| X2£5424 2021 4

*
L ] , . .
( 710049),
A Y
4 » , ,
, , R0
s 1943 . 1955
. 1956 ., 1961
, 1970 s
* 65 “ 7 ( . 2019M653677)
“ 7 ( . SK2021061)
o [ ] . : s , , 1956 57

Hio2



KBEATE 2021 4 1

., 1963 )
(University Grants Commission, UGC), .
O<D b
.@ . 71
, 40 . 31 , 24 . 46 .
26, . . . ( ). . .
’ 1—2 o®
o ) 101 50 . 26 .
25 2019 3 31 , 1 597 4 141 ; 2018—2019 ,
132 211 @
) 13 o , 1959
{ Y (International Studies) , ,©
(Vivekananda International Foundation, VIF) , R
o , { Y (India Quarterly)
©

@® Muthiah Alagappa, “Strengthening International Studies in India: Vision and Recommendations”, International
Studies, 2009, 46 (1&2): 9-12.

@) 4 » : “The Best Five Universities for MA in International Relations”, https://
www.indiatoday.in/education-today/featurephilia/story/ ma-in-international-relations-247024-2015-04-03.

® : “List of Top International Studies Colleges in India Based on 2020 Rank-
ing”, https://collegedunia.com/arts-colleges sub stream id=665&.sort=popularity desc.

@ Jawaharlal Nehru University: 49th Annual Report (1 April 2018 to 31 March 2019), New Delhi, pp. 65 - 66.

® R (https://www.jnu.ac in/sis/) .
o 13

N N N N N

© : https://www.icwa.in/.

1031



| X285484% 2021 4

N , o 1990 ,
. 80 , )
“ ” (Raisina Dialogue) )
. ) { PR
1965 s
, o , (Sujan R Chinoy) s
60 ’ ~ ’
o s ( N N .
)N N N N s o
) { Y (Strategic Analysis)
s { » (Journal of Defence Studies) ,@
s o . (Ashok Kantha) .
, 9 8 ; { Y (China Report) @
A Y
(Binod Singh Purushottam) »
D : https://www.orfonline.org/.
@ : ( Y, « » 2012 3 12 : http://
idsa.in/.
® : https://www.icsin.org/mission-history.

Bio4



KBEATE 2021 4 1

N N @ s
s s o
s o s
s N
) . ) (
>« » ,
(Kautilya) { Y (Arthashastra) ,
. . , “ ” (mandala)
s “ N N 7 o
s o s
o s o
s s N N N N
@ s
o ( ) N ,
@ . << ) .
s s
( » ) , (§ »
NO , { » ,
s « ) . , ,
o 1919
( ) ©
) { » ,
s s
, o s
« »
o s N N
o [ ] : : DK ) 2009 3.
@ Kautilya, Arthashastra, New Delhi: Penguin Books, 1992, pp. 542 — 549.
® : ( Vs , 2017, 56,
@ . : (< ) Y, , 2019 36
® Benoy Kumar Sarkar, “Hindu Theory of International Relations”, American Political Science Review, 1919,
13 (3): 400 —414.

1051



| X2£5424 2021 4

, 0
2012 2 << 2.0: 21 ».@
) . »
{ >« » L Y (South Asian Survey) € Y (Jadavpur
Journal of International Relations) 5 ,® ,
{ Y (The Journal of Indian Ocean Region)
) , 20
;@ ( Y (India Review) , ,
Y Y AY AY Y Q©
) { >« » «
» « » { » 5 2015
) : ( D ., 2017, 111-120

@  Sunil Khilnani, et al. , Nonalignment 2. 0; A Foreign and Strategic Policy for India in the Twenty First Cen-
tury, New Delhi, February 2012.

® 5 s : Rajesh
M. Basrur, “Scholarship on India’s International Relations: Some Disciplinary Shortcomings”. International Studies ,
2009, 46 (1&.2): 99; Nabarun Roy, “Realism in the Study of International Relaitons in India”, ORF Issue Brief, Sep-
tember 2018, (253). 3.

@ § ) : https://www.tandfonline.com/action/
journallnformation show= societylnformation&:journalCode= rior20.

® (§ » : https://www.indiareview.co.uk/about-us.

Hio6



KBEATE 2021 4 1

(Articles) ,

N ( Do

Goals
Towards

Alliance Washington
NavalRevisited United

Concept

Sino-Indian Demaocracy

Thailand 518N RegionFinancialSea Study Cooperation Road Countries Integration e
‘Western Ener?y Rel ati ons Implications‘**“’e"-' Russian National
e .

® " Globalization
isshhead Concerns  Growth Nyclear
jt Threat Cuicence Ro

Geopoliticsmgggsi'lgrt‘easl
Space Conflict 3 )
Iran Context YWorld Pakistan Ch|na
eu Engagement <ri Central News e
Assessing Afghanistan Trade Strotoc
Synan  ApproachEconomy ategic
civil 'MPaCt Influence
Post AU Bengal Change

Myanm

Issues ExplainingAssessmentMilitary

. Initiative Intervention towards o

. Conflictspyglution Perspective Chinese ViewShilting g,
Haram o sition 563! MadelDiplomacy Development ﬁustlalia Spexial ;)

East W
BI:ICS Global As'ad

Actors «
Security
Case Analysis Challenges Violence i

an GovernanceBelt Connectivity !
. : crisis PTOSPECts Bangladesh Modi
deaiolent | . Paris problems Understanding Emerging Era  Lanka Interests pra Management

, 415

b o
Japan ')‘(4 Services
ASEAN

kigration .
Rights

umzn Maritime Northeast o . -
iiddle

Theo
Critical Climate around 0¥

frica us Iranian
I StateOrder —
*South Internaticnal Israel Response

. ¥ Paolitics Investment

I POIICy Foreign Nepal African Future
Poljtical Strategy Partnership Dfen<e
Russia Power iy PeaceDemocratic Bay
Economic Dynamics Govemment pig rd

Cities  MultilatSilis

Nigeria Peacekeeping Sector hdakingResponses

o Campeney P°S."S""i“Agr‘ggﬂg?Te’gf:;;Perspectivesﬁi’:’;s?n;":;i:’aﬁvf“r°Pe""“‘ Grand Act ;; :a‘:i:a
. Negotiations Review Turiey p,. Great  Qpportunities constraints,,___,, “O"PeH0N  yiiang ..,
1 O]
(Dipti Tamang) s .
) . .
o @ ’ o
, ,
o . (Pavan Kumar) \ N N . .
O} \ . , . 2015 , »
) 72 5« » 117 5« ) ( ) 140 ;5 ( » ( ) 42 5«
) ( ) 44, 415
) (Gooseeker) ) 5 s
415 s s . o N

® Dipti Tamang, “Gendering International Security:
national Studies, 2013, 50 (3). 226 —239.

Seeing Feminist Theories as International Relations”, Inter-

1071



| X285484% 2021 4

’ ’ N o®
o® ’ N N
) ; 1991
) s 77
’ ’ o®
o® ’ ’
’ ’ ’ o®
’ { >>o ¢
(Sanchi Rai) ) { » { )
” R ,@ . (Marko Juu-
tinen) << >> ’ << >> ’
, “ 9 s c@
{ ) { Vs ,

@O Pavan Kumar, “Bringing Machiavelli and Kant Back in on Morality and World Politics”, International Studies ,
2019, 56 (4): 1-16.

® Ummu Salma Bava, “India and the Global Order: Negotiating between the Old and New Order”, International
Studies, 2017, 54 (1 -4). 22 -41.

@  Surjit Mansingh, “Assessing Reorientation of India’s Foreign Policy in a Globalized World”, International
Studies, 2010, 47 (2-4). 143 -161.

@ R S Chimni, “Mapping Indian Foreign Economic Policy”, International Studies, 2010, 47 (2-4). 163 - 185.

® Joshy M. Paul, “Co-operative Balancing: Emerging Security Order in Asia”, International Studies, 2012, 49
(1&.2): 113 -131.

®  Sachin Chaturvedi, “The Development Compact: A Theoretical Construct for South-South Cooperation”, Inter-
national Studies, 2016, 53 (1) 15—-43.

@  Sanchi Rai, “Alternative Conceptualizations in International Relations: Exploring the Concept of Non-cruelty”,
International Studies, 2013, 50 (3): 209 - 225.

® Marko Juutinen, “Kautilyan Foreign Policy Analysis: Sino-Indian Dynamics in South Asia and the Indian Ocean
Region”, Journal of the Indian Ocean Region., 2018, 14 (2). 1-21.

Hios



AKEEAL 2021 4 1

9 b
” , i )
, L@
’ o
’ ’ ~ ’ °
(V. P. Dutt) , .
o b b b
o b
’ o
9 o A
’ b N N
2 hY A
@ . (Sanjeev Kumar)
o Y b
o ,
. 2014 ,
,©
b
’ Y b
@ . (Priyanka Pandit)
’ ’
; .©
b
o b
. © “ 9 , “ 9
, “ 2 “ 9
y , “ 9 “ ” . @)

@ Anusmita Dutta and Manish S, Dabhade, “Diplomatic Theory of Kautilya and Sun Tzu: Assessing Interpreta-
tions”, International Studies, 2014, 51 (1-4). 162 -179.

@ V. P. Dutt, “India and China: The Past and the Future”, International Studies, 2010, 47 (2—-4), 403 —412.

@ Sanjeev Kumar, “China’s South Asia Policy in the New Era”, India Quarterly, 2019, 75 (2). 149 - 151.

@  Anil Kumar Kanungo, “The Process of China’s Accession to the World Trade Organization: Obstacles and Im-
plications”, International Studies, 2011, 48 (3&.4). 305 — 316.

® Priyanka Pandit, “China and the World Trade Organization: Questioning the Revisionist Hypothesis”, Interna-
tional Studies, 2013, 50 (3): 255 -271.

©® Mahesh Ranjan Debata, “Xinjiang in Central Asia’s Regional Security Structure”, International Studies, 2015,
52 (1-4). 53-65; Mahesh Ranjan Debata, “India-Xinjiang Historico-cultural Linkages”. International Studies. 2017,
54 (1-4);: 218 -230; Yeshi Choedon, “Challenges to Tibetan Diasporic Institutions in India: Imperative of Reforms and
Way Ahead”, International Studies, 2017, 54 (1-4).: 196 - 217.

@ Gulshan Sachdeva, “Indian Perceptions of the Chinese Belt and Road Initiative”, International Studies, 2018,
55 (4). 285 -296.

1091



| X2£5424 2021 4

) ) . . (Zorawar Daulet Singh)
“ ”» R “ ”»
“ ”»
b
L@
>
9
: . .20 80 @
b ’
’ o b
b o b
“ , .

b b

” 3 @ s ,
. o

b o

’ o )

b o
’ ’ )

b o b
o b b
’ A ’ N
: @
b o Y N A
b 9 ’
Y Y Y Y b
o ’
b b b

, .©

b o
b b b

(@D Zorawar Daulet Singh, *“Rethinking India’s Approach to China’s Belt and Road Initiative”, Economic &
Political Weekly, 2019, 54 (26 -27). 10 -12.

@@ Muthiah Alagappa, “Strengthening International Studies in India: Vision and Recommendations”. Interna-
tional Studies, 2009, 46 (1&2). 7 -35.

® Sneh Mahajan, “International Studies in India; Some Comments”, International Studies, 2010, 47 (1) 66.

®» Varun Sahni, “The Fallacies and Flaws of Area Studies in India”, International Studies, 2009, 46 (1&.2).
49 - 68.

B0



KBEATE 2021 4 1

° ’ °
“ ” , O@ s
s ~ ~ ~
. . . ( . )
A} o®
’ ° ’ ’
o
’ ’ ’
o® ’ ’ 5
’ 5 ’
L@
b o b
° s
b b
’ N ~
s ,® 2000 s N
’ ’
o@ ’
b b
o
’
RO
, 2025
° N ’
’ o ’ N
’ Al ’
5 3 o® )
~ ~ N N
o s
b Y b O@

OO®®® Muthiah Alagappa, “Strengthening International Studies in India: Vision and Recommendations”, Inter-
national Studies, 2009, 46 (1&.2); 7 - 35,

® Varun Sahni, “The Fallacies and Flaws of Area Studies in India”. International Studies, 2009, 46 (1&.2).
49 - 68.

@®® Kanti Bajpai, “Obstacles to Good Work in Indian International Relations”, International Studies, 2009, 46
(1&:2): 109 - 128.

@ T. V. Paul, “Indian International Relations Studies: The Need for Integration with Global Scholarship”, ORF
Issue Brief, December 2017, (219): 1-2.

© Kanti Bajpai, “Obstacles to Good Work in Indian International Relations”, International Studies, 2009, 46
(1&.2): 112.

1111



| X285484% 2021 4

( P N .

International Studies in India: Achievements and Comments

Li Jiasheng

(School of Marxism, Xi'an Jiaotong University, Xi'an, Shaanxi 710049, China)

[Key words] India; international studies; area and country studies; mandala; nonalignment

[Abstract] International Studies in India originated early but has not been fully developed. Universi-
ties and Think Tanks are the main bodies engaged in the study of international relations, and think
tanks are more active than universities. International Studies in India are mostly based on the reality
and lack of theoretical construction. Kautilya s international thought, the nonviolent thought in Hin-
duism and non-aligned came up with by Nehru are the heritages in India s international studies. How-
ever, Indian scholars pay more attention to the realities of international relations but not the thoughts.
There is no obvious distinction between international studies, regional and country studies in India.
Indian Scholars are more interested in global governance studies at the global level, especially the
BRICS Study, and mainly focus on South Asia studies at the regional level, while they are increasingly
interested in China studies at the country level. Indian scholars have begun to rethink the international
studies and expect to promote India s contribution to the knowledge growth of the international rela-

tions.
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