been atrategic defensive throughout its history, relotta assert

itself except within the subcontinent. (Tanham, 2:9%b).

» Lack of Institutionalization: A major consequence of the lack of any Indian egiat culture worth its name is a
perceptible lack of institutionalization of the &gn policy-making in India. The weakness of Indidbreign
policy is reflected also in the realm of India’dgtéorhood since neighborhood policy is a subset cbuntry’s

foreign policy. (Pant, 2016: p11).
India’s Neighborhood and her Policy towards Neighbars till 2014-Major Directions

In this context, one must concentrate on the gladmeergence of the modern region of South Asiactvlis
traditionally known as the Indian subcontindhis prudent to examine the geographical, demogrdc and financial

contours of modern-day South Asia.
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The geoPolitical Dynamics of South Asian Region

» Indo-centricity and its transcendence to the lewvdlsa perceived imaging of India as a hegemonic grow

generating a ‘fear psychosis’ among the smallgght®irs and catalyzing a strong sentiment of amtialmsm.
» Post Colonial Nature of the region.

* The nation-building process remains incomplete,rede the state-formation process has been a ciileeétern
construct-suitability of western institutions antb@esses remain questionable, competing/conflickimges of

nationalism remain active, ethnic-nationalisticcfes unleashed.

* It represents an ethnic mosaic with several etignimips in the mutual contestation in order to prasdheir
ethnic identities.

e Lack of the potential to build an effective sequgbmmunity due to the lack of common security pptons.
» Prevalence of Interstate and intrastate disputes.

» Lack of a regional identity or failure to evolveegional identity.

» The failure to institute regional economic cooperdteconomic interdependence. (Pal, 2017:p 9)

The forces of regionalism have been arrested dtieetprevalence of politics. The SAARC has beeictn of
these acute realities facing the South Asian Redi®al, 2017: p.9) The geopolitical dynamics of tBofisia and prove
why regionalism has a checkered history in the saomtext. The Indo-centric nature of South AsiamiBe has been
virtually translated into congenital anti- Indiamgsmaller-neighbor syndrome-perception of Indidnagemonic power).
(Pal, 2017: p.9) India is the largest country i@ 8outh Asian Region. Its features of size, pomratesources, economic
development, scientific and technological advancgmmilitary strength, etc., are quite dispropantite in comparison
with those of other countries of the region. Gepbsahas provided India a central position, as érek 4,046 km land
border with Bangladesh, 3,310 km with Pakistan52,Km with Nepal and 587 km with Bhutan, apart frarmaritime
border with Sri Lanka. (Chattopadhyay, 2013: 1@iarhas major or minor border disputes with alstheountries except
Bhutan. No other country of the region shares bwreéth any other country except India. This Indoyic nature of the
region has been a major source of dissonance. Qedricity, along with asymmetry in size, resourees capabilities,
has given rise to feelings of insecurity among s$healler states of the region. (Chattopadhyay, 2483: They feel
themselves overshadowed by India. Because of #iigas, India has a natural sphere of influenceshaias often caused
suspicion among the smaller states. India’s it are not only misunderstood, but often charaeéd as ‘hegemonic’,
meant to serve its own vested interests. (Chattomad 2013: 16) The smaller states, therefore, terdevelop their own
distinct identities and, in this process, affirstiwith India are being ignored and points of diitgrare being stressed
repeatedly. India straddles the whole of the Scdtan subcontinent, touching all its neighbors, vibar dominates.
Today, India’s influence and proximity produce sfreand strain in its relations with neighbors pdowg them no
alternative but to treat India with objectivity aadroitness rather than the emotion-charged popuiimployed in the

conduct of neighborly policies.
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The neighborhood policy of a country is usuallyaepd as a subset of its foreign policy. Now thestjon arises
that, has India a framework of power, when it cotmeds neighborhood ? Many writers have opined thdian leaders
have reacted in an ad hoc manner to most of theesssf foreign policy. Through many theorists cldimat Indian
theorists like Kautilya have propounded a framewofkrealpolitik. The Rajamandala (meaning “circle of states”,
is a Sanskrit word) was formulated by the IndiathauKautilya in his work on politics, the Arthastiea (written between
the 4" century BC and " century AD). It describes circles of friendly asdemy states surrounding the king's (raja)
states. This concept of concentric circles has legnthe immediate neighbors are unfriendly oalgyhence it is in the
next circle that one has to make the allies arehfl$ to create a balance of power. Many have alltdehe “Indira
Doctrine”, with regard to this framework. (PandidaBasu, 2013:p25)

Beside this some other scholars argue that, Inoks ciot have a well-defined neighborhood policye Téasons
for the prevailing negative perceptions about Inidighe region is because India has largely adoptechd hoc and
bilateral approach vis-a-vis its neighbors anddibmsved its policy to be guided by an overarchiogaern for security. In
recent years, India’s approach has changed coasigerHowever, it needs clearer articulation. Indiast effectively
communicate its vision of regional integration te neighbors, enable them to participate profitainlyits growing
economy, spell out its ‘non-negotiable’ in mattemcerning its security and national interest, namlinkages at the
highest political level, open multiple tracks ofnemunication and take a leadership position in datéral forms like
SAARC and BIMSTEC to bring peace and prosperitythe region through greater cooperation in diverseas
This will prove effective in improving its relatisrwith its neighbors.

The political leadership in India has defined Irglistrategic neighborhood as the area extending fhe Persian
Gulf to the Malacca Strait. However, the ministfyeaternal affairs (MEA) has traditionally deemesliatries bordering
India as neighbors in its annual reports. It isli@sting to note that, initially, countries suchCisna, Iran and
even Indonesia featured in the section on neigldmthBy the mid-1960s, China was shifted to thet Bag section and

Iran to West Asia. This article makes use of theMEdefinition of India’s neighborhood.

India has undoubtedly emphasized its relationshiih its neighbours in its foreign policy pronounoents,
which emerge in the shape of repeated statementsemhbourhood as the ‘first circle’ of India’s &gn policy,
prioritization of it in the annual reports of theB and the appointment of senior diplomats as asdmiEs to
neighboring countries, etc. However, no consciotsngt has been made to conceptualize the prob&Em8onting
Indian diplomacy in the neighbourhood and evoh@mprehensive framework to deal with them. A glaréaxample of
the lack of attention to the neighbourhood has liberabsence of regular high-level bilateral vigitshe neighbouring
countries, which creates an impression of neglEut result has been obvious- India has focused morenanaging its
relationships with its neighbors rather than shgpirand giving direction to it with a longterm @lsfive and vision in
mind.

India’s neighborhood policy has not received muttbrdion outside the region. However, in the postelONar
period, there have been some assessments of Indigtmal policy. Schaffer and Schaffer, for exaepirgue that in spite
of India’s emphasis on economics in its foreigratiehs, its neighbors ‘feel extremely vulnerablelndian political,
military and economic pressures and perceive tbeimestic economies as being vulnerable to the mndvim’,

and none of them would wish India to assume the ebthe regional policeman. India has dealt wighmieighbors in an ad
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hoc fashion, allowing the relationship to be coriddcon a country-by-country basis. It has to evavéong-term,
forward-looking vision for the region and adopt teategy, spelling out its priorities and concerfsady and openly

declaring its expectations from its neighbors. Wiis help India in engaging its neighbors more miegfully.

Security concerns have dominated India’s policyawis its neighbors. That is why India has folloveeckalistic
policy vis-a-vis its neighbors, which is often camy to the ideals enunciated by its leaders inrélzdm of foreign policy.
This has been occasioned by its experience oftdinditary conflicts in the past, the existentiatéat of terrorism directed

against it from within its immediate neighborhoadveell as its sensitivity to external in the region

India’s presence is so huge that it is likely twmla fear among its neighbors unless India adogisoactive
diplomacy vis-a-vis its neighbors. Its diplomacyshmet so far matched its size, capability and itve@s and has failed to
inspire the necessary confidence in its neighbordeal with India and not as a power eternally piag to subjugate
them. India has to make use of its soft power agdisg an innovative as well as a cooperative ecanagenda to
convince its smaller neighbors of the advantagesooperating with India. The economic content aid’s foreign and
neighborhood policy has increased substantially twe last decade. However, the complex interdeprcids being built
up by the growing economic ties between the coesmthave not dispelled the fear of India in theghbbrhood.
Unresolved political issues (border disputes, déifices over sharing/managing the global commonaneiivity

promotion, energy cooperation, etc.) tend to \atide atmosphere of good neighborliness in theregi

The areas of engagement identified in these agnetsnmadicate India’s interest in economic, develeptal and
security cooperation with its neighbors, but $timacks of a lack of dynamism, pro-activenesseidieness in the realm
of Indian foreign policy towards her immediate r#igrhood. Indian policy makers, perhaps, seemdrhve forgotten to

take lessons from the famous Kautilyan dictum-‘Regadala’ (Pandit and Basu, 2013:p25)
Modi’'s ‘New Turn’ in India’s Foreign Policy: ‘The N eighborhood First’ Policy

Narendra Modi’'s election as India’s prime ministerMay 2014 has generated speculation that a neoadi
doctrine’ is emerging in Indian foreign policy. (Bkrishnan, 2014: p23) Indian foreign policy undéasdi is witnessing a
proactive turn infused by a strong leadership. & government has redefined India’s foreign popagprities, and the
level of external engagement has also gone up. 'Méatieign policy has been characterized by greatrgy, a desire to
break the mold of the past and a penchant for tekkyg.(Muni 2014: p6) The National Democratic Alice
(NDA) government led by Narendra Modi completedethyears in office in May 2017. He launched hisure as prime
minister with a flurry of overseas visitors to largnd small powers alike’ (Basrur,2017:p 7). AsAafjust 2017, in his
thirty-one foreign trips to six continents, he hasited more than forty-nine states, including ¢igtates twice and five
times the USA. To rejuvenate India’s foreign engagst, the new government has taken several iméigtsuch as the Act
East policy and Neighborhood First policy. Thes#atives have raised the hope that Indian forggticy will withess

significant changes.

To tap the dynamics of Indian foreign policy unfiéodi’'s prime ministership, numerous scholars hawalied
the different dimensions of the Indian foreign pgliHowever, their opinion is dividedSome have talked about the
substantial change and described him as a resdukedian foreign policy, while others do not seeyamajor shift.
Rajesh Basrur has found that ‘foreign policy undedi picks up from where his predecessors leftaoifl is characterized

by essential continuity’(Chandra 2017:p98)n Hall virtually concurs with this view and argues thasplite bringing a
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proactive turn in Indian foreign policy, ‘Modi hast made major modifications to the aims and methafdndian foreign
policy’ (Hall 2017:p 127). In contrast, another gporepresented b§. Raja Moharsees the changes as ‘so seminal as to
mark the beginning of theThird Republic™ in Indian foreign policy (C Raja Mohan 2015: p2&anti Bajpai(2015) has

found a ‘new zeal’ and rebooting of Indian forejgulicy under the new regime(Bajpai 2017: p23).

Modi’s diplomatic activities, offer a clear pictuoé India’s priorities and strategic objectives.ejrare essentially

fivefold:
e Prioritizing an integrated neighborhood- “Neighbool First.”
e Leveraging international partnerships to promotidis domestic
e Development.
» Ensuring a stable and multipolar balance of powehé Indo-Pacific;
* “Act East.”
» Dissuading Pakistan from supporting terrorism.
* Advancing Indian representation and leadership atters of global
* Governance.
Neighborhood First: Improving Connectivity, Priorit izing an Integrated Neighborhood

The approach called ‘Neighborhood First' — a phradepted by the Indian government — is meant ticate
four things. Thdirst is New Delhi’s willingness to give political angptbmatic priority to its immediate neighbors ate t
Indian Ocean island states. Thecondis to provide neighbors with support, as neededthe form of resources,
equipment, and training. Tthird, and perhaps most important, is greater conngctand integration, so as to improve
the free flow of goods, people, energy, capitall Bxfiormation. Thefourth is to promote a model of India-led regionalism
with which its neighbors are comfortable.(Chandda2 p104)

Impact of ‘Neighborhood First’ in the Context of India’s Relations with Her Immediate South Asian Neigbors

The newfound diplomatic priority in the region @aent in Modi’s visits to all of India’s neighbotsbarring The
Maldives — as well as regular leadership meetimggdia and on the sidelines of multilateral sunsmlhdia has also
become more forthcoming in providing support andapacity building, whether concluding its biggesér defense sale
to Mauritius, or in providing humanitarian assistario Nepal or Sri Lanka. With Bangladesh, the detign of the Land
Boundary Agreement, improvements in energy convigégtiand steps taken towards accessing the paehdgfagong have
all been crucial developments that help to set sitipe tone for a region long defined by cross-leerduspicion and
animosity. India’s focus on connectivity is als@duwally extending outward, whether to Chabaharan br Kaladan in
Myanmar. Although India will continue investing the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperal8AARC) as
an institutional vehicle, it has also expressedlbngness to develop issue-specific groupings Hrat not held hostage to
consensus: a “SAARC minus X" approach. Two exampmieshis are theBangladesh-Bhutan-India-Nepal (BBIN)
grouping — meant to advance motor vehicle movemeater power management, and inter-grid connegtivind the
common SAARC Satellite, which India has decidegraceed with despite Pakistan’s objections. (Ch&tda: p102)
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These concerted efforts have so far had mixedteesBidngladesh and Bhutan have clearly been pesitories
from India. Ties withSri Lanka have proved a mixed bag, despite the electora tdsformer president Mahinda
Rajapaksa, who had testy relations with New Dédfliwever, President Maithripala Sirisena remaind-disposed and
personally invested in better relations with Indai. Lanka has leased the Hambantota port to Chin@9 years, much to
India’s discontent. ThéMlaldives has proved more difficult. India has continuingncerns about the fate of former
president Mohamed Nasheed, although several defagseements were concluded during the visit todnaofi the
incumbent Abdulla Yameen..(Chanda 2017: p102).Seténg up of a Joint Ocean Observer Station omcMa018 in the
Maldives by China (Makundhoo) has been a pointooicern for India.

The obvious regional outlier has beldapal, which has been the most vexing foreign policybem facing the
Indian government over the past year. Despite denable Indian assistance in the aftermath ofyaat’s devastating
earthquake — that reportedly included over 1,70Més of relief material and medical assistancéddaigands — Nepal's
constitutional crisis severely set back relatiofise crisis was not of India’s making — it was priityathe product of
differences between Nepal's hill elites and the Negis — but New Delhi was confronted with a toudivice.
As India protested against the alleged persecutidghe Madhesis in Nepal, and blockaded the Indpdiese border with
Indian trucks carrying essential commaodities to &leNepal took the issue to the UN that India mssituted an economic
embargo of Nepal due to differences over an imtguolitical problem of Nepal and was showing a-bigtherly, bullying
attitude over its smaller counterpart. As Indo-Nepa relations slid downwards, China has lookedauNepal with
infrastructural and other necessary support(The géta has entered the Himalayan Kingdom-critics opine
(Pal 2018: p25)

On the positive side, India’s relations wlBangladeshhave improved, following a Modi’s visit to Bangksh
and the signing of the historic Land Boundary Agneet. With Sheikh Hasina’s visit to India in 201s&veral other
breakthroughs were sealed in the areas of enemgygle,t connectivity, etc., yet issues like illegaigration,
Teesta Water disputes continue and critics renya@cigdative over the prospect of Indo-Bangladeshifi@NP comes to

power in Bangladesh

With regard toPakistan, there was an initial euphoria generated due talildgpositive overtures/gestures
towards his Pakistani counterpart, Nawaz Sharig“@igplomacy’,’birthday diplomacy’(as they were madirounds in the
newspaper and media in 2014)were gradually paviegnay towards, secretary-level talks to foreigmister level talks

then ultimately towards a composite dialogue atRhklevels. (Pal 2018: p23)

Pakistan’s India policy and the congenital antdi&mism may be attributed to her domestic factespecially the
Bonapartist nature of her state system whereimtitigary-bureaucracy, complex dominates, workingandem with the
support of the Islamic Fundamentalist group, inlding and sustaining what may be termed as theotdndustry’ in
order to destabilize Kashmir and wrest it from idfrhey, in their very own interest, in order te@me the legitimacy of
their survival and operations, often attempt tocsssfully thwart any sort of peace initiatives, gpects of stability, a
dialogue in India-Pakistan relations, that is atitd at the Track-1 levels of diplomatic exchangecording to Harsh V
Pant, “India and Pakistan are moving through a roadowhere —whenever India and Pakistan decidetiiey need to
talk. Either the talks happen and nothing comesbiit and even before the talks start, sometlhiagpens to derail them.

It can be considered the biggest failure of Indigsiomacy that even after more than six decade#ialhas not found a
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way to neutralize the challenge posed by a neigbhereighth its size” (Pant: 2016,p-10).

In 2014, after a gap of three decades, a majoatieqiment had come into power and therefore it exqected
that it would not have the headache of satisfytagoalition partners while taking bold decisiolmleed, a "bold move"
was seen when, to the surprise of many; Narendrdi bhdled his counterparts from all SAARC countiiegarticipate in
his oath-taking ceremony at Rashtrapati Bhawans Tiirked the start of his "Neighborhood First" pali(Pal, 2018:
p34) He stated the importance of cooperating andhbaa cordial relationship with all the neighbavkich would be
mutually beneficial for everyone in the region. dAdak relations have seen a roller coaster ridemFnviting Nawaz
Sharif to PM Modi's oath taking ceremony to Modiipg an impromptu visit to Pakistan on Nawaz Stafiirthday,
from the Pathankot attack on Uri Attack, from Ra&dkin backed terrorism in Kashmir valley to the LsaEgical strikes, the

list goes on.

Modi’s ‘neighborhood first’ policy of actively engiag the South Asian neighbors as the first stepatds
working to engage an extended neighborhood alsduded initial positive overtures towards Pakistan.
C Raja Mohan, 2015: 32) But as the ‘march towardsraposite and comprehensive dialogue’ were sigmgressing,
they were cut short due to the Pathankot attadiewied by attacks on army bases in Uri and Nagrigtadi initiated a
somewhat tit-for-tat tactics in unleashing the dewffensive Surgical Strikes, threatened to reviblee1960 Indus Water
Treaty, the MFN status given to Pakistan and tbekissue of Pakistan as a state that sponsorsisenydo global quarters
in order to brand Pakistan’s image, negativelyaasrror-sponsoring state. (Pal, 2018: p34) Hendéaland Pakistan,
despite Modia’s proactivist foreign policy initiagis, still stand on a road to nowhere, if one a®grsi the prospects of a
government-level, politically mediated and diploimatolution to the problem—the road is, as it haerbin the past,
virtually blockedPant, 2015: p10). Animosity levélstween these two Frontline South Asian statesad@ugur well for

the South Asian region-one can easily argue.(PE8202)

Meanwhile, China is making headway in wooing Irgli@¢ighbors. Clearly, "Neighborhood First" is tagninto
“Neighborhood Lost". (Pal, 2018: p34)

With respect to all of its neighbors, including Mépindia has taken concrete steps over the pastygars to
promote goodwill and deepen economic and sociahectivity. But nationalist sentiments in all thesmuntries — often
directed against India as the region’s predomipamter — will continue to present a challenge. Andian sentiments will
also, paradoxically, drag India further into thesentries’ domestic politics, suggesting that uatinb highs and lows in
its neighborhood relationships will now be the noffarthermore, for all of India’s neighboShina is now prepared to
step in to provide financial, military, infrastrucal, and even political assistance, and act agenpal alternative to India.
This new development is something India will hawecarefully monitor and appropriately respond tas-it has in recent
years — particularly if Indian security interestg aeriously compromised. As the status quo powaetsineighborhood,
India will have to constantly play defense in itsrobackyardThe China factor, looms large in India’s backyahina’s
String of Pearls Strateggf strategic encirclement of India, One Belt OnesaBOBOR), CPEC tacit support to Pakistan,
China’s debt diplomaeg policy bent on land acquisition from countriesreunding India, goes to prove that China is
bent on containing the rise of India as a Regigualer. The recerboklam crisisproved the same and has negatively
reflected in the context of Indo-Bhutanese ties {al 2018: p25)
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On the balance sheet, despite the initial hype emghoria, according to critics Modi’s neighborhgoalicy’s
success is outweighed somewhat with the failurdienip due to which they often pinch Modi’'s ‘neigithood policy’ as

‘neighbourhood lost’ policy
CONCLUSIONS

The paper has analyzed the process of continudychange in the realm of India’s neighborhood polteking
the macro context of the strategic challenges &abidia’s Foreign Policy in the 2kentury. In order to be reckoned as a
potent power, India needs to shred its tag astaeit power, and attempts to shape internaticeedlties rather than
being responsive to the same. Hardcore realisngnmtism needs to be inbred in the realm of Inds#’ategic culture;
it should be more proactive in its foreign polichotces and aggressive enough to at least showtasailitary

might-meagre advocacy of soft and dovish diplomatéans may not always help in face of the acutieajiealities.

Being the most important component of its foreigtiqy, India’s immediate neighborhood Policy shoaldo be
well-equipped to confront the Geo=political realitiof the South Asian Region, especially India’scgmptions vis-a-vis
Pakistan. Modi's Pakistan policy seems to be like 6ld wine in an old bottle’. His ‘neighborhoodsti policy’ in the
context of the broader ‘Modi Doctrine’ has all tingpe, rhetoric, grandeur and pomp, but realitydfasvcased otherwise,
despite the initial euphoria. Actions are doingsésthan the words-loud it seems apparent in issgde but somewhat
important in its execution. Behind the spectacl¢hef pomp and show, the real test of foreign padind strategy lies in
the coherence of design, the ability to balanda the context of regional realities, finesse oé@xtion and efficacy of
outcomes. Then only one can assertively be aldaydhat a “Third Empire’ has been resurrectedhéndontext of India’s

foreign policy.

The paper attempts to suggest a few alternativeesaiowards conflict resolution and engenderingcpéa the
region-a requiem for any ‘neighborhood policy’ tce bsuccessful. Besides complimentary also needs €0 b
maintained-India’s neighburs do need to reciprqdatethat, a culture of mutual trust, cooperatiomd connectivity needs
to be engendered. The future of South Asia ha®taiiitten by the South Asian societies rather thaithe states which
are mired in conflict. Reflecting on the above faper argues that there may be a clarion callHercivil-society-sector
linkages, citizen diplomacy, people-to-people contaat can somewhat soothe the rigidities pravgikt the political,
elite-levels, to come forward in furthering the Urg of a region so immense in its potentialitiesractivity.
The media, both traditional and new media can acteaenting forces, its conflict-transformation apehce-building
potential can be positively harnessed with a pegsithindset. Academicians and specialists workinthis area can also
come up with some positive discourses —can achdsrgers of new ideas that can foster a spiritomiperation and strive
to build bridges of connectivity-a requiem for peamd conflict resolution among the two frontlinates of South Asia,

thereby creating a path towards peace in SoutmAsggghborhood.

The success-failure ratio of Modi Doctrine, inchiglihis ‘Neighborhood First’ initiative is contingean the
above and can then only strive to see the lighhefday, and a positive, realistic new ‘turn’ canrbalized in the micro-

realm of India’s neighborhood policy and the maanbé of Indian foreign policy
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