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LETTER FROM THE BUREAU 

It is with immense pleasure and honour that we welcome you to The Cabinet Of India,1962 ( 
COI-62 ) at the 11th iteration of the Shishukunj Model United Nations Conference, 
functioning under the guiding theme "[Theme Name]." We are truly delighted to have each 
one of you here, and we can promise you this, what happens in this room will stay with you 
long after the conference ends. 

You have not been invited to this room. You have been summoned to it. The nation requires 
your judgment tonight, and tonight alone. This is an emergency session convened at the direct 
order of the Prime Minister of India. The people who swore to protect this nation and its 
citizens are now seated in the same room, trying to explain why the country they govern is 
standing at the edge of something irreversible. Alliances were built, policies were drafted, 
promises were made and yet, here we are. The Cabinet of the most powerful democracy in 
Asia, sitting in a state of dangerous uncertainty, where every assumption is being questioned 
and every decision carries the weight of a nation on its shoulders. 

The agenda before this committee, frozen at 19 October 1962, 18:00 IST, is ‘Deliberating 
upon India's Territorial Integrity Amid Rising Sino-Indian Tensions, with Special 
Emphasis on Military Readiness and Leadership Failures.’ India's borders are under 
pressure, its military readiness is being quietly questioned, and the very foreign policy that 
defined this nation's identity on the world stage is beginning to show its cracks. 

We are looking forward to seeing you walk into this committee thoroughly researched, 
completely prepared, and so deeply immersed in your portfolio that the line between you and 
your portfolio simply ceases to exist.This is a historic crisis committee, which gives you the 
freedom to shape your own policies, forge your own alliances, and take positions you truly 
believe in. Make them count.                                                                

Alea Iacta Est,                                                                              

Feel free to reach out to us with any queries.                                                                                                          

Kinshat Gangwani                                                                                                                                                   
Chairperson                                                                                                                                                           

                                                                                                                                                      
Pratyaksh Valecha                                                                                                                                                   
Vice Chairperson 

 



 
 

KEYWORDS 

NEFA: North East Frontier Agency now known as Arunachal Pradesh  

Zhou Enlai: Premier of the People's Republic of China, serving as Chairman Mao Zedong’s 
right-hand man 

Forward Policy: India's directive to push military outposts into disputed border areas, issued 
November 1961 without Cabinet sanction or risk assessment. 

Panchsheel Agreement: Five principles of peaceful coexistence signed between India and 
China on 29 April 1954, which India honoured and China used as strategic cover. 

McMahon Line: The 890-kilometre boundary drawn at the Simla Convention of 1914, 
accepted by India as its northeastern border and rejected entirely by China. 

People's Liberation Army (PLA): China's armed forces under Mao Zedong, battle-hardened 
from Korea, which launched the 1962 offensive across both NEFA and Ladakh 
simultaneously. 

Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) : India's Cold War foreign policy of refusing alignment with 
either the United States or the Soviet Union. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

COMMITTEE BACKGROUND

  

 

  

 



 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE AGENDA 

India’s northern borders have been under quiet but sustained pressure for several years 
now.Under the leadership of Mao Zedong, China started encroaching onto Indian territory. 
This has not been a sudden development. It has been a slow, calculated advance, and for too 
long, India’s leadership chose to believe that goodwill and diplomacy would be sufficient to 
hold the line. The Panchsheel Agreement of 1954 was meant to be the foundation of that 
peace. It is now looking like a serious miscalculation. 

What makes the current situation especially grave is that the external threat is only part of the 
problem. The Indian military was unprepared, defence budget was cut, capable commanders 
were replaced with politically convenient ones, critical intelligence went unnoticed and 
soldiers had to face one of the worst terrain in the world without proper equipment. On the 
evening of October 19, 1962, the Cabinet has been summoned because this crisis can no 
longer be managed quietly. Chinese forces are advancing, Indian positions are exposed, and 
the country needs its government to stop deliberating and start deciding.  

 



 
 

  

 

TIMELINE 

1865: British surveyor W.H. Johnson proposes the Johnson Line. 

27 April 1914: The McMahon Line is drawn at the Simla Convention between British India 
and Tibet, defining the eastern border. China refuses to sign and has never recognised it. 

7 October 1950: Chinese forces enter Tibet.  

1954: India and China sign the Panchsheel Agreement. The Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai era begins. 

31 August 1959: Army Chief Gen. K.S. Thimayya resigns. 

October 1959: First major border clash at Kongka Pass. The Intelligence Bureau 
underestimates Chinese military strength. 

February 1960: Zhou Enlai visits Delhi. Nehru refuses to compromise on the McMahon Line. 

April 1961: Nehru approves the Forward Policy without Cabinet approval or a formal risk 
assessment. 

March 1962: Menon cancels Army ammunition orders. Troops at the front are left with only 
fifty rounds each. 

September 1962: Galwan and Dhola posts are established and soon surrounded. By 8 
September, Dhola Post is effectively cut off. 

September 1962: Brig. John Dalvi warns that orders at Namka Chu are tactically suicidal and 
could lead to a massacre. His objections are ignored. 

4 October 1962: IV Corps is created at Tezpur under Lt. Gen. B.M. Kaul, Nehru’s preferred 
commander. No additional troops are assigned. 

10 October 1962: Fighting erupts at Tseng Jong, marking a sharp escalation in Chinese 
aggression. 

18 October 1962: Kaul leaves Namka Chu for Delhi citing illness, abandoning command. 
Brig. Dalvi is left without corps-level support. 

19 October 1962, 18:00 IST: The Cabinet convenes an emergency session as Chinese forces 
advance on both fronts and the nation awaits answers. 

 



 
 

GEO-POLITICAL SCENARIO 

India¹: 

In 1962, India was a young democracy still finding its footing on the world stage. Led by 
Prime Minister Nehru, the country’s foreign policy rests on Non-Alignment, refusing to side 
with either the United States or the Soviet Union. For a while, this earned India genuine 
respect globally. But this also left the country in a position where no reliable military allies 
existed anymore. The United States was consumed by the cold war and the Cuban Missile 
Crisis was unfolding.The Soviet Union, traditionally more sympathetic to New Delhi, is 
caught in its own complicated relationship with 
China and is unable to choose sides. India stands 
largely alone. India also passed up its chance at a 
permanent UN Security Council seat, handing it to 
China instead, a decision that looks worse by the 
day. 

At home, defence budgets have been cut, the officer 
corps has been weakened by political interference, 
and the Air Force has been kept out of the border 
equation entirely. The consequences are visible on 
the ground. In the west, China built a military road 
straight through Aksai Chin, Indian territory in 
Ladakh. India discovered it years too late. In the 
East, Indian forward posts along the McMahon Line 
in NEFA have been pushed into indefensible 
positions without proper supplies (ammunition and winter clothing). The condition is critical, 
if the Chinese forces engage, the Assam plain lies wide open without any defence. Sikkim, 
surrounded by China, Nepal and Bhutan, faces quiet but real pressure of its own. On both 
fronts, the situation is precarious and time is running short. 

China²: 

By 1962, China was a very different kind of power. The People’s Republic under Mao Zedong 
has spent the years since its founding in 1949 consolidating control, building its military, and 
establishing itself as the dominant force in Asia. Unlike India, China does not seek global 
approval, it seeks strategic advantage, and it is willing to move decisively to get it.China’s 
annexation of Tibet in 1950 brought Chinese forces directly to India’s Border and gave China 
control of the high plateau that overlooks much of South Asia. India’s decision to grant 
asylum to the Dalai Lama in 1959 deeply angered Beijing and marked as indirect support to 
separationalism.  

¹https://www.defencexp.com/1962-sino-indian-war-causes-and-battles/ 
²https://www.hoover.org/research/1962-sino-indian-war-and-cuban-missile-crisis 

https://www.defencexp.com/1962-sino-indian-war-causes-and-battles/
https://www.hoover.org/research/1962-sino-indian-war-and-cuban-missile-crisis


 
 

Chinese rhetoric towards India hardened and the possibility of a negotiated border settlement 
ended immediately. 

Militarily, China is far better prepared for this conflict than India is. The PLA has spent years 
building roads, stockpiling supplies, and 
acclimatising troops along the border. Chinese 
commanders have studied the terrain carefully, 
and their performance in the Korean War showed 
the world that the PLA is a capable, 
battle-hardened force. India’s leadership does not 
appear to have taken that lesson seriously 
enough. 

What makes China’s position even more 
threatening is the possibility of Pakistani 
backing. India and Pakistan fought a war just 
fifteen years ago and relations remain deeply 
hostile. Pakistan has its own territorial grievances 
with India, particularly over Kashmir, and shares 
a strategic interest in seeing India weakened. 
Even a minute push from the north from Pakistan 
would stretch the Indian Forces dangerously thin. Neither Beijing nor Rawalpindi would 
consider that an unwelcome outcome 

 



 
 

HISTORY 

India is not merely a country. It is a civilisation that has stood at the crossroads of the world's 
greatest powers for centuries. Pressed between the Himalayas in the north and the Indian 
Ocean in the south, the subcontinent has always been a land that empires have dreamt of and 
diplomats have feared. As the shadow of British colonialism finally lifted and India stood on 
its own for the first time, the country exhaled and assumed the worst of it was done but history 
had different plans.                                                                                                                                                  

 

From Tibet to Tensions³: 

Tibet was the referee between India and China, the neutral ground that kept two giant 
neighbours from sharing a dangerous border. Under British India,that arrangement worked. A 
free Tibet kept the north quiet and goods moved through Lhasa without tension or rivalry. 
When India gained independence in 1947, it inherited this arrangement and had absolutely no 
desire to damage its relationship with China. Nehru believed firmly that respectful diplomacy 
could preserve the existing balance. In 1950, China arrived in Tibet with its army and called it 
a liberation, a claim Tibet fiercely and publicly disputed. The Tibetan government appealed to 
India and the United Nations. India chose restraint, unwilling to damage its relationship with 
China, hoping quiet dialogue would protect Tibetan autonomy. It did not. By 1951, Tibet had 
signed the Seventeen Point Agreement under direct military pressure, surrendering its 
independence completely and permanently. The neutral ground was gone. India and China 
now shared a border of nearly 3,500 kilometres and not one single kilometre of it was 
mutually agreed upon by both nations 

 

The McMahon Line and The Simla Convention, 1914: 

Every real conflict bleeds from a wound on paper, and the crisis tearing 
through India's northern frontier in 1962 traces its origins back to ink 
that dried nearly five decades before. The McMahon Line, named after 
Sir Henry McMahon, then Foreign Secretary of British India, was 
established during the Simla Convention of 1914 as the boundary 
between British India and Tibet. Representatives of all three parties 
were present at the negotiations. Tibet's representative, Lonchen Shatra, 
signed the agreement fully and formally. China's man at the table, Ivan 
Chen, walked away entirely, and out of that one cold rejection a legal wound was born that 
would outlast empires and reshape the subcontinent. The line runs approximately 890 
kilometres across the northeastern frontier, carving out the  territory India holds and governs 
as NEFA. India'  

³https://madrascourier.com/insight/nehru-tibet-china/ 
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position is further supported by the Johnson Line of 1865 in the western sector, which placed 
Aksai Chin within Indian boundaries, and the MacDonald Line of 1899, which China itself 
once proposed as a possible boundary before later rejecting it entirely. For India, the 
McMahon Line is a legitimate international boundary with the recognised legal principle that 
successor states inherit colonial era borders. For China, it reads as a colonial scar drawn 
without Chinese agreement on a territory it considers its own. This is not a misunderstanding 
or a communication failure. It is a deep and burning disagreement that neither side will ever 
drop, and it remains the one broken line on which the entire relationship between these two 
great nations has wobbled, dangerously and without peace, since the very first day India 
became a republic. 

 

The Aksai Chin Region: 

There are territories nations fight over for their resources and their people, and then there are 
territories fought over purely for what they represent strategically. Aksai Chin is that kind of 
place. A cold, barren desert sitting at roughly 5,000 metres above sea level, with temperatures 
dropping to minus forty degrees and air too thin for comfort, it appears on the surface to be 
completely worthless land. Yet both India and China wanted it with an intensity that defied its 
barrenness entirely. For India, Aksai Chin had always been a piece of Jammu and Kashmir,  
incorporated into the republic at independence and backed by the Johnson Line of 1865, 
drawn by British surveyor W.H. Johnson, which placed Aksai Chin within Kashmir's 
boundaries. For China, it was the only viable land route connecting Tibet to the province of 
Xinjiang, a logistical lifeline that no strategic planner in Beijing could afford to give up under 
any circumstances. When Parliament raised questions about Chinese activity in the region, 
Prime Minister Nehru denied any encroachment on 22nd April 1959, only admitting the truth 
months later in August 1959. Aksai Chin was not merely a territorial dispute. It was proof that 
one nation had already decided where its border was and had acted on that decision long 
before the other nation had even noticed. 

 

The Panchsheel Agreement, 1954⁴: 

Few documents in independent India's history carry as much promise and as 
much quiet tragedy revolving around the Panchsheel Agreement of 29th 
April 1954. Signed between India and China as part of a broader treaty on 
Tibet, the five principles of mutual respect, non-aggression, 
non-interference, equality, and peaceful coexistence read like the 
foundation of a new and fair world order.Prime Minister Nehru considered 
it as his proudest diplomatic achievement and referenced it repeatedly as 
proof that Asia could settle its own affairs without outside hands. Every 
time a border 

⁴https://www.livehistoryindia.com/story/eras/panchsheel 

https://www.livehistoryindia.com/story/eras/panchsheel


 
 

 incident occurred, India's response was held back by the weight of this agreement because 
Panchsheel demanded dialogue over confrontation at every turn and what makes this period 
truly extraordinary is the two faces it reveals so brutally. On one hand, Zhou Enlai was signing 
principles of peaceful coexistence in Delhi with great ceremony and warmth. On the other 
hand, between 1953 and 1957, the People's Liberation Army was completing a 1,200 
kilometre military highway directly through Aksai Chin, on Indian sovereign territory, without 
a single word of notification or discussion with New Delhi. India discovered the road not 
through its own intelligence but through a Chinese publication, years after its completion. One 
face of China spoke of brotherhood, equality, and peace. The other quietly drew roads through 
land it had never been granted permission to touch. The agreement did not fail because 
diplomacy is weak. It failed because restraint, when practised by only one side, is not 
diplomacy at all. 

 

Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai and The Illusion of Friendship: 

"As you sow, so shall you reap." The more India extended its hand in friendship toward China 
through the 1950s, the more that friendship was quietly read as an invitation, not for 
brotherhood, but for expansion. China's ancient imperial symbol was the dragon, a creature 
whose very mythology is built on a complete rejection of limits and boundaries, a being that 
answers to no rule it has not written itself. Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai, Indians and Chinese bound 
as brothers, was never just a slogan someone coined for a rally. It was a whole national 
feeling, warm and wide and catastrophically blind to reality. Nehru preached pan-Asian unity 
like a religion, and when Zhou Enlai swept into India in 1954, the streets of Delhi erupted with 
cheering crowds pressing against every barricade. Photographs of the two leaders smiling 
became symbols of a friendship that neither country's geography nor history truly supported. 
While brotherhood was being celebrated openly, Chinese troops were steadily establishing 
posts across the by Indian claimed territory including the North East Frontier Agency, known 
as NEFA which was being studied by Chinese intelligence with remarkable precision and care. 
Then came 21st October 1959, when a Chinese patrol ambushed an Indian police party at 
Kongka Pass in Ladakh, killing nine Indians and capturing ten more. And on 10th October 
1962, Chinese forces launched a full attack on Indian positions at 
Tseng Jong at 04:30 hours. The post was overrun completely. 
Casualties among Indian soldiers were severe, with the entire 
forward position destroyed and its defenders killed or captured in 
the darkness before dawn. The illusion of brotherhood had not 
simply faded. It had been dismantled quietly and deliberately 
from the very beginning. 

 

 
 



 
 

IMPORTANT LEADERS 

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru⁵: 

Jawaharlal Nehru has been at the core of Independent India since its very first day.A 
freedom fighter, a lawyer, and one of the principal architects of the independence 
movement alongside Mahatma Gandhi, he became Prime Minister in 1947 and has 
led the country for fifteen years. In that time, he has built India’s democratic 
institutions, defined its place in the world through Non-Alignment, and shaped its 
identity as a modern, secular nation. Nehru has been a central figure in the case of 
China. It was his belief that the two nations could coexist peacefully and this belief 
guided India’s foreign policy for over a decade. It was Nehru’s decisions on the 
Panchsheel Agreement, The Forward Policy, and the refusal to negotiate on Aksai 
Chin that now sit at the heart of the crisis being addressed by the cabinet.  

V.K. Krishna Menon⁶: 

V.K. Krishna Menon has served as India’s Defence Minister since 1957, but his 
association with Nehru and Indian public life goes back far longer. A lawyer and 
political activist who spent years in Britain advocating for Indian independence, he 
served as India’s High Commissioner to the United Kingdom before taking charge of 
the Defence Ministry. As one of the sharpest mind in the cabinet, he brings a 
formidable intellect and is entirely unafraid of controversy. As Defence Minister, he 
has overseen India’s military posture during the years of growing tension with China, 
and the decisions made under his watch, on procurement, on appointments, on 
strategy, are now directly relevant to the situation the Cabinet finds itself in. 

Mao Zedong: 

Mao Zedong has led the People’s Republic of China since founding it in 1949, ending 
decades of civil war and foreign occupation. In the thirteen years since, he has 
transformed China from a fractured nation into a centralised state with a nuclear 
programme, one of the world’s largest armies, and an increasingly assertive foreign 
policy. He annexed Tibet in 1950, fought the United States to a standstill in Korea, 
and has spent years methodically building China’s presence along its borders.In 
India’s case, he has been observing the border very patiently and carefully, preparing 
his forces to the exact need of the moment. He has been preparing for the right 
moment, which for him, seems to be now 

⁵https://www.history.com/articles/jawaharlal-nehru 
⁶https://www.britannica.com/biography/V-K-Krishna-Menon 

https://www.history.com/articles/jawaharlal-nehru
https://www.britannica.com/biography/V-K-Krishna-Menon


 
 

THE SYNDICATE 

There are leaders history remembers with great awe, and there are 
leaders history remembers with questions it has never quite finished 
asking. Jawaharlal Nehru was the kind of man rooms went silent for, 
whose approval felt like oxygen and whose disagreement felt like a door 
closing forever. Vengalil Krishnan Krishna Menon was the other kind, 
cold, calculating and the man critics hoped never noticed their name. 
Together they did not just run a government, They ran a Syndicate, and a 
Syndicate of that nature does not merely run a country, it rewrites what 
it means to lead one entirely. 

Sheikh Abdullah⁷ aka Sher e Kashmir was Nehru's oldest political ally, the man who chose 
India when it mattered most. Once he thought of wanting a Kashmir that could breathe on its 
own terms, His reward was a midnight knock on August 8, 1953.By the morning, he had lost 
everything he was, no trial, no charge and no explanation that this country was ever owed or 
ever received. Nine years later, Sher still remains behind bars. Before the ink was dry, Bakshi 
Ghulam Mohammed, the Syndicate's most obedient soldier? was already seated in Abdullah's 
chair as Prime Minister of Jammu and Kashmir. The leader was caged and the seat was filled. 

General Thimayya⁸ was the kind of soldier this country built its military pride around, a 
soldier nations build statues for. When he resigned and raised serious concerns about 
interference in military appointments, the response he received was a very public humiliation 
in Parliament while the man he had concerns about received a standing ovation. He never 
raised his voice on the matter again. One wonders what that silence eventually cost this 
nation?  

Lieutenant General Umrao Singh, one of India's experienced frontier minds He filed report 
after report warning that troops in NEFA had no winter clothing, no ammunition, and no 
chance of holding a Chinese advance. He was quietly removed. His replacement was 
Lieutenant General who had personal connections to the  leadership. When Brigadier Dalvi 
raised identical warnings the reply that returned was a court martial threat. The question that 
was the most popular in the media was, were honest soldiers ever truly welcome here? 

When Pakistan asked for Berubari, The Cabinet signed away sovereign Indian territory, 
overrode the Supreme Court, pushed through an amendment and handed over the land without 
public debate. Were the people of the nation blinded? For nine years every general was 
silenced who saw the danger, every ally was arrested who disagreed and buried every report 
that was true. Whether this was the key for protecting a fragile young republic from chaos or 
something else is not for the guide to speculate. Tonight, in this Cabinet room, that same 
leadership faces one crisis that cannot be reassigned, refrained or quietly made to 
disappear.Tomorrow an entire nation will be watching. 

⁷https://www.britannica.com/biography/Sheikh-Muhammad-Abdullah 
⁸https://www.tribuneindia.com/2006/20060416/spectrum/main1.htm 
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CAUSES OF DISPUTE 

Failure of Policies and Pacts: 

The Panchsheel Agreement of 1954 promised peace between India and China, five principles 
of peaceful coexistence, mutual respect, and non-interference. India treated it as a genuine 
diplomatic achievement and eased its guard accordingly. China treated it as a useful cover. 
While India celebrated the agreement as proof that the two largest nations in Asia could be 
friends, Beijing was quietly building a fully operational military road straight through Aksai 
Chin, consolidating its grip on Tibet, and pushing its presence steadily closer to India’s 
borders. India discovered the road only after it was completed.The agreement did not bring 
peace, it only bought China time. 

The Forward Policy, introduced as a response to growing Chinese encroachment, was an 
attempt to correct course. But it was implemented poorly. Before securing the roads, supply 
lines and troop strength, the soldiers had to actually hold the border. India hoped that physical 
presence alone would deter further Chinese movement and pushed soldiers into forward 
positions. It did not. The policy was approved without Cabinet sanction, a written risk 
assessment, or serious consultation with military commanders. It placed Indian soldiers in 
exposed, indefensible outposts at high altitude, gave China exactly the provocation it needed, 
and left India with no good options when the response came. 

Misreading Chinese Intent: 

If the failure of policies created the conditions for this crisis, the consistent misreading of 
Chinese Intent is what laid the foundation and allowed for these conditions to go unnoticed for 
so long. This wasn’t an isolated mistake but a pattern of wishful thinking. China built a 
military road through Indian territory without announcement. Chinese patrols grew more 
aggressive and more frequent along both the western and eastern frontiers. After the Dalai 
Lama’s asylum, Beijing’s rhetoric towards India shifted from cool to openly hostile. Border 
incidents increased in number and severity. And yet, at every step, India’s political leadership 
found a way to explain it away. Incidents were seen as separate events, and warnings were 
toned down before they reached the top. The main belief in Delhi, largely influenced by 
Nehru, was that China, as another post-colonial Asian nation emerging from years of foreign 
control, ultimately wanted peace and stability like India. This belief was not just naive, it was 
actively defended. Officers who voiced concerns were pushed aside. Intelligence that went 
against the official view was buried or cleaned up. Over the years, the system had been 
designed to tell the Prime Minister what he wanted to hear. By the time the truth became clear, 
it was far too late to take action.  

Refusal to Negotiate on Aksai Chin⁹: 

⁹https://thediplomat.com/2024/07/the-past-and-future-of-the-territorial-swap-offer-in-the-china-
india-border-dispute 

https://thediplomat.com/2024/07/the-past-and-future-of-the-territorial-swap-offer-in-the-china-india-border-dispute
https://thediplomat.com/2024/07/the-past-and-future-of-the-territorial-swap-offer-in-the-china-india-border-dispute


 
 

When Zhou Enlai visited Delhi in February 1960, he arrived with what was, in essence, a 
pragmatic offer: China would formally accept the McMahon Line in the east if India accepted 
Chinese control of Aksai Chin in the west. It was not generous, but it was the only clear way 
of resolving the issue peacefully, which was turned down by Nehru. The domestic political 
cost of appearing to concede any territory felt too high, particularly with opposition voices 
already accusing him of being soft on China. Neither Parliament nor the press would have 
accepted it. The offer was rejected, and the two sides left the table with nothing. 

The failure in Delhi was not an isolated moment. In Geneva, back-channel diplomatic contacts 
provided more chances to find common ground, but Krishna Menon, who had a major 
influence on India’s foreign and defense policies, made meaningful dialogue nearly 
impossible. Menon was fundamentally opposed to any arrangement that might be seen as a 
concession. His harsh style and open disdain for those who disagreed with him soured the 
diplomatic atmosphere at every turn. Attempts at flexibility were either undermined or 
dismissed. India’s negotiating stance stayed rigid at the exact times it needed to change. 

In hindsight, this was the last serious opportunity to resolve the border question without 
bloodshed. Aksai Chin was already under full Chinese control and practically inaccessible to 
India; a negotiated acknowledgement of that reality would have been painful, but far less 
painful than what is unfolding now. Nehru’s refusal was understandable given the pressures he 
faced. It was also the moment India walked away from diplomacy for good. 

Dalai Lama’s Escape and India’s Asylum: 

In March 1959, the Dalai Lama fled Tibet following a failed uprising against Chinese rule and 
crossed into Indian territory. Nehru’s government granted him asylum without hesitation and 
allowed him to establish a government-in-exile in Dharamshala. The decision was driven by 
humanitarian conviction; India was unwilling to turn away a religious leader fleeing 
persecution.But the geopolitical consequences were immediate and severe. From China’s 
viewpoint, India directly interfered in an internal issue, offered refuge to someone Beijing saw 
as a separatist, and granted international recognition to a challenge against Chinese control 
over Tibet. Any remaining warmth from the Panchsheel era vanished almost instantly. Chinese 
state media became noticeably hostile. Border incidents rose dramatically in both frequency 
and aggression.And Mao, who had until then left some room for the relationship to be 
managed through diplomacy, appears to have concluded from this point that India had chosen 
a side, and that a confrontation was now a matter of when, not if. The asylum decision did not 
cause the crisis, but it removed one of the last buffers of goodwill between the two sides.  

 



 
 

THE TIMING FACTOR & THE DIPLOMATIC SPHERE 

As of October 19, 1962, India is fighting a battle on two fronts, one along its frozen mountain 
frontier, and another in the silence of a world too distracted to pay attention. While Indian 
soldiers held positions in the Himalayas, the planet's eyes were fixed thousands of miles away 
on the Caribbean, where the United States and the Soviet Union had pulled the world to the 
edge of nuclear war through the Cuban Missile Crisis. For China, the timing could not have 
been more convenient. With the two superpowers busy in the Cold War's most dangerous 
standoff, the Himalayan frontier was the last thing anyone in Washington or Moscow was 
thinking about. India was burning quietly in the mountains, and the world had simply turned 
away. 

Since independence, the guiding star of India's foreign policy has been Non-Alignment. Under 
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, India made a conscious choice to stand apart from both the 
American and Soviet blocs, charting its own course in world affairs. This earned India genuine 
respect across the newly decolonised world and gave it a voice that carried real weight at 
international forums. But there was a cost that only became visible when it truly mattered. 
India had not built firm strategic partnerships with any major power. It had accumulated 
goodwill across the globe, but goodwill is not a defence guarantee. When tensions along the 
frontier began rising sharply, India possessed influence but lacked the one thing it needed 
most, a powerful friend genuinely committed to its security. 

Among the diplomatic decisions that defined this period, one stands apart for the scale of its 
consequences. During the 1950s, India had real opportunities to take a permanent seat on the 
United Nations Security Council. Nehru chose instead to advocate for China to occupy that 
position, believing China, as a major Asian power, deserved it more. China took the seat, and 
with it came the veto power that permanent membership carries. India remained outside the 
Council's permanent structure. In the years that followed, as Sino-Indian relations deteriorated, 
the asymmetry of this arrangement became impossible to ignore. India had handed a strategic 
advantage to the very country it would eventually face across a disputed border, and there was 
no walking that decision back. 

By October 1962, the absence of reliable allies had become one of India's most serious 
vulnerabilities. The Soviet Union maintained warm relations with New Delhi but Moscow was 
careful not to let that friendship interfere with its far deeper ties to Beijing. The United States 
Of America had clashed with India too many times and felt no real obligation toward a 
country that had so publicly walked away from the Western world. India stood, at the worst 
possible moment, mostly alone. There was no major power firmly committed to its defence, 
no mutual security treaty to call upon and no guaranteed military assistance. The country 
entered this crisis carrying the full weight of its own security on its own shoulders. 

 



 
 

EFFECTS 

Weakening Global Image: 

India entered this crisis with a well-established reputation as the voice of the non-aligned 
world and a moral force in international diplomacy. It was a country that had prioritized 
principle over power politics. Now, that reputation is facing serious damage. Being pushed 
back militarily by China does not just hurt on the battlefield, it undermines everything India 
has claimed to represent. Other nations, particularly in Asia and Africa, are watching. The 
country that spoke most loudly about sovereignty and peaceful coexistence is the one that 
could not defend its own borders. India’s ability to influence global affairs, already limited by 
its decision to stay out of formal alliances, will be significantly weaker on the other side of 
this crisis. 

The timing could not be worse. The eyes of the world are upon the Cuban Missile Crisis and 
the Sino-Indian confrontation. The United States and the Soviet Union were too busy with 
each other to pay any real attention to the situation in India. India is talking to an empty room, 
and everyone is listening to the silence. 

 

Public Confidence in Government Eroding: 

The mood at home has shifted sharply. For years the Indian public was fed a steady diet of 
reassurance, the border situation was manageable, the army was capable, China was a friend. 
None of this has worked. Reports of military setbacks, abandoned posts and retreating 
commanders are trickling through despite the best efforts of the government to control the 
narrative. People are angry, confused, and less and less willing to give the benefit of the doubt 
to leadership that clearly didn’t see this coming or worse, saw it coming and said nothing. 

Nehru, who has enjoyed near-unquestioned public trust since independence, is facing a level 
of criticism that is entirely new to him. The opposition is growing louder. Newspapers that 
once gave the government generous coverage are asking uncomfortable questions. The gap 
between what the government has been saying and what is actually happening on the ground is 
becoming too wide to paper over. 

 

Scared and Fleeing Commanders¹⁰: 

One of the most damaging effects of this crisis has been what it has revealed about the state of 
Indian military leadership. The departure of Lt. Gen. Kaul from the front, flying to Delhi 
claiming  
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illness while his soldiers remained at Namka Chu, is the most visible example of a broader 
problem. Years of political appointments, sidelining of capable officers, and a culture of 
speaking uncomfortable truths as a career risk have resulted in a command structure that, in 
places, simply isn’t functioning. Ground level commanders are making decisions, or not 
making decisions, under impossible conditions, without adequate support and without 
confidence that their superiors have their backs. It’s the soldiers at the front who are paying 
the price. 

 

Argument Between Indian Leaders and No Consensus: 

Inside the Cabinet and the broader political establishment, the crisis has not produced unity, it 
has produced argument. There is no consensus on what to do next. Some want an immediate 
military escalation. Others want to open back-channel diplomatic talks. Some are calling for 
Menon’s resignation as a first step. Others are defending the existing policy. Nehru, normally 
the decisive centre of gravity in Indian politics, seems uncertain, caught between the advice of 
military commanders, the pressure from political allies and his own deep reluctance to accept 
that all he believed about China was wrong. The result is a government that is visibly 
struggling to get on message at a time when the country needs it most. 

 

Rising Calls for Emergency¹¹: 

As the border situation worsens, voices are being heard from within and outside Parliament for 
a national Emergency. The argument is simple, the country is under attack, normal governance 
is not adequate for a wartime situation and extraordinary powers are needed to coordinate a 
proper response. But the call for Emergency is also politically charged. It would concentrate 
enormous power in the hands of the central government, suspend normal democratic 
processes, and set a precedent that many find deeply uncomfortable.  

The final decision on declaring an Emergency lies with the Cabinet. As tensions rise, the issue 
has become a major point of debate, with the Opposition able to either support or oppose the 
move. If the need arises leaders will have the chance to discuss the proposal and vote on 
whether the Cabinet should move forward with declaring an Emergency. 

 

¹¹https://www.apnilaw.com/upsc/indian-constitution/article-352-national-emergency-explained-
with-history-1962-1971-1975/ 
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THE RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT  

The Forward Policy:                                                                                        
On 2nd November 1961, a closed door meeting took place that would redefine India's 
approach to its northern frontier entirely. Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, Defence Minister 
V.K. Krishna Menon, Army Chief General P.N. Thapar, and Intelligence Bureau Director B.N. 
Mullick sat together and arrived at a decision that never went to Parliament, never faced 
public debate and was handed to the military as a direct government order straight from the 
highest office in the country. The Forward Policy instructed the Indian Army to push outposts 
as far forward as possible into disputed border territory, from NEFA in the east to Ladakh in 
the west, asserting physical presence where diplomacy had made little progress. The thinking 
behind it was built on real confidence, China would avoid a major military response, partly 
because India enjoyed considerable international prestige and had maintained relations with 
both Cold War blocs through Non Alignment. Fifty Assam Rifles platoons previously 
deployed across 36 symbolic  outposts were now being driven further into the frontier 
alongside regular army units, establishing India's claim on ground that existed on paper for 
years but had never once felt a soldier's boot. 

By October 1962 the Forward Policy had moved India's presence further than at any point in 
the republic’s history. The line was now real and visible and on the other side of it, every 
single step had been watched and recorded. 

Operation Leghorn¹²:                                                                                                                          
On 12th September 1962, Lieutenant General Lionel Protip Sen arrived at 4 Infantry Division 
headquarters in Tezpur and formally ordered Operation Leghorn, a mission with full Cabinet 
approval and one clear objective, push Indian forces forward and remove Chinese troops from 
the Thagla Ridge in NEFA, territory India firmly held as its own under the McMahon Line. 
The 7 Infantry Brigade under Brigadier John Dalvi was given the task, with units spread 
across a vast roadless frontier sustained entirely by air supply. Then came the early hours of 
10th October 1962. A 50 member patrol of 9 Punjab under Major Chaudhary had moved up to 
Tseng Jong on October 9th. In the early morning of October 10th, approximately 800 Chinese 
troops backed by heavy mortars opened fire on the Indian position from multiple directions. 
The exchange lasted 45 minutes. Six Indian soldiers were killed and eleven wounded, 
including Major Chaudhary himself, who requested Brigadier Dalvi's permission to withdraw. 
Brigadier Dalvi then ordered the unit to fall back to Bridge IV. On 11th October, Lieutenant 
General Kaul left for Delhi and personally briefed Prime Minister Nehru on the situation. 
After the discussions, Nehru left the decision to the Army. General Thapar and Lieutenant 
General Sen both recommended that 7 Brigade hold its current position. The men who had just 
buried six of their own were told to stay exactly where they were. 

¹²https://theprint.in/defence/from-clash-at-longju-to-operation-leghorn-how-skirmishes-built-up
-to-1962-india-china-war/1173467/ 
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By 19 October, the frontier situation had changed fundamentally. China increasingly pointed 
to the Forward Policy and Operation Leghorn as proof that India was altering conditions on 
the ground. What India viewed as the defence of its territory was being portrayed by Beijing 
as justification for a stronger and brutal response.    

Creation of IV Corps For Eastern Command:                                                    
As the situation in NEFA became more demanding, the Government of India decided that the 
region required a headquarters dedicated entirely to the eastern frontier. On 4 October 1962, 
IV Corps was formally created at Tezpur under Eastern Command and placed under 
Lieutenant General B.M. Kaul. The purpose of the new formation was to bring faster decision 
making, closer supervision of frontline formations, and greater attention to a region that had 
become the centre of India's border policy. The government felt that the rising number of 
forward posts and the sheer pace of military movement on the ground demanded a command 
structure focused solely on NEFA. The creation of IV Corps therefore represented not merely 
just an administrative change but a major reorganisation of India's frontier management. 

By October 19th 1962 IV Corps was fifteen days old and already carrying the weight of 
India's most pressured frontier. Its commanding officer had left the field citing illness and 
returned to Delhi. In his absence Brigadier Dalvi and his men at Namka Chu were standing on 
ground they had been ordered to hold, with a headquarters that was still finding its feet and 
had no real grip on anything yet 

Grounding of the Indian Air Force:                                                                                  
India in 1962 had an Air Force that any regional power would have taken seriously. English 
Electric Canberra bombers, Hawker Hunter fighters, trained pilots, and operational squadrons 
across multiple bases. The decision not to deploy any of it in a combat role on the frontier was 
not one man's call but a room full of them, with the Prime Minister, the Defence Minister and 
the wider political leadership all landing on the exact same page The reasoning rested on one 
central belief that air deployment would escalate a border standoff into something far larger 
and shutting the door permanently for any diplomatic resolution. On 11th September 1962 the 
government formally decided against tactical air support on the frontier. Air Chief Marshal 
Aspy Engineer, heading the Air Force at the time, had communicated through proper channels 
that his squadrons were fully ready and waiting. Eastern Air Command's transport squadrons, 
flying Packets, Otters, and Dakotas, were cleared only for supply and maintenance sorties 
across NEFA. Every combat aircraft stayed on the ground, while the most capable arm of 
India's military watched the tensions unfold from a distance. By October 19th 1962 no Indian 
fighter had ever flown above NEFA in any role that made any real difference on the ground. 
The Air Force was prepared and the Air Command was waiting but the order had simply never 
come 

 



 
 

DRAWBACKS OF THE GOVERNMENT 

Concealing of Intelligence Inputs: 

The Indian government did not stumble into this crisis blind, it was warned, repeatedly, and 
chose not to act. Intelligence Bureau Director B.N. Mullick received clear assessments 
pointing to a Chinese military build-up along the border, with some reports specifically 
projecting an offensive by October 1962. These warnings were 'sanitised' before they reached 
Nehru, cut down to vague remarks about increased patrolling that gave no real sense of 
urgency. Whether this was a career protection exercise, a way of avoiding uncomfortable 
conversations, or simply because the system had been conditioned to tell the Prime Minister 
what he wanted to hear, the result was the same, the political leadership was making decisions 
based on an incomplete and misleading picture of what China was actually up to. 

 

Political Loyalty Over Military Merit: 

The Indian Army that is fighting on the border today is not the army it could have been. Over 
the course of several years, the government systematically prioritised political reliability over 
professional competence when making senior military appointments. Officers who pushed 
back, raised concerns, or simply were not considered sufficiently loyal to the political 
establishment were eased out. General Thimayya, one of the most respected soldiers in the 
country, was driven to resign and then publicly humiliated. His replacements were chosen not 
because they were the best commanders available, but because they were the most convenient. 
Lt. Gen. Kaul, now absent from his command post, is the most glaring example of what that 
approach produces when it meets a real crisis. 

 

Defence Budget Cuts¹³: 

While China was spending years building roads, stockpiling supplies, and preparing its 
military for high-altitude warfare, India was cutting its defence budget. There was some logic 
to the reasoning, the country had urgent development needs and scarce resources but the 
timing and the extent of the cuts were deeply irresponsible given the worsening situation on 
the border. The results are now evident in the most immediate way possible: soldiers at the 
front without enough ammunition, units without adequate equipment, an army that has been 
asked to hold some of the most demanding terrain in the world without the means to do so. 

¹³https://www.opindia.com/2021/02/nehru-himalayan-blunder-china-army-defence-expenditur
e-budget/ 
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Silencing and Mocking of Dissent: 

One of the most corrosive features of the Indian government’s handling of this period has been 
its treatment of those who tried to raise the alarm. Military officers who warned that the 
Forward Policy was not sustainable were ignored or transferred out. Those who questioned the 
rosy picture of India-China relations were sidelined.Krishna Menon, in particular, made it a 
habit to publicly ridicule those who disagreed with him, creating an atmosphere in which 
honest assessment became a professional risk. The system stopped telling hard truths, because 
hard truths were no longer wanted. By the time the crisis hit, the government had effectively 
muzzled the people who might have helped prepare it for the crisis. 

 

Lack of Infrastructure, Ammunition and Winter Clothing: 

The most immediate and human consequence of everything described above is what the Indian 
soldier is actually facing at the front. There are no proper roads connecting most forward 
positions to supply bases, in some sectors, supplies have to be carried by hand or animal over 
mountain passes. Ammunition is critically short; some units have been given fifty rounds per 
soldier and told to make it last. Winter clothing has not been adequately distributed despite the 
fact that temperatures at these altitudes drop well below freezing. These are not the fortunes of 
war, they are the predictable result of years of budget cuts, poor planning, and a government 
that was too busy managing its own image to prepare for a fight it had every reason to see 
coming. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



 
 

CONCLUSION AND EXPECTATIONS  

The events leading to October 1962 were not the result of a single decision, a single policy, or 
a single individual. They grew from years of assumptions silently piling on top of each other, 
poor judgements dressed up as strategies, competing priorities pulling in opposite directions, 
and choices that felt perfectly rational in the moment but whose consequences are now 
impossible to look away from. This guide has provided delegates with the historical, political, 
military, and diplomatic context necessary to understand the gravity of the situation before the 
Government of India. 

However, no study guide can do the thinking for you. Delegates are expected to go beyond 
what is written here and build a genuine understanding of the personalities involved, the 
institutions that shaped them, the limitations they worked within, and the pressures that 
influenced every major decision of this period. Knowing what happened is only half of it. 
Understanding why it happened is what will actually matter inside the committee room. 

Every delegate is expected to come to this agenda with maturity, historical honesty, and a real 
willingness to engage. Strong research, genuine debate, and intellectual honesty will carry far 
more weight than confident-sounding rhetoric alone. Each delegate should stay grounded in 
the responsibilities, constraints, and political realities attached to their portfolio when forming 
policy or pushing for action. Plagiarism, misrepresentation of sources, and the use of 
uncredited material will not be tolerated under any circumstances. Original thinking, 
intellectual honesty, and thoughtful engagement are not optional extras here. They are the 
foundation on which this committee runs. 

At the heart of this agenda lie questions that history has never conclusively answered. Was 
India's crisis the product of military unpreparedness, strategic miscalculation, misplaced trust, 
or something closer to a failure of leadership at the highest levels? Delegates are encouraged 
to challenge assumptions, defend convictions, and engage seriously in debates where difficult 
choices and national interests collide. 

Most importantly, every delegate must recognise that the future direction of this committee 
rests entirely in their hands. The quality of debate, the effectiveness of decisions taken, and 
ultimately the course that India follows in the days ahead will be determined by the judgment 
exercised within this room. The circumstances may be inherited, but the consequences that 
follow will belong entirely to those entrusted with shaping them. 

 We hope to see you all in July! 
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