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ABSTRACT 

Post-Cold War regional security order in Asia is in flux. Growing political, economic 

and military power of China and India are pressuring existing alliances and power 

configuration in the region. The dilemma is accentuated by the US attempts to sustain 

its global leadership role in general, and its influence in the Asian region in particular.  

India is now recognized as a nascent major power and a ‘natural partner’ of the US, 

one that many analysts view as a potential counterweight to China’s growing power. 

Washington and New Delhi have, since 2004, been pursuing a ‘strategic partnership’ 

based on apparently converging geo-political interests. Numerous economic, security 

and global initiatives including the plan for ‘full civilian nuclear energy cooperation,’ 

are underway. Also in 2005, the US and India signed a ten-year defense framework 

agreement that calls for expanding bilateral security cooperation. Of late, this 

agreement has been renewed. Given India’s geo-strategic importance and rising 

political and military clout, these initiatives have the potential to transform India into 

a major world power. In the wake of China’s growing power and rise as potential 

challenger to the US primacy in the region, a stronger Indo-US strategic partnership is 

consequential for security and politics of the region and the world at large. The 

ongoing power shift from the West to East vis-à-vis contending states’ attempts to 

assert their influence would have far reaching impact on the regional security order. 

Therefore, this study examines the dynamics of Indo-US strategic partnership vis-à-

vis great power politics and assesses the future security structure of the region. The 

study also endeavors to develop an understanding on the evolving regional security 

framework and attempts to explore the nature of Indo-US strategic partnership. In this 

backdrop, the study also focuses on China’s rise as potential challenger to the US 

primacy and the US efforts to reinforce existing alliances and build new partnerships 

with regional countries, which many analysts see as an attempt to manage China’s 

growing power. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Asia is a region of diverse cultures, civilizations, histories, distinct geography, and 

has traditionally enjoyed immense geopolitical importance. With the demise of the 

Cold War and emergence of the ‘new world order,’ vital interests of the world’s 

dominant power i.e. the US vis-à-vis those of Russia and other regional powers i.e. 

China, India and Japan came face to face in the region. The interplay of diverse 

interests has created uncertainty about emerging regional security paradigm. Over the 

past few decades China has sustained tremendous economic growth, is on the path to 

modernize its military and become a military industrial powerhouse. China’s 

geostrategic importance, demographic strength, military power, effectively tested 

during the Sino-Indian War of 1962 and its permanent seat at the United Nations 

Security Council (UNSC) with veto wielding power place it at a special position in 

the Asian strategic and security framework. At the same time, India is also 

experiencing steady economic and military growth, and Russia is reasserting to 

restore its lost power status. However, China’s rise stands out as a factor of wide 

ranging impact on the future regional and global security landscape. Ostensibly there 

is increasing economic cooperation between the US, China, India and Russia at one 

level and at another, the countries are vying for expanding their influence in a region 

beset with potentially dangerous hotspots such as the Kashmir dispute between India 

and Pakistan, rivalry in the Korean Peninsula, boundary dispute between China and 

India, conflict between China and Japan over islands in East China Sea, and above all 

the Taiwan Strait.  

 

The US has long been integral to Asia’s security structure and maintained close 

relationship with many countries of the region. For the US to project its influence, it 

has traditionally maintained closer linkages and presence in the region through a 

system of alliances and partnerships. The US presence has emboldened contending 

states to take harder position on responding to disputes. Because of the region’s 

growing influence, it is widely characterized as the 21
st
 century ‘power house.’ To 

readjust to the changing economic and geopolitical dynamics of the region, the US is 

bolstering diplomatic, security and political ties with countries of the region. The US 



 

has sought to deepen Trans Pacific Economic Partnership, renew and broaden its 

alliance partnerships with East Asian countries in order to reinforce its already 

considerable role in the region. It has revived bilateral ties with Myanmar and 

Vietnam, launched an ASEAN-US Enhanced Partnership Agreement, refreshed 

relationship with alliance partners such as Thailand, Australia, Japan, and Singapore; 

reviewed Mutual Security Treaty (1960) with Japan to restructure security 

relationship vis-à-vis contemporary environment, and restored full scale military-to-

military ties with Indonesia. The US has also entered into strategic partnership with 

India to build its capacity as counter weight to China. The US has diverse commercial 

and strategic interests in Asia that include countering Weapons of Mass Destruction 

(WMD) proliferation, preventing terrorism and piracy, securing Sea Lines of 

Communications (SLOCs) for freedom of navigation to maintain free flow of trade 

and most importantly; preventing the dominance of Asia by any single power. The 

‘rebalancing’ is largely perceived as a reflection of the US scheme to assert primacy 

and intensify its role in the region vis-à-vis China’s likely rise as a regional power 

and potential challenger to the US influence. 

 

Breaking away from the earlier epoch of ‘non-alignment,’ post-Cold War India jump 

started a new era of relations with the US, the world’s sole super power. In part this 

realization is attributed to the fear of China’s rise embedded in the legacy of 

humiliating defeat during the Sino-Indian War of 1962 and in part to the desire of 

joining the elite club of world’s heavy weights or even the belief that India’s ascent 

would be endangered by China’s rise. Within India, ambitions abound for a greater 

role at the international level and to have an India centered regional security system. 

Indian perception of natural claim to greatness emanates from its ancient civilization, 

history, culture and distinct values. Paradoxically, a strong perception also prevails 

within India that the West has impeded India’s rise to a great power status. The post-

Cold War redirection of India’s foreign policy and noticeable tilt towards the US 

could be seen from different perspectives. It may be playing off the US against China 

to capitalize on the US suspicion of China’s rise, for its long standing objective of 

becoming a regional power or it might be a deliberate policy, guided by realist 



 

thoughts, to perform to the US strategic desire of reenacting the Cold War era 

‘containment strategy’ to prevent Chinese hegemony. Either way, this has raised 

interesting questions i.e. ‘who is using who’ and whether or not the US would be 

successful in containing China’s rise to its wishes or will China breakout to become a 

power pole and reframe international politics a la Cold War model. 

 

Therefore, China’s rise, Russia’s renewed efforts to reassert itself, India’s regional 

and extra regional ambitions, and the US regional interests variably are impacting the 

Asian security and strategic paradigm substantially. This study attempts to explore 

implications of the Indo-US strategic partnership on security architecture of the 

region with special reference to China and Pakistan. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

India, the South Asian region’s principal actor with more than a billion population is 

now recognized as a nascent major power and ‘natural partner’ of the US, one that 

many analysts view as a potential counterweight to China’s growing clout. 

Washington and New Delhi have, since 2004, been pursuing a ‘strategic partnership,’ 

which the US President has termed as “an important milestone in transforming the 

relationship between the United States and India.” Indian Prime Minister, AB 

Vajpayee has said, “The vision of the India-US strategic partnership that President 

Bush and I share is now becoming a reality.” Numerous economic, security and 

global initiatives including the plan for ‘full civilian nuclear energy cooperation’ are 

underway. In January 2004, US and India agreed to expand cooperation in three 

specific areas; civilian nuclear activities, civilian space programmes, and high-

technology trade. In addition, the two countries have agreed to expand their dialogue 

on missile defence, subsequently encompassing cooperation in other defence matters. 

Also in 2005, the two countries signed a ten-year defence framework agreement that 

calls for expanding bilateral security cooperation. 

Given India’s geo-strategic importance and potential political clout, these initiatives 

can collectively be viewed as constituting efforts to transform India into a world 

power. Apart from the China factor and enhanced economic and trade cooperation, 



 

divergence over important regional and international strategic and security issues may 

exert counter pressures on the level of partnership between India and the US. For 

example, the US wants to preserve the existing order of its global pre-eminence; India 

seeks a world based on multiple powers. Besides, there are road blocks due to Indian 

domestic pressure and the role of other regional and extra regional powers. The US 

strategic shift of ‘rebalancing’ towards the Asia Pacific region and growing 

relationship with India has drawn contrasting assessments. While the liberals draw 

analogies akin to economic interdependence and cooperation resulting into peace, 

scholars of the realist school are generally pessimistic and see these developments in 

the larger context of ‘balance of power’ and great power politics. The problem is 

compounded because of increasing interdependence and states’ pursuit of cooperation 

and competition at the same time, which pose a challenge for conclusive 

characterization of the existing and emerging pattern of regional security order from 

the neorealist perspective. Even though the contending states possess nuclear 

weapons, investment in reinforcing the military muscles continues unabated, more 

plausibly for seeking more power and absolute security. Regional securitization 

processes continue to exert influence on states’ policies despite military and 

economic cooperation that transcend across regions. More so, in the absence of a 

formal treaty; precise interpretation of the nature of partnership becomes difficult yet 

India and the US may be impelled into joint countervailing actions against China. 

China’s rise as potential challenger to the US preeminence accentuates complexity to 

the study of Indo-US relationship and its security implications from a single 

theoretical perspective. 

 

Significance of the Study 

China’s rise as a military and economic power has enormous implications for the 

Asian region and the world at large, which may turn out as strategic cooperation or 

competition or even rivalry with other regional powers and the US. Being a neighbor 

and regional power to be, India could perceive it as a threat aimed at encircling and 

constraining its rise and thus impelled to initiate counter strategies. Suspicious of 

China’s rise as potential threat to its primacy, the US is also adjusting itself to the 



 

changing power landscape in Asia. It is widely believed that the future regional and 

global security order will largely be characterized by the pattern of interaction 

between the US and China on the one hand, and China and India on the other. As 

important members of multifarious international and regional organizations such as 

G-20, ASEAN and BRICS influence of both China and India will transcend across 

the regions and impact global economy, politics and security environment. The 

growing Indo-US strategic relations and likely expansion in India’s power projection 

capability would cause suspicion and concern in Pakistani strategic community as the 

two countries, India and Pakistan, have been locked up in sustained confrontation 

since their inception as independent states in August 1947. Pakistan has traditionally 

perceived threat to its security from India; hence Indo-US growing relations and 

resulting expansion in India’s power potentials would draw intense reaction from 

Pakistan. The growing US involvement in the region and recent initiatives on forging 

strategic partnership with India have profound implications for the region’s strategic 

environment and future pattern of alliances. Besides, Pakistan being comparatively 

smaller and weaker player would be the worst affected. 

 

A stronger Indo-US strategic partnership will have far reaching consequences for 

security and politics of the region and the world at large. While many scholars have 

debated the economic and non-traditional security dimensions of this growing 

partnership, in sufficient detail, the security implications of the partnership have 

drawn little attention. A study that examines dynamics of the Indo-US strategic 

partnership vis-à-vis great power politics in the region, is important for drawing 

relevant conclusions in order to assess the future security structure of the region and 

to see if such a strategic partnership will elicit more cooperation or conflict.  

 

Objective of the Study 

Primary objective of the study is to analyze implications of the growing Indo-US 

strategic partnership with particular focus on assessing its impact on the regional 

security framework. The study attempts to examine the underlying variables through 

‘realist’ eye and by applying John J. Mearsheimer’s ‘offensive realism’ in concert 



 

with other relevant realist approaches. As part of the analytical scheme, the following 

areas will be focused:- 

a) Past and present nature of the Indo-US relationship. 

b) Identify core interests of main stakeholders i.e. US, India, China, Russia, 

and Pakistan albeit cursory references to the region will also appear. 

c) Perspectives of main stakeholders. 

d) To investigate the future dynamics of the region’s security paradigm. 

e) To assess implications of the Indo-US strategic partnership for Pakistan. 

 

Relevance of the Study 

Growth in the economic, political and military power of China and India has spurred 

competition and the race to attain wider influence in Asia including the Asia Pacific 

region and the Indian Ocean Region (IOR). Samuel Huntington, Brzezinski, Henry 

Kissinger and others have included, besides the US, both China and India in the list of 

future major geostrategic players of the world.
1
 While the rise in India’s economic 

and military power could provide a balance against the Chinese power, China is also 

wary of the growing Indian clout and increasing partnership with the US. As viewed 

by Michael Krepon, “China knows that it must prepare for an eventual US-Indian 

alliance, which would put China at a strategic disadvantage.”
2
 

 

Because of the US geostrategic interests in the region and suspicions about the rise of 

China as possible challenger to existing world order of the US pre-eminence, the US 

is strategically realigning to maintain its supremacy. In pursuit of the new strategic 

redirection of ‘pivot to Asia’ the US needs to enlist new partners and allies and 

strengthen existing alliances. Also, resurgent Russia is increasingly expanding its 

influence to restore its status as a global power by revitalizing ties with old allies. 

Despite growing trade and economic cooperation, the US and India see China as a 

strategic threat. As observed by Mark E. Manyin and others, “The perception among 

                                                           
1
 Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilization and the Re-making of World Order, (New York: 

Simon & Schuster Inc., 1996). Brzezinski identifies five "Key Geostrategic Players," in The Grand 

Chessboard: United States Primacy and its Geostrategic Imperatives, (New York: Basic Books, 1997). 
2
 Michael Krepon and Chris Gagne, ed., “The Impact of US Ballistic Missile Defences on Southern 

Asia,” Washington D.C: The Henry L. Stimson Center, Report No. 46, July 2002. 



 

many that the ‘rebalancing’ is targeted against China could strengthen the hand of 

Chinese hard-liners. Such an impression could also potentially make it more difficult 

for the United States to gain China’s cooperation on a range of issues.”
3
 Japan, a 

strong US ally, which has longstanding territorial disputes with China, also looks 

poised to play active role in the regional power politics and make all-out efforts to 

counter balance the Chinese power arguably on the US behest. Involvement of major 

regional players and the US in balancing and counter balancing strategies and ensuing 

interplay of power dynamics will have far reaching consequences on security 

architecture of the region. As a contemporary subject, the issue is fundamentally 

important for study and deeper research to see if enhanced Indo-US partnership will 

cast cooperative or conflictual relationship between the US and other major powers of 

the region.  

 

Asia’s security landscape has been the focus of studies and scholars have dealt with 

interstate relations from different theoretical perspectives. The focus of these studies 

has mostly been bilateral relations between the US and other major powers or 

discussion on possibility of emergence of triangular or quadrangular alliances to 

counter-balance the US dominance and reincarnate a bipolar or multipolar system. 

The idea of strategic triangle formed by China, Russia and India is wearing out due to 

warming of the US and India to each other, especially after President Bill Clinton’s 

2000 visit to India. On the contrary, many studies offer a discourse on likely 

emergence of various configurations of security alignments involving China, Russia, 

Pakistan, India and Iran. In this backdrop, China’s possible emergence as an 

alternative power bloc and the US ‘pivot’ or ‘rebalancing’ to Asia Pacific region 

would be relevant to explore implications of the Indo-US strategic partnership, which 

may be critical to global security in general and regional security structure in 

particular. 

 

 

                                                           
3
 Mark E. Manyin et al., “Pivot to the Pacific? The Obama Administration’s ‘Rebalancing’ Toward 

Asia,” Congressional Research Service Report, 28 March 2012. 



 

Literature Review 

Research on the selected topic of this study can be arranged into two clusters i.e. a) 

historical setting and countries’ interests; b) rising powers and power transition. Denis 

Kux in his book, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies 1941-1991 

(1993)
4
 provides an account of the ups and downs of the Indo-US relations in a 

chronological order. He concludes that generally the relationship has been uneven 

mainly due to divergence over security issues of importance to each country. Major 

stumbling blocks included India’s indifference towards the US threat perception 

centered on Soviet Union and the US close relationship with Pakistan, which annoyed 

India. There has been episodic cooperation between the two especially during 

Kennedy’s Presidency when the US supplied arms and defence equipment to India at 

the time of Sino-Indian War of 1962. In hindsight, India’s strategic importance as 

democratic alternative to China has always loomed. Kux believes that in the post-

Cold War era, the US and India share interest in maintaining a viable balance of 

power in Asia and, has suggested that the US should recognize India as a significant 

Asian power. 

 

Stephen Cohen in his book, India: Emerging Power (2001)
5
 gives an analytical 

account of India’s geo-political importance and definitively proclaims that India is 

emerging as a major power alongside China and Japan, the other two rising powers of 

the region. The book surveys modern India’s statecraft at a time of significant rise in 

India’s relevance to the US vis-à-vis its potential role in the future balance of power 

as one of the six power centers besides the US, Europe, Russia, China and Japan. 

Cohen is of the view that autonomy, self-reliance and freedom from outside restraints 

are still important themes in Indian strategic thinking. Ashley J. Tellis has given a 

similar assessment in his testimony before the US Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee wherein he said, “Strengthened relations with Washington did not imply 

that India would become treaty bound ally of the US or a meek, compliant state – it 

                                                           
4
 Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, (Washington D.C: National 

Defence University Press, 1993). 
5
 Stephen Cohen, India: Emerging Power, (Washington D.C: The Brookings Institution Press, 2001). 



 

will always pursue its own interests like any other great power.”
6
 Cohen’s expositions 

of Sino-Indian relationship get pass the implications of China’s rise, which he 

recognizes as a factor in bringing the US and India together and persuasively supports 

the perception on inevitability of Sino-Indian competition. At the same time he 

suggests to India “to build on areas of common interest with China and avoid a 

confrontation for which India is not prepared.” Shooting for a Century: The India 

Pakistan Conundrum (2013),
7
 is a sequel to Cohen’s earlier work. His new book 

discusses Indo-Pakistan rivalry, which he speculates would continue for many years 

into the future and offers solutions to address major issues between the two countries. 

Cohen’s work provides adequate data for theory testing.  

 

Zafar Nawaz Jaspal, in his research report, “The Indo-US Strategic Relationship and 

Pakistan's Security” (2007)
8
 has analyzed the upswing in Indo-US relationship. He 

argues that with the US emergence as a powerful actor, India repositioned itself to 

face China’s rise and Washington reciprocated by supporting India's drive for great 

power status in the 21
st
 century. Jaspal considers India’s emergence as a major global 

player – a portent for transformation of regional geopolitical landscape and 

accentuating balance of power asymmetry between India and Pakistan. Rodney W. 

Jones, in a report “Conventional Military Imbalance and Strategic Stability in South 

Asia” (2005)
9
 has debated India’s growing conventional military superiority which he 

claims will expand further and potentially nurture inclination towards pre-emptive air 

campaign against Pakistan. Lalit Mansingh, in his article, “Indo-US Strategic 

Partnership: Are We There Yet?” (2006)
10

 argues that the July 2005 agreement has 

political, economic and strategic significance for the Indo-US relationship to attain 

fruition. Mansingh maintains that destinies of these two great countries are interlinked 
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and the strategic partnership between them will be one of the defining features of the 

21
st
 century. Similarly Deba R. Mohanty and Uma Purushothaman recognize defence 

cooperation as an important constituent of ‘strategic partnership’ and have thus cited 

numerous measures in their paper, “India-US Defence Relations: In Search of a 

Direction” (2011)
11

 that the two countries have recently agreed to enhance defence 

cooperation. 

 

Harsh V. Pant, in an article, “The US-India Nuclear Pact: Policy, Process, and Great 

Power Politics” (2009)
12

 has analyzed the Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation deal 

between India and the US using the level of analysis approach and has argued that at 

the international level, the rise of China has been a prominent structural factor, at the 

domestic level leadership in these countries overcame domestic opposition in their 

respective countries and at the individual level, Pant claims that the agreement 

highlights the importance of strategic considerations in driving the nonproliferation 

priorities of great powers. 

 

China and the US are two most important independent variables in the proposed 

research field of this study as many scholars concede that the nature of their 

interaction will largely define the pattern of regional and global security order. Barry 

Buzan and Ole Waever’s conceptualization of regional approach to understanding 

regional and global security structure described in Regions and Powers: The 

Structure of International Security (2003)
13

 thus becomes relevant in the backdrop of 

Buzan’s subsequent article entitled, “The Geopolitical Reconstruction of Asia: A 

Reflection Ten Years on from Regions and Powers” (2007)
14

 originally published in 

French. In their 2003 book, Buzan and Waever treated East Asia and South Asia as 

separate Regional Security Complexes (RSCs) with distinct histories and dynamics 
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but predicted a tri-polar super-complex linking the South and East Asia. In his new 

article Buzan argues that the ongoing rise of China has engendered an Asian super-

complex as evident in cross-membership model of Asian intergovernmental 

organizations and through the appearance of political counterweights to China, 

particularly India. David Scott in his article, “Sino-Indian Security Predicaments for 

the Twenty-First Century” (2008)
15

 and Iskander Rehman in “Keeping the Dragon at 

Bay: India's Counter-Containment of China in Asia” (2009)
16

 argue that a game of 

containment and counter containment has set in between China and India.  

 

S. Paul Kapur and Sumit Ganguly further expand the debate over Indo-US growing 

relations in the post-Cold War period. In their article, “The Transformation of US-

India Relations” (2007),
17

 the authors articulate that how structural, domestic and 

individual leadership factors contributed to the Indo-US rapprochement. Like many 

other Indian strategists they also advocate India’s closer relationship with the US to 

elicit support for balancing against China and for filling the power vacuum left by 

Russia, at the same time resisting to becoming a pawn in the US containment of 

China. This notwithstanding, the classical approach to studying Pakistan-India 

relationship has mostly been through the prism of dyadic competition and 

occasionally in triangular pattern involving China or the US. Post-Cold War 

developments and the US rebalancing to Asia necessitate a deeper analysis to 

understand broader implications of the US attempts to sustain its leadership in the 21
st
 

century and assert preeminence in regional affairs by building alliances and strategic 

partnerships with countries in China’s periphery. Toby Dalton and Michael Krepon 

have touched on such a triangular relationship but in the realm of nuclear weapons 

development in their respective opinion pieces, “Strategic Triangle” and “Nuclear 

Triangle.”
18
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George Perkovich wrote a concise report, “Towards Realistic US-India Relations” 

(2010)
19

 just before President Obama’s 2010 visit to Delhi. Perkovich has argued that 

the US can marginally contribute to India’s success or failure and that India’s 

interests, policies, and diplomatic style will often diverge from those of the US, 

including in relation to China. He terms the Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation deal 

lopsided but supports the US efforts to build India’s influence. Concurrently, 

Perkovich disapproves the idea of entangling India into the US competition with 

China but also suggests defence cooperation between the US, India and other regional 

countries to blunt Chinese power projection. He gives a clear expression of India and 

Pakistan’s security dilemma that may accentuate as a consequence of regional actions 

by the US and China. In contrast to this, C. Raja Mohan in his article, “The Return of 

the Raj” (2010)
20

 posits that a rising India may well be a more credible and 

sustainable partner for the US in coping with new international security challenges 

and thus suggests expanded defence cooperation between the US and India “that can 

bear the burdens of ordering the Eastern Hemisphere in the 21
st
 century.” This view is 

unlike most pro-government Indian scholars who support closer Indo-US cooperation 

but remain wary of aligning in the US containment of China for example, the views 

expressed in the Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis (IDSA) publication 

“Asian Strategic Survey 2014” carrying exclusive articles on “The US Pivot and 

Asian Security.” 

 

States seek to change the structure of international order according to their interests. 

In his book, War and Change in World Politics (1981),
21

 Robert Gilpin argues that 

the fundamental nature of international relations has not changed over the millennia 

and that a shift in the balance of power weakens the foundations of the existing 

system. Largely focused on the Cold War world order, Gilpin’s work is relevant even 

today and provides useful insight into the underlying causes of change in international 

system. According to Gilpin, states attempt to change the political system in response 

to developments that increase their relative power however; due to diminishing 
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returns and diffusion of power to rivals resulting from economic, technological or 

other developments, it becomes more and more difficult to maintain the status quo. If 

the challenger is not accommodated, a hegemonic war ensues. On the likelihood of 

war and change, Gilpin infers three types of responses to declining fortunes; a) 

eliminate the reason for increasing costs; b) expand to a more secure and less costly 

defensive perimeter; c) reduce international commitments. The most direct method of 

retrenchment is unilateral abandonment of commitments, the second is to enter into 

alliances or seek rapprochement with less threatening powers, and the third is to make 

concessions to a rising power and seek to appease its ambitions. Interestingly one 

finds symbiotic linkage between the rise of China and the US efforts to sustain its 

primacy, which could potentially result in systemic change in the coming years. Some 

analysts believe that the US power is declining and argue that the US retrenchment as 

part of its military rebalancing and the clearly excessive costs of maintaining the US 

hegemony are clear indications, at least according to Gilpin, of an impending 

challenge to international system. Steve Chan in his book China, the US and the 

Power Transition Theory: A Critique (2008)
22

 has argued that future Sino-US power 

transition will be peaceful and not like the past German vs Britain, and further 

suggests that rising states are rational enough not to go to war. In Chan’s view if a 

dissatisfied state has prospered from exports (as China has, at least until 2009), a keen 

sense of past insults may shape rhetoric without creating violence, but he also predicts 

that a Sino-American power transition is unlikely to materialize in the next three or so 

decades. 

 

On the other hand, Fareed Zakaria in his book The Post American World: And the 

Rise of the Rest (2009)
23

 outlines the current diffusion of power and the rise of other 

countries such as China, Russia, India, and Brazil, which is at the heart of this era. 

Zakaria sees China as potential challenger to the US power, which he believes is 

inspiring the US political elite’s attention towards India as an alternative rising 
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power. He argues that the US, for the time being, will be dominant power but the 

larger structure of uni-polarity is weakening. There would be systematic but slow 

movement towards an order based on two or may be more main powers viz multi-

polarity. Despite some relative decline, the US can still remain dominant if it can 

adapt and ceases to dictate.  

 

Paul Kennedy, in his book The Rise and Fall of The Great Powers (1989)
24

 has 

further enriched the discourse on the changing nature of balance of power. 

Disentangling the history of past five hundred years he explains the interaction 

between economics & strategy and relates military conflicts to economic progress. 

Kennedy elucidates how states attempt to increase their economic and military power 

for absolute security that consequently induces balancing alliances by smaller states. 

Kennedy emphasizes that states apparently at the zenith of their political power are 

usually already in a condition of comparative economic decline and the US is no 

exception to this rule. He contends that the emergence of China has gradually reduced 

the US ascendancy. According to a 2013 Pew Poll, majority of the Americans see the 

US relative power in the world as declining. In contrast, Joseph S. Nye Jr, in his book 

The Paradox of American Power (2002)
25

 says that America wields immense 

economic, cultural and military power yet it is challenged by new global problems 

such as the 9/11 terrorist attacks, attempts by Iran to acquire nuclear weapons and 

non-traditional security issues, which the US cannot address by going alone. He 

distinguishes between hard and soft power and advises the US government to use soft 

power and adopt more cooperative engagement with other states to sustain dominance 

in the 21
st
 century. Disparate history, culture and political ideology place both China 

and the US at tangent axis and efficacy of soft power thus becomes peripheral in the 

specific case. 

 

John W. Garver in a book chapter, “Asymmetrical Indian and Chinese Threat 

Perception” writes that China and India have asymmetric perception of mutual threat 
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wherein Indians are apprehensive of China but Chinese tend not to perceive serious 

threat from India.
26

 He concludes that in the post 1998 period there may be more 

symmetrical threat perception given India’s overt nuclearization, expansion of 

military ties with China’s Eastern and Southeastern neighbors, development of 

missiles that could reach deep inside China, and new strategic partnership with the 

US. Namrata Goswami has contributed to the debate by explicating the issue from the 

perspectives of realism and liberal institutionalism, in her article, “Power Shifts in 

East Asia: Balance of Power vs. Liberal Institutionalism.”
27

 She offers an explanation 

of ongoing power shifts in East Asia in particular and Asia in general by interpreting 

empirical data. She says that from a purely realist perspective, China will become 

even more aggressive in East Asia. Consequently, it is critical to form a 

countervailing alliance against its rising power. Meanwhile, liberal institutionalism 

argues that the international order is flexible and that international institutions and 

major powers will accommodate the rise of China, says Goswami.  

 

World Order (2014)
28

 is a new book by Henry Kissinger, which provides different 

interpretations of the idea of world order and reflects on the 21
st
 century possible 

global and regional order vis-à-vis competing approaches to construct them. To Asian 

region, Kissinger has devoted considerable attention with particular reference to 

China. According to Kissinger, both China and the US are indispensable pillars of the 

world order. While endorsing the view about potential tension between a rising and 

established power, Kissinger infers that many American actions including its ‘pivot 

policy’ are perceived as a design to thwart China’s rise. To avoid conflict and 

confrontation, Kissinger suggests the combination of balance of power strategy with 

partnership diplomacy.  
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Ashley J. Tellis, has further enriched the contemporary debate through his manuscript 

report, “Balancing without Containment” (2014).
29

 In his work, Tellis has attempted 

to measure potential risks to the US international and regional security interests from 

China’s amassed power, and suggests to the US administration the strategy of 

‘Balancing without Containment,’ to manage China’s rise. He also supports the rise 

of other Asian powers located along the China’s periphery as an important element of 

the four pronged strategy. While this may have possibly motivated the US to consider 

India as a ‘linchpin’ in its rebalancing strategy, application of the strategy would 

inevitably reinforce Chinese perception about attempts to constrain its rise. Lately, 

Andrew F. Krepinevich Jr; has discussed the US foreign policy and China’s attempts 

to assert influence especially in the Western Pacific region. In an essay, “How to 

Deter China” (2015)
30

 Krepinevich highlights the conflicting territorial claims over 

islands in the South and East China Seas. He argues that the US pivot to Asia is 

underway as Pentagon is investing in checking China’s rise. He argues that China is 

preparing for a military showdown and that the US should deter China through the 

strategy of denial by leveraging the US and partner countries’ forces to set up 

defensive line along the first line of island chain, which he calls ‘archipelago 

defence.’ The essay does not address broader implications of China’s rise.  

 

Cui Lei, in his book Allies and US Nuclear Strategy during the Cold War (2013)
31

 

says that it is widely thought that the alliance system led by the US is merely the tool 

of the US to realize and maintain its global hegemony. Lei concludes that sometimes 

allies can impose influence on the US foreign policy disproportionate to their national 

power, even on issues as significant as nuclear strategy. Xuecheng Liu, in his book 

The Sino-Indian Border Dispute and Sino-Indian Relations (1994)
32

 has explored the 

ups and downs of the Sino-Indian relations from 1947 to 1993. He considers that their 
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mutual relationship is not only important for peace and stability of the region; it has 

profound implications for global security as well. 

 

Ruan Zongze and others, in a 2013 report, “Toward a New Type of Major-Country 

Relationship between China and the US: Challenges and Opportunities,”
33

 published 

by the China Institute of International Studies (CIIS), have mapped out the Indo-US 

foreign policy orientation on power relationship with special focus on the US strategy 

towards Asia Pacific and Middle Eastern regions. The report anticipates that Obama 

administration’s policy will moderate in tone and gradually become more pragmatic 

due to deepened interdependence, cooperation, domestic politics and the positive role 

of government think tanks, which would result in lowering tensions in the Asia 

Pacific region. However, China and the US will remain entangled in controversies 

over cyber and other security issues, says the report. Zhao Gancheng of the Shanghai 

Institute for International Strategic Studies (SIIS), in his article, “The Chinese 

Perspectives: Interests and Roles in Indo-Pacific” (2015)
34

 has argued that most of 

China’s strategic interests are in the Western Pacific region, dramatic increase in 

China’s imports and exports has signified the Indian Ocean as the most important Sea 

Lanes for transportation. He sees that the rise of the two Asian powers i.e. China and 

India is going to insert enormous impact on any possible restructuring in Asia. 

Gancheng further argues that the regional security architecture is yet not in position 

and that the US involvement in Asia Pacific has implications for many Asian nations. 

He concludes that by consolidating the bilateral alliance and building up new 

coalitions, the US strategy is likely to aim at preventing any possible challenger to the 

US dominance in the Asia-Pacific region.  

 

One of the latest contributions to the realist philosophy is that of John J. 

Mearsheimer’s ‘offensive realism’ dilated in his book The Tragedy of Great Power 
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Politics (2001).
35

 Mearsheimer has thoughtfully laid out various propositions and 

cited examples from the historical record. ‘Offensive Realism’ inter alia rests on great 

powers’ interest in seeking security through power maximization, hegemony and 

preventing the rise of hegemons in other regions. This is in contrast to Kenneth 

Waltz’s theoretical perspective of ‘defensive realism’ though both ‘offensive and 

defensive realism’ emerge from the same bedrock of realism. Waltz has laid early 

foundation of ‘defensive realism’ in his book Theory of International Politics 

(1979),
36

 which recognizes that states’ seek security rather than power. Defensive 

realism does not disregard conflict rather considers it spasmodic. This theory also 

asserts that attempts for hegemony are counter balanced by other states but empirical 

evidence does not adequately support this argument when examined in the backdrop 

of post-Cold War period thereby acknowledging relevance of ‘offensive realism.’ 

Nonetheless, critics of ‘offensive realism’ conclude that the theory does not address 

how ‘offensive realism’ explains peaceful rise, which accentuates inadequacy in 

explanatory power of a single theoretical framework. Zbigniew Kazimierz 

Brzezinski, in his book The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its 

Geostrategic Imperatives (1998),
37

 says that the task facing the US is to manage the 

conflicts and relationships in Europe, Asia and the Middle East so that “no rival 

superpower arises to threaten our interests or our well-being.” 

 

Asia is experiencing transformative events of immense significance for the future 

regional and global security order. Regardless of various perspectives on the ‘new 

great game’ the Asian geopolitics represents a complex blending of power and 

paradox as explained by Michael Evans in an article, “Power and Paradox: Asian 

Geopolitics and Sino-American Relations in the 21
st
 Century” (2011),

38
 which he 

regards both stable and fluid. The intersection of interests of current and rising great 

powers have the potential to collide, says Evans. He argues that India is moving from 
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the concept of Nehruvian aloofness and rediscovering geopolitics along the lines of 

Lord Curzon’s 1909 book, The Place of India in the Empire. How India interacts with 

regional countries and the US has consequences for regional security. 

 

Most of the studies take a dyadic approach on the US engagement with the Asian 

countries and largely set aside cross regional implications of the US involvement in 

the region. The Indo-US growing relationship and the rise of China as potential 

challenger to the US primacy in the region have far reaching consequences for the 

future regional and global security order. This study therefore, attempts to explore the 

dynamics of the Indo-US strategic partnership and its implications on regional 

security architecture.  

 

Hypothesis/Research Questions 

Geopolitical shifts in Asia can be examined by employing different perspectives. 

First, the US ‘rebalancing’ to Asia Pacific region in the wake of China’s growing 

economic and military power to assert influence in the region and to emerge as 

alternative power bloc. Second, the US efforts to maintain its dominance through 

regional powers by strengthening military and economic ties to foster strategic 

alliances vis-à-vis reducing the chances of direct involvement in regional affairs. 

Third, the increasing Indo-US relationship in the context of debate over propping 

India as ‘bulwark’ to either contain or moderate China’s ascent. In this backdrop, the 

study endeavors to look at the related variables in order to explore dynamics of power 

politics in the Asian region with focus on the US, India, China, Pakistan and Russia. 

Key variables are sketched below:-  

 

Independent Variables          Dependent Variables 

 

        

 

  

   

Hypothesis 

US 

Russia 

China 
Implications for 

Regional Security 

Regional States 



 

The dynamics of power politics accentuated by the US attempts to assert its 

dominance in the Asian region vis-à-vis dramatic growth in power potentials of other 

regional powers have profound impact for the regional security configuration. In this 

backdrop, this study is a modest endeavor to examine the dynamics of power politics 

in the Asian region with focus on the Indo-US strategic partnership and its impact on 

the future outlook of regional security. The study also attempts to address following 

research questions:- 

a. Will the Indo-US partnership further India's long held aspirations to 

become a world power, strengthen Indian dominance and hegemony in 

the region especially with regards to South Asia (with special 

reference to Pakistan) and will it further India's long-term national 

interests? 

b. Will India maintain its strategic autonomy and decide not to be 

entangled in the US policy of containing China? 

c. What are the primary motivations behind growing partnership between 

India and the US? 

d. Assess the extent to which the Indo-US partnership will be enduring 

and determine its limiting factors? 

e. Is ‘containment’ policy of the Cold War era being resurrected? 

f. What would be the pros and cons of the US attempts to build India as a 

counter weight to China? In addressing this question, the study 

endeavors to find answers to subsidiary questions such as; in an 

international system where the US holds primacy, how China and 

other powers could advance their interests? From the realist paradigm, 

how can the upswing in the Indo-US relations; be explained? Is this 

relationship the beginning of a journey to multi-polarity? The study 

also examines whether or not the US efforts to prevent the rise of a 

possible peer competitor or regional hegemon in a distant region will 

be peaceful or un-peaceful. 



 

g. How and to what extent will India’s membership the Nuclear Suppliers 

Group (NSG) impact the regional stability and international non-

proliferation efforts? 

 It is also interesting to assess; to what extent the rapprochement would work and see 

if the current high trajectory in their relations will be enduring. Additionally, 

exploring the areas, which may possibly constrain their relations, could provide 

logical grounds for predicting the emerging security paradigm. Indo-US strategic 

partnership not only impacts Pakistan and thereby South Asia, it has far reaching 

consequences for the entire region. In this backdrop, Pakistan’s possible responses 

would be identified, which may unveil other limiting aspects of their partnership. 

 

Methodology 

The study follows a deductive approach and uses a theoretical framework based on 

Buzan and Waever’s Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) and Mearsheimer’s 

‘offensive realism.’ The discourse of the study draws on available sources of 

literature including books, journals, newspapers, governmental documents, publically 

available information including internet sources. Where possible, the arguments are 

substantiated with excerpts from face to face interviews and responses to a 

questionnaire, sought through electronic mail, from renowned national and foreign 

scholars. The value of primary sources for a research project of this nature is 

undeniable however; references to secondary sources would also be visible during the 

course of the study, which speaks of the research difficulty. Likewise, effort was also 

made to reach out and consult different opinion makers including those from other 

relevant countries, in order to present an objective view.  

 

Division of the Study 

The approach followed in this study focuses on emerging Indo-US strategic 

relationship in a broader regional perspective as it has significant implications on the 

security paradigm of the entire region including the Indian Ocean region. Chapter-1 

explains theoretical aspects of the Indo-US strategic partnership from the realist 



 

standpoint, and deals with application of theoretical perspectives such as Regional 

Security Complex Theory (RSCT) and Offensive Realism. 

 

Chapter-2 traces the history of Indo-US relations since India’s independence from 

Britain in 1947. During the Cold War years, apart from a fleeting moment of 

cooperation in the early 1960s, the Indo-US security cooperation was a slender 

construct. India remained committed to non-alignment, and the US proved unwilling 

to offend its Cold War ally, Pakistan. The chapter also focuses on post-Cold War era, 

explaining some pitfalls in the earlier part of 1990s and subsequently leading up to 

Clinton’s era when renewed partnership commenced. The continued upswing in their 

relations carried on by successive governments both in the US and India, is also 

covered in this chapter. 

 

Chapter-3 discusses strategic culture and security interests of the US and India that 

have brought the two countries closer into forging a strategic partnership for 

furthering their interests. The US and Indian elites’ world view and core foreign 

policy interests have been dilated to guide conclusions on convergence or divergence 

in their respective policies. A comparative analysis of the US ‘Monroe Doctrine’ and 

India’s ‘Indira Doctrine’ is also part of this chapter, to see if ‘offensive realism’ has 

been an intrinsic trait of their policies. In Chapter-4, the impact of 9/11 terrorist 

attacks on World Trade Center at New York and other sites in the US, is covered 

along with a brief description of the latest initiatives that indicate increasing 

convergence in the Indo-US interests. The US attempts to court India into strategic 

partnership is explained in this part through a case study of India’s prospective 

membership of NSG. 

 

Chapter-5 of the study is mainly devoted to discussion on reaction and policies of 

other important regional players mainly China and Pakistan, and secondarily Russia. 

It also elucidates their core interests before gradually moving on to highlight 

characteristics of the 21
st
 century military security and examining the military 

balance, India’s military modernization plans focusing on the strategic forces, and 



 

impact on the overall security and stability of the region. This would indicate that 

India is poised for a major role in world affairs in coming decades provided it can 

successfully overcome domestic and international counter pressures. 

 

Chapter-6 of the work touches on the US view of the region vis-à-vis Indian view. 

The most interesting aspect is to judge who is using who? This part also attempts to 

bring to light the likely challenges to Indo-US strategic partnership and explains that 

India’s relation with the US, China and Pakistan are critical to its growth and 

stability. Peace and stability will be critical in attracting and keeping foreign 

investment. Many structural factors are constraining India’s growth. Fissiparous 

movements within India, introvert culture and inherent ethnic diversity are some of 

the major factors that would prevent India from reaping full advantages of its 

partnership with the US. In a bid to become a counter weight to China’s rising power, 

India is inevitably heading for a Cold War with China. How far will the Indo-US 

strategic partnership impact India’s sovereignty especially its relations with other 

countries and, will it enhance India’s dependency or reduce its influence over energy 

rich countries; are some other issues that this chapter attempts to cover. 

 

Chapter-7 highlights regional implications of the Indo-US strategic partnership. 

Shifting away from its ‘non-aligned’ past, India is diversifying its relations. Closer 

ties with the US could boast India to a major power status however; there are critical 

constraining factors also. Reliance on the military tool of balancing against China is 

prone to stirring intense rivalry and another Cold War. Concurrently, the US 

orientation towards the Asian region will create security vacuum in other regions. 

This chapter attempts to explain these and other aspects of the Indo-US strategic 

partnership for example; will this enhanced partnership be able to effectively curb 

terrorist activities in the region? In nutshell what India might gain or lose in the 

process. This chapter also covers possible reactions by Pakistan and other important 

players in other regions. 

  



 

CHAPTER 1 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

International and regional security is interlinked. The question of how regional and 

international security order is constructed could best be answered by understanding 

the dynamics of relations among the major powers. Undercurrents of mutual relations 

among the major powers including the patterns of their conflicts, security, ‘amity and 

enmity,’ and cooperation are interlinked and their impact travels across the regions, 

which significantly influences policies of the regional powers. The concept of 

security is multidimensional and covers a wide variety of interconnected issues often 

studied under the realm of ‘traditional’ and ‘non-traditional’ security. The 

‘traditional’ approach is a realist construct and preeminently relies on military 

security and ‘non-traditional’ approach focuses on individual and human needs. At 

the cessation of World War-II, the emerging security order was increasingly 

dominated by the US and USSR rivalry and security policies. End of the Cold War 

and collapse of the Soviet Union also brought about the end of bipolar international 

security order that was defined by the US-USSR relations. A ‘new world order’ of 

international system emerged. Just before formal dissolution of Soviet Union in 1991, 

President G. H. W Bush had spoken of the ‘new world order,’ in his speech to the 

joint session of US Congress, in 1990.
39

 The phrase ‘new world order’ is not new and 

has been used in Woodrow Wilson’s fourteen points of 1918. This new system was 

characterized by the US leadership role in a unipolar system. Generally, most scholars 

agree that the US is sole superpower in contemporary international system yet uni-

polarity of the world system is challenged e.g. Huntington calls it a ‘uni-multipolar’ 

system and some refer to it as ‘limited unipolar’ system. Nonetheless, the US has 

effectively demonstrated its military, political and economic power through unilateral 

military action against Iraq in 2003, rallying a coalition of the ‘willing’ for attacking 

Taliban’s regime in Afghanistan, and military action in Kosovo and Bosnia. In a 
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system based on a single pole, the dominant or ‘hegemonic power’ strives to sustain 

its dominance whereas other major powers in the system try to ‘escape dominance.’
40

 

 

In response to the terrorist attacks of 9/11, geostrategic developments around the 

globe and the rise of new power centers, the US has set new strategic priorities to 

sustain its dominance and pursue geopolitical interests in other regions. Asia is the 

largest continent and a region of significant geostrategic and geopolitical importance. 

It occupies an area over 44,000,000 square kilometers. Recognizing significance of 

the region, Michael Evans says that it is home to eight of the world’s ten largest 

militaries and it contains four dangerous flashpoints; the Taiwan Strait, the Korean 

Peninsula, Kashmir, and Pakistan-Afghanistan.
41

 

 

As the possibility of rise of a regional power grows so would be the propensity of the 

world dominant power to exert more influence for balancing the rise of a likely 

regional hegemon. This is particularly true in Asia where the US, as the most 

dominant world power, is courting India into a strategic partnership for counter 

balancing China’s power growth and possible rise as regional hegemon. In terms of 

power politics among the major players, it may be academically interesting to study 

fallouts of the US strategic reorientation to the Asian region, in the context of its 

renewed interest in India, and to explore likely impact of a strong Indo-US strategic 

partnership on balance of power in the region. In this backdrop, the study mainly 

focuses on the impact of growing Indo-US strategic relations vis-à-vis China’s rise as 

potential challenger to the US primacy. 

 

This chapter elaborates different theoretical frameworks that provide an 

understanding of the underlying reasons for growing Indo-US strategic relations and 

its impact on regional security paradigm vis-à-vis ‘securitization processes’ of major 

powers in South and East Asia. Scholars have used different theoretical perspectives 
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to study important aspects of the growing Indo-US relations in the context of India’s 

growing power and China’s rise. Consequently different perspectives emerge on the 

strategic reasons for the growing Indo-US partnership and whether or not China’s rise 

will be peaceful. Some observers posit that the US is building India as a counter 

weight to China, yet others contend that the US is promoting India to prevent China 

from becoming a regional hegemon. Yet there are others who argue that the US 

renewed interest in India and its strategy of ‘rebalancing to Asia Pacific’ are meant to 

resurrect the Cold War era policy of ‘containment,’ though this time focusing on 

China. Since political realism is generally regarded as the established conceptual 

framework to study international relations, theoretical framework covered in ensuing 

paragraphs has its origin in the realist school. 

 

Taking a theoretical look at the perplexity of ‘strategic relations,’ the first part of this 

chapter sets out some definitional aspects of inter-state relations. Discussion in the 

next part tries to bring out theoretical perspectives on alliance formation and see 

where and how does the Indo-US strategic relations fit into a particular theoretical 

framework. The next part of this chapter is simple identification of various tenets of 

realism, which is followed by a discussion on the Regional Security Complex Theory 

(RSCT) and ‘Balance of Power Theory’ to see their relevance for explaining the 

dynamics of Indo-US strategic partnership and its regional implications. The last part 

of the chapter brings out; how and why of the applied theoretical framework i.e. 

‘offensive realism.’ 

 

1.1 Perplexity of Indo-US Strategic Partnership – A Theoretical View  

The US National Security Strategy-2002 declared that “the United States had 

undertaken a transformation of its bilateral relationship with India based on a 

conviction that the US interests require a strong relationship with India.”
42

 

Subsequently, the landmark initiative “The Next Steps in Strategic Partnership 

(NSSP)” was launched in January 2004, which allowed opening a dialogue and 
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bringing the two countries closer in a number of sensitive areas. This renewed 

closeness between the two countries has since been the focus of debate by 

international relations analysts, strategists, and security experts alike. Usage of the 

term ‘strategic partnership’ or ‘strategic relationship’ to describe interstate relations 

has become quite common over the past two decades,  however; widely accepted 

specific definition of the phrase, in the context of international relations is yet to be 

agreed.
43

 In describing states relations various terms are interchangeably used such as 

partnership, grouping, alliance, association, and coalition etc. However, in the 

absence of a codifying document, it is difficult to judge precisely the level and nature 

of engagement the states would have under the rubric of partnership, alliance or 

grouping etc. The online Cambridge Dictionary defines it as “an arrangement 

between two companies or organizations to help each other or work together, to make 

it easier for each of them to achieve the things they want to achieve.”
44

 In liberals’ 

view states should look for organizational paths to forge greater cooperation.
45

 This 

way the chances for conflict would be reduced in contrast to policy options of the 

realists. Alluding to benefits of the partnership, the September 2004 Indo-US joint 

statement on NSSP stated that “implementation of the next steps in strategic 

partnership will lead to significant economic benefits for both countries and improve 

regional and global security."
46

 This connotation combines liberal and realist 

interpretation by showing cooperation and, at the same time, partnering against 

potential threats to security. 

 

Though the term has widely been used to describe states’ relations in different 

contexts, Sean Kay explained it as, “In theoretical terms the concept fits into the 

realist framework, particularly the relationship between offensive and defensive 
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strategies of states.”
47

 Stephen Walt, in his seminal work on the origin of alliances 

defines it as, “A formal or informal relationship of security cooperation between two 

or more sovereign states.”
48

 ‘Strategic’ denotes long term planning for achieving 

important objectives. Foregoing in view, strategic partnership can be considered as a 

long term formal or informal engagement between states in pursuit of common 

interests in agreed areas of partnership ranging from security and defence cooperation 

to health, education, climate, energy, economy and so on. The intensity of 

engagement and the scope of confronting challenges would then be dictated by 

mutual understandings that states arrive at. Bruno Tertrais’s description of ‘strategic 

partnership’ entails, “Strategic partnerships would come within the broader definition 

of military alliance in today's parlance and include the recognition of common 

security interests as well as provisions for strong military cooperation to various 

degrees, though they do not include security guarantees.”
49

 According to Thomas S. 

Wilkins, “A strategic partnership shows the following characteristics: 1) it is 

organized around a general security purpose or a system principle (like supporting a 

multi-polar world) rather than a specific task like fighting a hostile state and is thus 

based on common interests rather than shared values; 2) it is a goal-driven rather than 

threat-driven arrangement and no enemy state is identified by the partners; 3) it is 

informal in nature and entails low commitment costs, and does not have a formalized 

alliance treaty, thus allowing each partner to have more autonomy and flexibility in 

deciding their course of action; 4) economic exchange is the most important area of 

cooperation and is a key driver of the partnership along with security concerns.”
50

 

 

The realist school of international relations however, refers to alliances as a function 

of balance of power. Hans J. Morgenthau contends that “states involve into alliances 
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in order to maintain and improve their relative power position.”
51

 Proponents of this 

theoretical model view Indo-US growing relationship in terms of power politics and 

repeatedly debate it as the US response to China’s growing capabilities. At the same 

time, India’s overtures to reinvigorate relations with Sri Lanka, Seychelles, Mauritius, 

its rechristened "Act East" policy, and warming to the US are part of the balancing 

strategy against China. C. Raja Mohan says, “Alongside, India is also swayed to 

counter balance China’s bid for regional dominance.”
52

 This classical Indian thought 

draws on the work of Kautilya, advisor to Maurya King (370–283 BCE), who 

professed the importance of power in acquiring superiority over other Kings.
53

 As a 

dominant power, the US policy is for ‘preponderance’ thus any opposing 

configuration of power will be seen as resistor or potential challenger. Through its 

Asia Pacific policy, the US is playing an anti-China card to partner other countries. 

For this reason, the US has entered into ‘strategic relationship’ with India, which 

could transform into ‘strategic partnership’ under certain obtaining geopolitical 

environment. However, the liberals look at this relationship in terms of cooperative 

engagement that would bring India into the non-proliferation mainstream, promote 

democracy and result in economic uplift of the region. 

 

Within the realist school of international relations, Michael Evans provides another 

interesting perspective on studying the Asian geopolitics. He has referred to three 

different schools of thought on the future of Asia, all of which revolve around the 

impact of China’s rise and include; the primacists (strategic competition), 

exceptionalists (peaceful rise), and pragmatists (competitive coexistence).
54

 The 

following study examines the Indo-US growing partnership alongside its correlation 

with China’s growing political, economic and military clout.  
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1.2 Theories of Alliance Formation 

States can enter into different patterns of partnerships or alliances to pursue common 

interests however; there are associated costs as well as benefits. A case in point is the 

Indian Prime Minister’s speech to the Parliament to dispel impressions that the Indo-

US nuclear deal would impinge on India’s sovereignty.
55

 Bruno Tertrais has argued 

that strategic partnerships would come within the broader definition of military 

alliance in today's parlance and include the recognition of common security interests 

as well as provisions for strong military cooperation to various degrees, though they 

do not include security guarantees.
56

 It is believed that codification of alliance into a 

formal treaty or agreement may not happen if there is obvious convergence of 

interests that necessitate common policies and actions.  

 

International Relations (IR) theorists contend that the international system is anarchic 

and changes occur overtime. Attributes of change, referred by some scholars are 

embedded in ‘cycle theory’ and in some cases ‘chaos theory’. In relation to ‘power 

cycle’ Charles F. Doran has explained the evolution of systemic structure via the 

cyclical dynamic of state’s rise and decline and, has argued that individual states pass 

through a cycle of relative power in which they become ascendant, mature, and then 

decline – a cycle that sets the context for the state’s foreign policy role.
57

 Changes in 

power configuration could result from states’ internal or external variables including 

realignment/readjustment of alliances to balance a rising power. Scholars have 

labeled it as ‘internal’ and ‘external’ balancing. Hans J. Morgenthau has talked of the 

following three choices for states to maintain and improve their relative power; a) 

increase own power; b) add to own power the power of other states; and c) withhold 

the power of other nations from the adversary.
58

 John S. Duffield maintains that 

alliances would persist through increased institutionalization and socialization even if 
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the reason for their formation subsided as in the case of North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO).
59

  

 

Liberals hold that ‘state preferences’ and not ‘state capabilities’ are more important 

for eliciting cooperative approaches to maintain peace. Developing on Kant’s 

conceptualization of ‘pacific federation’ and ‘perpetual peace,’ Michael Doyle has 

referred to the establishment of ‘zone of peace’ among liberal societies.
60

 Many 

scholars contemplate President Bill Clinton’s March 2000 address to the joint session 

of Indian Parliament reminiscent of liberal outlook. During his speech, the President 

derided arms races and supported non-proliferation, economic development, 

democracy, peaceful resolution of disputes, etc.
61

 Proponents of liberalism aim to 

seek the cherished goals of peace through cooperative mechanisms by strengthening 

institutions and norms but do not miss out coercions, which in liberals’ view could be 

achieved through unilateral and multilateral sanctions. Often states have used 

combination of approaches e.g. John F. Kerry, former Chairman Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee once said, “Our foreign policy has achieved greatness only 

when it has combined realism and idealism, our sense of practicality and our deep 

commitment to values such as freedom and democracy.”
62

 

 

Constructivism as a discipline of international relations; debates the social nature of 

states’ interaction and how does history, culture, norms, etc. shape states behavior. 

Pointing at tenets of constructivism Alexander Wendt wrote, “The structures of 

human association are determined primarily by shared ideas rather than material 

forces, and that the identities and interests of purposive actors are constructed by 

these shared ideas rather than given by nature.”
63

 Liberals claim that social practice, 
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ideas, belief, identity, and values drive the system by asserting influence on states’ 

attitude and preferences for national interests. Increased harmony of constructivist 

ideals between India and the US, builds more cordiality in their relations but that does 

not mean there is no divergence. Constructivist theoretical paradigm is willing to 

consider interaction of various non-state actors with foreign policy bureaucracy.
64

 

American corporate entities look at India as a burgeoning market for the US 

investment and products especially after liberalization of its economy. To advance 

commercial interests, the US business community intensely lobbied for conclusion of 

the Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation deal. Commenting over the envisaged 

incentives of this deal, Michael Krepon said, “The deal’s backers in the United States 

expected profits, jobs and a transformed US-India partnership to help counter China’s 

rise.”
65

 Proponents of ‘constructivism’ will always seek answers to these three 

questions i.e. who am I, what is going on here, and what should someone like me do 

in a situation like this. A simulation of this in the US case would be; I am the oldest 

democracy, India is a rising economic power and has a population of over a billion 

people, I must engage with the largest democracy. In the Indian case one could 

interpret as; I am rising economic power but possess limited political clout at the 

moment, US is the dominant power, I must engage with it to gain compatible 

recognition as a major power. 

 

1.3 Theoretical Approaches to Study of Indo-US Strategic Relations – A 

Critique 

Discourse on Indo-US relations and its impact on other major Asian countries is not 

new and various academic writings and books have appeared especially after the two 

countries developed closer ties towards the closing end of Cold War. Generally, the 

debate is dominated by the realist school or a combination of neo-realist and neo-

liberal thoughts, and seldom by the constructivist thinkers. Amongst the pioneer 

statesmen and academicians who have reflected on the subject are included Dennis 

Kux, Stephen Cohen, Teresita C. Schaffer, Gary K. Bertch, Kanti Bajpai, Amitab 
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Mattoo, C. Raja Mohan, Michael D. Swaine, George Perkovich, Ashley J. Tellis, 

Robert McMahon, Strobe Talbot, Sumit Ganguly and others. 

 

Existing writings on the subject mainly look at the dynamics of this relationship using 

‘traditionalist’ approach of power politics and tries to affirm or negate if the US 

engagement with India or in the broader East Asian region is to contain China. This 

suggestive approach draws on George F. Kennan’s ‘containment’ policy when he 

proposed to President Truman, “The United States should enter with reasonable 

confidence upon a policy of firm containment, designed to confront the Russians with 

unalterable counter-force at every point where they show signs of encroaching upon 

the interests of a peaceful and stable world.”
66

 As a consequence, throughout the Cold 

War, the US remained engaged in intense political, economic and military efforts to 

prevent further Soviet expansion in Europe and Asia. ‘Truman Doctrine,’ creation of 

NATO, rolling out ‘Marshal Plan’, South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) 

and Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) manifest some maneuverings, which were 

executed over a period of time to operationalize the containment policy. It is 

generally viewed that the US wants to resurrect ‘containment’ against communist 

China through setting up new partnerships and reenergizing old alliances in China’s 

periphery. However, they are cautious not to declare it formally. This may sound 

logical but whether or not the US will be successful is yet to be seen. Whether the US 

wants to contain China or wants to prevent the rise of any dominant power including 

India in the Asian region, is one of the questions that this study addresses in 

subsequent chapters. This brings in another important aspect, which is often ignored 

by debates on the Indo-US relationship, and that relates to broader regional power 

configuration i.e. will the US sustain its global dominance or the world would revert 

to multi-polarity.  

 

The existing discourse is somewhat deficient in terms of actually defining the nature 

of Indo-US strategic relationship vis-à-vis alliance, partnership, grouping, association 

                                                           
66

 George F. Kennan, "X", “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 25, No. 4, July 

1947, pp. 566-582. 



 

or coalition, etc. As Luis Blanco has put it, “Strategic partnership is the new joker of 

international relations, seeming to fit from relationships as complex as between India 

and the US and straightforward commodity-based relationships as between Argentina 

and China.”
67

 This exemplifies that the term ‘strategic relations’ or partnership is 

used irrespective of knowing the intensity of states’ engagement with each other and, 

is not necessarily meant to bear the expression of cooperatively confronting other 

states. This study attempts to examine, through empirical evidence, the US policy of 

promoting India as ‘bulwark’ to counter balance China’s increasing power, and 

preserve its dominance and economic interests in the region. 

 

Neo-realists and neo-liberals alike contemplate that the Indo-US strategic relations 

based on converging security interests, economic development, promotion of 

democratic values, and preventing terrorism etc. are dictates of the current geo-

political compulsions but discourse on whose aspirations are pre-dominant, is scant. 

Contrary to the neo-liberal school, the US administration on the one hand trumpets 

democratic values and human rights and on the other; it has been supporting 

authoritarian regimes and taking lenient view of the human rights violations in 

Palestine, also it pushed India’s exemption for civil nuclear cooperation from the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) despite India’s consistent position on staying away 

from the Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1970. This substantiates the realists’ 

perspective on ‘balance of power.’ 

 

Before actually putting the Indo-US relationship through the test of existing IR 

theoretical models, it would be prudent to first characterize the nature and level of 

their relationship and weigh it up against contending regional and global interests i.e. 

is the partnership really ‘strategic’ and will it hold against contentious regional and 

global competition. This is an important area that should be thoroughly debated in 

order for a theoretical paradigm to fully chalk out the impact of Indo-US strategic 

partnership on regional security. In the words of Jack S. Levy, “Rarely balance of 
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power theorists define what constitutes balancing, power, or hegemony, or specify 

who balances against whom, in response to what kinds of threats, in what systems.”
68

 

 

1.4 Parameters and Scope of the Study 

The current world system of the US dominance is challenging some basic precepts of 

IR theories. Kenneth Waltz has argued that “overwhelming power repels and leads 

others to balance against it”
69

 however; G. John Ikenberry contends that this is not 

happening.
70

 Following this argument, William C. Wohlforth has reasoned the 

absence of counterbalancing against the US dominance. He notes that “balancing is 

very difficult to successfully execute, America's power is so great that it crosses the 

threshold where balancing against it becomes impossible, unlike previous hegemons, 

the US is not located geographically nearby the other powers.”
71

  

 

John J. Mearsheimer has laid out the theory of ‘offensive realism,’
72

 which posits that 

great power could achieve the aims of its security through pitching other major 

powers against each other. The US rapprochement towards India and Sino-Indian 

competition for regional dominance could be seen as a manifestation of 

Mearsheimer’s aforesaid proposition. Precisely, this theoretical model of international 

relations, which is relatively new, is the inspiration behind ensuing study. The study 

primarily focuses on the Indo-US strategic partnership and its impact on security 

paradigm of the Asian region mainly involving the US, India and China however; 

Russia, as an independent variable, is also discussed in the context of power struggle. 

Enough space is also dedicated to highlight the impact of aforesaid triangular 

interaction on Pakistan as it remains important for South Asian politics and Indo-US 
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bilateral relations. Other regional countries, though relevant and important to this 

debate, have been intentionally left out to keep the scope limited.    

 

The discourse on Indo-US strategic relations raises interesting questions like whether 

or not the Indo-US rapprochement is part of the US grand strategy of balancing or 

containing China, and whether or not the strategic partnership will be sustainable in 

the long run. Yet, one wonders if India would be willing to adopt a belligerent 

approach and engage in active rivalry with neighboring powers on behest of the US 

geostrategic interests? Most interestingly, whether or not the start of this strategic 

relationship is actually the beginning of a multipolar system? These are some of the 

questions that are discussed in the study. 

 

1.5 Tenets of Realism 

In line with Morgenthau’s concept of political thought entailing contest between two 

schools, John T. Rourke has talked of two paths to international politics; one) 

traditional i.e. more travelled and two) alternative, less travelled. He further says that 

the traditional path is characterized by self-interested states using their power to 

struggle against one another in a largely anarchistic international system, whereas the 

alternative path suggests abandoning short term self-interest and taking a more 

cooperative, globalist approach entailing decline in centrality of state over global 

institutions. Traditionalist path is associated with the theory called ‘realism’ with 

common terms like realpolitik and balance of power, etc. and the alternative path is 

called ‘liberalism’ with associated terms like idealist, globalism and institutionalism 

etc.
73

 The ‘traditional’ approach to global politics looks at international relations from 

the perspective that professes the struggle for power and influence to attain national 

interests. Roots of realist traditions are traced to Thucydides, Machiavelli and 

Thomas Hobbes; whereas the 20
th

 century ‘classical realism’ is associated with E. H. 

Carr and Hans J. Morgenthau. Morgenthau, in his seminal work on global politics 

claimed that “international politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power.”
74

 As an 
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international relations theory, ‘realism’ has dominated much of the debate since 

World War-II and Morgenthau’s six principles of political realism have since been 

interpreted by successor scholars for example; Jack Donnely infers that realism 

believes in the struggle to dominate in an anarchic and competitive world and is 

centered upon the following four propositions:-
75

  

a)  The international system is anarchic. 

b)  States are the most important actors. 

c)  All states within the system are unitary, rational actors. 

d)  The primary concern of all states is survival.  

 

In the same context, John T. Rourke and others have given the following four realist 

policy prescriptions:- 

a) Pragmatic ‘realpolitik’ approach to world politics – one principle of 

‘realpolitik’ is to secure your own country’s interests first. 

b) Countries should practice balance of power. 

c) Best way to maintain peace is to be powerful. 

d) Neither waste power on peripheral goals nor pursue goals that you do 

not have the power to achieve.  

 

International relations theorists also point at the inevitability of conflict as a common 

denominator between classical and neo-realists schools. Due to ‘security dilemma’ 

other countries of the region would feel threatened and therefore improve their 

relative power for security and survival. Perhaps the inevitability of conflict inspired 

John J. Mearshiemer, a proponent of realism, to predict that China’s rise would not be 

trouble free and might result in a Sino-US war if China attempted to dominate Asia.
76

 

Realists believe; since there is no ‘overarching central authority’ to discipline states’ 

behavior, self-help and increasing relative power are the best tools to survive. In 

contrast, liberals claim that human beings and states can avoid conflicts and achieve 

better existence through cooperation. In order to maintain and improve state’s relative 
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power, Hans J. Morgenthau has put forward three choices i.e. increase own power, 

add to its own power the power of other nations, or withhold the power of other 

nations from the adversary.
77

 These choices induce accumulation of weapons and 

enhancement of military capability, and/or allying with other powers as a counter 

balance. This proposition could provide a good analytical tool to assess Indo-US 

relations in terms of balance of power, and available work is actually dominated by 

this precept. However, empirically there are no balancing alliances neither against the 

US at the global level and nor against China in the East Pacific region. Because of the 

‘security dilemma’ resulting from the Sino-Indian competition, which confounded 

after India’s humiliating defeat at the hands of China People’s Liberation Army 

(PLA) in the 1962 border conflict, and subsequent detonation of a nuclear device by 

China in 1964, these writers have concluded that the Indian security thinking 

transformed significantly that prompted Indian military modernization and also 

accelerated India’s quest for nuclear weapons. The centrality of power for achieving 

state’s foreign policy and security objectives has been aptly captured by Joseph S. 

Nye by saying, “Power is the ability to affect others to get the things you want.”
78

 

Power is dynamic and may change (increase, decrease or diminish) because of 

changes within and without the existing power configuration e.g. shift in alliances, 

gaining or loosing strength due to increase or decrease in terms of elements of power.   

 

Neo-realism (also called structural realism) is a sub branch of ‘classical realism’ and 

refers to ‘contemporary approach to international relations theory.’
79

 Kenneth Waltz 

outlined this theory in 1979. This theoretical precept also talks of competition among 

states in an anarchic structure of the world. The states thus rely on ‘self-help’ and take 

measures to enhance their relative power through ‘internal and external balancing.’ 

Neo-realists take states as rational actors and believe that they will react to realities of 

power in a rational and predictable manner irrespective of the fact that who governs 

the country. This in hindsight, the US approach since the end of Cold War, has 
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focused on formulating policies that would sustain its position as the sole super power 

that allows it a larger role in shaping other regions also. The neo-realists’ agenda of 

sustaining the US global leadership in the 21
st
 century is manifested in official 

declarations e.g. the US National Security Strategy of 2002, 2004 and subsequently 

by the Obama administration’s National Security Strategy 2010, 2015 and the 

Defence Strategic Guidance Document of 2012. In the post-Cold War period, 

Democrats and Republicans alike have pursued the US policy of deepening Indo-US 

ties as there is bipartisan consensus on the importance of Asia to the US national 

interests. On India’s part, successive governments have also been consistent since the 

end of Cold War, in rapprochement towards the US despite the Hindu nationalist 

leaning rule. However, saying that one or the other theoretical paradigm offers a 

perfect analytical model, would be far-fetched as both countries have been referring 

to liberal ideals and concurrently engaging in hard core security matters. Barrowing 

from Krauthammer such an approach might be called as ‘democratic realism’
80

 or 

‘pragmatic realism’. Towards the end of 19
th

 century ‘offensive realism’ jettisoned as 

a sub-branch of neorealism. To understand the nature of Indo-US strategic partnership 

and its impact on regional security architecture, ‘offensive realism’ and ‘RSCT' may 

provide alternative theoretical framework of analysis vis-à-vis regional and global 

power politics. It would therefore be prudent to elaborate the concept of ‘regional 

security complex’ and ‘balance of power’ in order to discern an inclusive theoretical 

framework.     

 

1.6 Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) 

The new pattern of international security is different from the bipolar system. 

Scholars have looked at the emerging security paradigm from different perspectives. 

Barry Buzan and Ole Waever posit that “Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) 

enables one to understand this new structure and to evaluate the relative balance of 

power of, and mutual relationship within it, and between regionalizing and 
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globalizing trends.”
81

 This connotation is premised on the argument that ‘most threats 

travel more easily over short distances’ and therefore security interdependence at 

regional levels becomes more prominent. In a region the states’ ‘amity,’ ’enmity’ and 

security are sufficiently interlinked and cannot comprehensively be understood if 

considered separate from each other. As defined by Barry Buzan and Ole Waever, 

RSC “is a set of units whose major processes of securitization, de-securitization or 

both are so interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or 

resolved apart from one another.”
82

  

 

The RSCT provides an interesting model to explore the interplay of regional and 

global security dynamics vis-à-vis growing Indo-US relations. The regional security 

approach also helps in identifying contours of the region, sub region, and the 

‘securitization’ processes. For example; we can study the impact of India’s growing 

power and whether or not it would be used to contain China, at its behest or at the 

behest of outside ‘balancer.’ Nonetheless, application of classic RSCT in this scenario 

may not fully explain the role of intervening variables. This gap may be filled by 

‘offensive realism.’ Barry Buzan and Ole Waever have referred to three principal 

perspectives on the post-Cold War international security structure viz ‘neo-realist,’ 

‘globalist,’ and ‘regionalist.’ It is because of the presence of distinct cultures, 

ethnicity and geographical regions that they divided Asia into two RSCs i.e. South 

Asia and East Asia with further subdivision into North East Asia Sub Regional 

Security Complex and South East Asia Sub Regional Security Complex. Nonetheless, 

they predicted that a ‘super complex’ was taking shape due to rising linkage between 

South and East Asia.
83

 Also, contrary to the general perception that ‘incentive and 

will’ for great powers’ intervention in other regions receded with the end of 

bipolarity, the US intervention in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, Syria and regime change 

policy towards Iran bespeak of growing interventionism. This provides the context for 

analyzing the US rapprochement towards India and its ‘rebalancing’ to Asia Pacific, 

                                                           
81

 Barry Buzan and Ole Waever, Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security, 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 4. 
82

 Ibid., p. 44.  
83

 Barry Buzan, Politique étrangère, Vol. 77, No. 2, Summer 2012 (« Asie : une reconfiguration 

géopolitique »). 



 

from a different theoretical perspective. Needless to say that RSCT helps us delineate 

various regional security complexes, identify intertwining security characters within 

various RSCs and study the impact of strategic partnership that cuts across regional 

boundaries. However, this theoretical perspective may not provide an adequate 

standpoint to explore the full dynamics of extra regional superpower engagement 

with prospective major regional powers. In case of Asia, the problem of 

‘securitization processes’ gets compounded due to ‘nested security dilemma,’ wherein 

relationship of extra regional super power with major regional powers impacts 

regional and international security. 

 

1.7 Balance of Power  

The ‘balance of power’ is a state centric system in which a semblance of relative 

power balance exists that helps in maintaining stability and preventing predominance 

by other states, but this does mean that peace will prevail. For the balance of power 

system to work, Morton Kaplan is of the view that at the minimum there should be 

five national actors to enable the system to work.
84

 The core idea here is that states’ 

security would be enhanced if military capabilities are distributed in a manner that no 

one state is strong enough to dominate others. Depending on the obtaining 

environments, states would use different methods to offset potential power advantage 

of the challenger state by increasing their relative power, reduce the power of the 

challenging state, ‘buck pass’ or even ‘bandwagon.’ Morgenthau has alluded to 

broadly four methods, through which the balance of power could be maintained i.e. 

divide and rule, compensations, armaments, and alliances.
85

 According to the realist 

school, states aspire to enhance their power. However, if there is disproportionate 

quantitative and qualitative increase in the power of one state, it would disturb the 

‘equilibrium’ and may result in, as contended by Morgenthau, yielding by the 

opposing state or war. The two patterns of ‘balance of power’ suggested by 

Morgenthau are ‘direct opposition and competition.’ Both these patterns are 
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demonstrably visible in the Asian power politics. While at one level, the Indo-US 

strategic partnership reinforces India’s rise thereby disturbing ‘equilibrium’ in the 

region and at other level, US and China race for asserting influence, which present a 

perfect example of this pattern of ‘balance of power.’ As contended by Huntington, 

the dynamics of power encourage rivalry; cultural commonalities facilitate 

cooperation.
86

 Some observers are of the view that India and the US need each other 

to maintain a stable balance of power in Asia Pacific region where Chinese, Indian, 

Japanese, and the US geopolitical interests intersect. This is comparable to the 

concept of ‘balancer’ alluded in the ‘balance of power theory’ wherein the ‘balancer’ 

would intervene to tip the balance in favor of the weak. Since main focus of the study 

encompasses the US balancing strategies in Asia, it would be more prudent to explore 

the role of outside ‘balancer’ as enshrined in Mearsheimer’s theory of ‘offensive 

realism.’ 

 

1.8 Offensive Realism 

To study the dynamics of evolving Indo-US strategic relationship in the context of its 

impact on Asian power configuration, ‘offensive realism’ provides an alternative 

theoretical framework regardless of the criticism that this precept has drawn. 

Mearshiemer’s ‘offensive realism’ dilated in his 2001 book,
87

 is premised on the 

basic assumptions of Morgenthau and Waltz’s realism. Mearshiemer has postulated 

that states are engaged in an endless power struggle for improving their security 

through accumulation of more and more power. Recently the debate has evolved into 

‘offensive realism’ and ‘defensive realism.’ Whereas in ‘defensive realism’ nations 

gain power for self-preservation; in ‘offensive realism’ states further increase their 

capabilities to project power.
88

 According to ‘offensive realism,’ states live in 

constant fear, which engenders continuous ‘power maximizing’ revisionist 

predisposition and ‘aggressive intentions.’ Persistent fears caused by uncertainty and 

                                                           
86

 Samuel P. Huntington, “The Lonely Superpower,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 2, March/April 

1999, p. 48. 
87

 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, op cit. 
88

 Eric N. Heller, “Power Projections of the People’s Republic of China: An Investigative Analysis of 

Defensive and Offensive Realism in Chinese Foreign Policy,” Programme for Arms Control, 

Disarmament, and International Security (ACDIS), Urban-Champaign: University of Illinois, ACDIS 

Occasional Paper, November 2003, pp. 21-22. 



 

distrust over other states, induce ‘security dilemma’ and therefore states engage in 

enhancing their military capabilities. As Mearsheimer puts it, “They look for 

opportunities to alter the balance of power by acquiring additional increments of 

power at the expense of potential rivals.”
89

 Having established unchallenged 

supremacy in the Western Hemisphere, the US is engaged in consistent struggle to 

prevent the rise of other major powers from gaining hegemony in their particular 

regions. In case of Asia, this applies to India, China, and Russia. While many scholars 

argue that Russia is reasserting its great power status but it is primarily oriented 

towards the Eastern Europe, China is engaged in enhancing its military, economic and 

political power to assert influence in East Asia and the IOR, concurrently India 

desires to have exclusive influence in the IOR and become South Asia’s hegemon 

however; it needs the US backing to maintain consistent economic growth and 

military modernization. Balancing and counter balancing maneuvers in the region are 

discernible from military modernization and buildups, arms race and renewed 

strategic interactions.  

 

In line with ‘offensive realism’s’ suggestive preference, the US is trying to avert 

threats to its hegemonic status by preventing the rise of peer competitor in other 

regions (In case of Asia – China) through ‘offshore balancing’ and ‘passing the 

responsibility’ to other regional major powers (In case of Asia – India) to prevent the 

rise of regional hegemon, who might subsequently challenge the power of an already 

established ‘offshore regional hegemon.’ Direct balancing is a ‘last resort,’ which 

may lead to confrontation between the existing and rising hegemon therefore, the 

likelihood of war always remains as predicted in Mearshiemer’s writings e.g. 

‘China’s Un-peaceful Rise.’
90

 William C. Wohlforth of Georgetown University 

challenges this logic by arguing that uni-polarity is both durable and peaceful. The 

principal threat to the current structure, according to Wohlforth, is the failure of the 

US to stay involved in the international arena.
91
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In Morgenthau’s conceptualization “the balance of power is protective device against 

another nation’s designs for world domination” however; this has drawn criticism by 

some contemporary scholars on the basis that, so far, there is no concrete empirical 

evidence on formation of an alliance against the US. Morgenthau has also referred to 

“the holder of the balance or balancer, also called arbiter,”
92

 a connotation that fits 

into the concept of ‘offshore balancer’ vis-à-vis the US relations with India and more 

broadly; with other major powers of Asia. The ‘offshore balancer’ tries to exact 

advantage for its own policy goals even if it has to shift sides and support or withhold 

its support from other powers, an attribute best depicted by former British Prime 

Minister Lord Palmerston’s famous phrase, “We have no eternal allies and we have 

no perpetual enemies, our interests are eternal and perpetual, and those interests it is 

our duty to follow.”
93

      

 

While one can find many studies looking at the power dynamics among various states 

from the perspective of ‘defensive realism,’ few writings using ‘offensive realism’ as 

the dominant theoretical model can be found and that too are about growth of the US 

power and seldom explore impact on power configuration in other regions. For 

example; Jason J. Blazevic has looked at the ‘security dilemma’ in the IOR from the 

‘defensive realism’ perspective,
94

 which explains China’s expanding influence in the 

region as an effort to gain power for self-preservation as against increasing state’s 

capabilities for power projection – a diktat of ‘offensive realism.’ Similarly Tang 

Shiping has argued that, “China has decisively evolved from an offensive realist state 

under Mao Zedong to a defensive realist state under Deng Xiaoping and thereafter.”
95

 

In contrast to this, ‘offensive realism’ suggests an opportunistic approach for 

continuous power maximization in search for security. Despite being too pessimistic, 
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as contended by critics, yet ‘offensive realism’ provides an alternative approach to 

study Indo-US strategic relations in the backdrop of convergence of their security 

concern related to China. Because of some basic conceptual differences in offensive 

and defensive realism, the state practicing either of the two would adopt peculiar 

policies to attain security, which would impact other states’ policy options. If US and 

India espouse ‘offensive realism,’ their actions would engender threats to other 

regional states who will take corresponding defensive measures. Andrew Kydd has 

suggested four criteria as guide to assessing whether a state’s approach to security is 

centered on offensive or defensive realism; a) ideology (tolerant or intolerant; b) 

policy towards its domestic minorities; c) policy towards its weaker neighbors and; d) 

military and arms control policy.
96

 It is argued that India and the US are both 

revisionist states who are engaged in enhancing and asserting their influence and 

power, and challenging the existing power configuration regionally and globally. 

 

1.9 Application of Theory to Practice 

Having discussed various strands of the realist tradition, it would be prudent to 

analyze applicability of these theories to hypothesis of the study. Peace and conflict 

occur for a variety of reasons and thus it is hard to come up with a single theory that 

definitively points at the cause of conflict or war. Realists of various leanings offer 

different logics for a conflict or war such as the structure of international system, 

distribution of power in multipolar system or even the balance of power. While 

defensive realists such as Stephen Waltz assumes that the US and China can coexist 

and cooperate peacefully through balancing, offensive realists such as Mearsheimer 

see competition for hegemony between the two countries in the Asia-Pacific region.
97

 

Also, there is an unending debate among the realists on whether or not a bipolar or 

multipolar system is relatively more war prone.  
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Conceptualization of the growing Indo-US relations in the framework of alliance or 

balance of power theory has little convincing empirical evidence as the two could not 

establish a common policy against China during entire period of the Cold War. In the 

post-Cold War period, China is increasingly becoming prominent in driving the Indo-

US relations yet regional ‘securitization’ and ‘de-securitization’ is reflective in 

India’s approach towards China although in their joint statement of September 2014, 

the leadership of India and the US have “reaffirmed their shared interest in preserving 

regional peace and stability, which are critical to the Asia Pacific region's continued 

prosperity.”
98

 While internal and external balancing continues without attempting to 

provoke China, there is implicit suspicion, in India and the US, that either one may 

play off one against the other. Also, there is no empirical evidence to suggest a 

balancing coalition, as classical balance of power theory heralds, against the post-

Cold War US dominance. Security afforded by possession of nuclear weapons has not 

restrained the contending states from enhancing their political, economic and military 

power, which contravenes neorealism’s logic of states interest in seeking security by 

relatively increasing their power, and apparently is an expression of search for 

absolute security as contended by ‘offensive realism.’ Therefore, a combination of 

RSCT and ‘offensive realism’ may be more consistent to offer pragmatic conclusions 

for understanding implications of the Indo-US strategic partnership in the wider 

canvas of the US ‘rebalancing’ strategy. 
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CHAPTER 2 

INDO-US RELATIONS: HISTORICAL OUTLOOK 

In an unconventional sequence of events, India and the US established formal 

diplomatic relations in November 1946 i.e. prior to formal independence of India 

from the British Empire.
99

 Initially an interim government was set up until full 

independence on 15 August 1947; the US government’s recognition came instantly. 

Denis Kux’s analysis reflects on the five decades of their relationship i.e. 1941-1991. 

The early inconsistency in their relationship may have inspired Kux to call them 

“estranged democracies whose relationship has been occasionally friendly, sometimes 

hostile, more often than not estranged.”
100

 Despite congruence of interests in certain 

areas, the two countries held divergent world views on major issues. Since the US 

main concentration was on Cold War and preventing Soviet Union’s possible 

westward expansion into Europe, India did not emerge as priority for the US 

geopolitical interests except against potential expansion of communism from China. 

Perception of being the rightful heir to the British Empire inhibited India from 

developing closer relations with the US. Distrust also stemmed from India’s fears that 

the US wanted to weaken it and prevent its emergence as a major world power. While 

commenting on Nehru’s world view, Stephen P. Cohen contended that Nehru had 

skeptical view of the US, on cultural as well as ideological grounds.
101

 

 

This chapter covers the Indo-US relations in two distinct phases i.e. Cold War era and 

the Post-Cold War era. To begin with, it tries to capture the main contours of their 

relations in the period from 1947-1990, which largely remained uneven except for a 

brief thaw during the decade of 1960s. An exclusive coverage of their outlook during 

the Sino-Indian conflict is also included in this part. The next part covers the post-

Cold War period marked by continuous upsurge in the Indo-US relations and likely 

direction of India’s foreign policy after the May 2014 installation of the nationalist 
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government of Bharatya Janata Party (BJP). The chapter also attempts to bring out 

empirical evidence of their growing relations and at the same time, identifies areas of 

divergence.  

 

2.1 Earlier History of Relations: 1947 – 1990 

During this period, Indo-US relationship remained episodic and largely 

overshadowed by the Cold War politics. India was not comfortable with the US 

support for Pakistan and the US was wary of India’s tilt towards the erstwhile USSR. 

Despite mutual mistrust, the US economic and military support especially during the 

1962 Sino-Indian war was substantial. The ensuing sections provide abridged history 

of Indo-US relationship in different time periods. 

 

2.1.1 Estrangement 

The US engagement with sub-continent predates 1947 when American tradesmen, 

seamen, and soldiers used to visit then subcontinent and many Indian leaders, 

journalists, scholars would visit the US. The 1942 decision of the Indian National 

Congress not to support the US war effort and to launch ‘Quit India Movement,’
102

 

was a turning point in the US policy, which precipitated India-US distancing at a very 

early stage. Their formal diplomatic relations were established in 1946 even before 

India secured independence from the British rule. While there were significant people 

to people contacts during this time, the US administration was unenthusiastic because 

it did not want to annoy the British government, which was the US war ally. In 

contrast, many Indian leaders had the impression that the US would actively push for 

India’s independence from the British rule. In his official communique of 10 June 

1946,  the US Commissioner to India wrote to the US Secretary of State, “When this 

hope was not realized, Indians were bitterly disappointed and in many cases not only 

decided to question the US ‘sincerity’ as a democratic nation, but began to class the 

US with Britain as an imperialistic power.”
103

 However, the US moral and political 
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support for India’s independence continued though not much publicized. President 

Roosevelt was anti colonialism and it is believed that besides other reasons, 

Roosevelt entered World War-II to end colonialism. About America’s contribution to 

India’s freedom Haridas Mazumdar, who was an early Indian emigrant to the US 

wrote, "The role played by the US in helping India's struggle for freedom is not 

generally known in this country. Yet it is true that since the early part of the 20
th

 

century, the Indian independence movement received the active moral and material 

support of the American people."
104

 In World War-II, India’s geo-strategic 

importance, as base of operation against Japan, led to intensification of diplomatic 

and military relations and “in October 1941, Thomas H. Wilson was appointed the 

first U.S. Commissioner in New Delhi. Sir Girja Shanker Bajpai was appointed 

India's Agent General in Washington. He was to act under the overall supervision of 

the British Embassy…. In April 1942, the government of the United States 

established the Office of War Information (OWI) in New Delhi.”
105

 During this time 

subcontinent was a British dominion and the US was focused on war, bilateral 

relations therefore could not flourish.  

 

The end of World War-II marked the beginning of Cold War between the US and 

Soviet Union. Consequently the world was polarized into two blocs, which defined 

interstate relations. India, under its first Prime Minister Jawahar Lal Nehru, chose to 

pursue a policy of “non-alignment,” which kept it away from fostering closer ties 

with the US. Some called it a subtle euphemism to anti-Americanism whereas more 

rationale voices termed it a deliberate policy to seek leadership of the third world and 

thus acquire political clout in international politics. In the opinion of Stephen P. 

Cohen, “Americans resented the way that non-aligned India seemed to equate the 

United States and the Soviet Union.”
106

 It is also reasonable to see that Nehru at this 

stage should have focused more on problems of the new born country as national 

consolidation and security were logical priorities. Also as a legacy of colonization, 
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suspicion on aligning with another major power like the US would not have been 

advisable as underlined by V.K. Krisna Menon who saw the US as attempting to be 

the next Great Britain in Asia. The US viewed ‘non alignment’ as a sign of anti-

Americanism.    

 

During the Cold War relation between the two were held hostage to the constraints of 

global bipolarity however; intermittent interaction and engagement on specific issues 

did take place but neither side was interested in fostering a lasting partnership. In 

1955, when Pakistan had freshly allied with the US, through participation in SEATO 

and CENTO, India actively spearheaded the formation of ‘non-alignment’ at 

Bandung in Indonesia. This was in tangent with the US threat perception on 

communists’ expansion and counter to the US efforts of encircling communist 

countries through alliances. It is widely seen as a major cause for weakening of 

relations between India and the US for many years. The two countries’ divergent 

views on almost every major issue and respective roles in international affairs kept 

them away from getting into closer partnership. The US saw itself as leader of the 

Free World, fighting a crusade against the evil forces of international communism. 

India had no such phobia against communism and preferred to remain non-aligned.
107

 

Some areas of divergence and convergence, specifically in security and geostrategic 

sphere, are covered in ensuing paragraphs:- 

a) Both countries largely stood by democracy but their threat perception 

on communist China varied considerably. India’s early recognition of 

the communist regime in China (1949) and active support for the 

communist regime’s UN membership were against the US policy of 

isolating communist China. This is manifested in Nehru’s statement 

during his 1961 visit to the US where he said, “Our geography makes 

us think differently.”
108

 As India had limited power capability at the 

time, its security interests were confined to immediate neighborhood. 

Geographic contiguity was the driving factor in India’s conciliatory 
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tones towards China as opposed to the distantly located US, which was 

engaged in ideological war against communism, suspecting it to be 

expanding its sphere of influence for worldwide communist revolution 

and to overthrow capitalism. India did not share this view. During his 

conversation with President Harry S. Truman, Nehru said, “India's 

proximity to China put India in a somewhat different position from 

that of other countries and indicated a leaning toward early 

recognition.”
109

 Position of the two countries was also dissimilar on 

the Korean War wherein India refused to brand China as aggressor 

state against the US wish.  

b) The US was critical of India’s policy of non-alignment. John Foster 

Dulles, Eisenhower’s Secretary of State, pronounced India’s non-

alignment as immoral and believed that the policy of neutrality meant 

in fact conniving at aggression.
110

 The US had been consistently 

urging the Indian government against intrinsic communist expansion 

designs for example; the US Department of State’s policy statement of 

1 December 1950 stipulated, “We would like India voluntarily to 

associate itself with the US and likeminded countries in opposing 

communism.”
111

 During this time though (India) it was non-aligned, it 

received considerably more than Pakistan in economic loans and 

grants and purchased about $55 million in military equipment from the 

US.
112

 Paul Kapur and Sumit Ganguly believe, “From the US 

perspective, the main problem with Indian policy was that ‘non-

alignment’ in practice, did not translate into genuine neutrality. 
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Instead, India tilted away from the US and more into the Soviet 

Union’s ambit, especially after the early 1970s.”
113

 

c) US admitted Pakistan into SEATO and CECNTO as part of its anti-

Soviet alliance and consequently provided military and financial 

support to build its capacity against likely Soviet incursions. The US 

also sided with Pakistan on the question of Kashmir’s self-

determination, which always annoyed India. “The role of the United 

States in the Security Council all through the discussion of the 

Kashmir question was that of supporting the case of Pakistan and was 

naturally not appreciated in India.”
114

 In a secret communique of 12 

April 1950, the US Ambassador to Delhi wrote to the US Secretary of 

State, “Indians in ever large number are becoming convinced that the 

US preference for Pakistan is based on the US belief that friendship of 

Pakistan is more valuable to the US than that of India.”
115

 Later, this 

became one of the reasons for India to enter into a long term friendship 

agreement with the Soviet Union in a bid to offset the impact of close 

Pak-US relations. Friendship with the Soviet Union was a reliable 

source for meeting India’s defence needs. 

d) Having defeated the German onslaught against Russia (1941) code 

named ‘Operation Barbarossa,’
116

 the Soviet leadership adopted 

cautious policy in the post war period. The Soviets were apprehensive 

of their inherent insecurity resulting from lack of geographical barriers 

especially on its western fringes. This created an obsession for 

westward expansion in order to have defensible borders and 

sympathetic regimes in surrounding countries to prevent another 

invasion of its territory. The US viewed it as intrinsic communists’ 

expansion policy and a threat to the ideals of equality, liberty and 
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democracy. The allies of World War-II thus developed antagonistic 

policies and set in the Cold War that continued with varying intensity 

until 1991. To prevent Soviet expansion and communist ideology, the 

Truman administration introduced ‘Marshal Plan’ in 1947 primarily 

for the West European countries, to help rebuild their economies and 

spirits that were devastated by the war.  On the other side, the 

revolutionaries won victory over Chiang Kai Shek forces,
117

 in 

mainland China that firmly established Peoples Republic of China 

(PRC) as a communist state, in 1949. Americans viewed it as a 

triumph of ‘international communism’ controlled by Moscow
118

 as 

against the Indian views, which had immediately recognized it the 

same year. Thus the US and Indian perceptions on China including the 

Sino-Soviet relationship differed. 

e) Another contentious aspect was Nehru’s visit to Moscow in 1955 

leading to slogans like ‘Hindi USSR Bhai Bhai’ (India and USSR are 

brothers). India’s closer partnership with the Soviet Union, which was 

the US Cold War rival, infuriated the Americans. Siding with India, 

Soviet Union used veto in the Security Council in 1962 on a resolution 

regarding plebiscite and arbitration on Kashmir and later, on the 

question of India’s annexation of Goa. America attempted to coax 

India into the western camp against communists’ threat but India chose 

non alignment and gradually embraced the Soviet Union, which made 

the US administration hostile and dismissive of India. 

f) Kennedy administration was largely considered as favorably disposed 

to India. It committed $1.0 billion to India for a two years period. A 

telegram to the US embassy at New Delhi, on 23 April 1961, 

instructed Ambassador Galbraith, who had presented his credentials on 

18 April, to inform Prime Minister Nehru that President Kennedy had 
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authorized substantial new aid commitments in support of the Indian 

development programme.
119

 In the belief that American security was 

linked to economic progress and stability of other nations, President 

Eisenhower signed Public Law 480 (P.L 480) in 1954 ‘food for peace.’ 

Recognizing the importance of humanitarian aid as a form of 

diplomacy, the US administration of Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson 

revitalized the ‘food for peace’ programme. Besides other agricultural 

produce between 1956 and 1962, imports of wheat under P.L 480 

amounted to nearly 80 per cent of India's total wheat imports.
120

 To 

protect India from possible Chinese aggression, UK and the US 

stepped up their collaboration in the IOR. In a Summit meeting in 

December 1964, the US and UK leadership even considered to provide 

nuclear umbrella to India (reportedly on the plea of Indian Prime 

Minister Shastri) and other Asian nations in China’s neighborhood.
121

 

As interpreted by Walt W. Rostow, “In the early 1960s, in anticipation 

of an expected Chinese nuclear test, there was some talk of providing 

India with a nuclear capacity of its own, but the idea never went very 

far.”
122

 From the perspective of ‘offensive realism’ the US could have 

been acting as ‘offshore balancer’ in order to tilt the balance in India’s 

favor against perceived threats from China. 

 

2.1.2 The Sino-Indian Conflict 1962 

The Sino-Indian War of 1962 was a watershed moment for India’s foreign and 

security policies and drastically altered its approach to preserving its security 

interests. It brought about enhanced bilateral cooperation between the two countries. 
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US publicly supported India’s stance on the interpretation of border with China in the 

Eastern Himalayas.
123

 This could be termed as high point, in relationship, between the 

two countries during the entire Cold War era. To be able to stop the Peoples 

Liberation Army’s (PLA) further advances into Ladakh and the then North East 

Frontier Agency (NEFA), India desperately needed material support from the US 

including military equipment. The US took it as an opportunity to enlist India into the 

western camp against perceived threat from communists’ expansion; it rushed to 

provide assistance to the beleaguered Indian military. India used the US U-2 spy 

planes to map the extent of Chinese incursion in the 1962 war.
124

 An Indian air force 

officer has said, “The US air force flew in arms; ammunition and clothing supplies to 

the Indian troops and the US navy even sent an aircraft carrier from the Pacific Ocean 

to protect India, only to recall it back before it reached the Bay of Bengal as the crisis 

passed within 24 hours of Nehru’s appeal.”
125

 Both the countries also entered into an 

agreement in 1963, on the US financial support for setting up atomic power plant at 

Tarapur in India.  

 

Despite the US consistent policy of enticing India, lasting partnership between the 

two countries could not be heralded as tension at political level continued based on 

difference of views over the Cold War dynamics. While President Lyndon B. Johnson 

maintained Kennedy’s liberalization policy towards India, “the Indo-US relations 

received two major setbacks in 1965 i.e. India’s opposition to the US decision of 

escalating the Vietnam War and American reactions to the Pak-India War of 

1965,”
126

 which annoyed the Indians. The US consistent position on political 

settlement of the Kashmir issue at the UN was also against India’s stand, which 

regarded the disputed areas as integral part. 
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2.1.3 Revival of Estrangement 

During the Nixon’s administration, relations between the two countries took a 

downward turn and deteriorated gradually. India was not happy over Nixon’s 

rapprochement towards China, in contrast the US was uncomfortable with India’s 

growing relations with the Soviet Union especially after India entered into long term 

Treaty of Peace and Friendship with the Soviet Union, in 1971. The US pro-Pakistan 

stance during the Indo-Pak War of 1971 was highly criticized by the Indians; 

nonetheless the resulting victory brought in a welcome change for the Indians as the 

US recognized India’s status as a major power. Henry Kissinger has commented that 

“as the relations warmed up, America recognized India as a major power of South 

Asia.”
127

 Henry Kissinger’s secret visit to China, which was facilitated by Pakistan 

and the consequent thaw in Sino-US relations, was disturbing for the Indian policy 

makers because of the suspicion that it might be used to undermine India’s security 

and rise as major power. To quote Stephen P. Cohen “Changes in the US-China 

relationship also affected Washington’s perception on India.”
128

  

 

India’s 1974 nuclear explosion codenamed ‘Smiling Buddha’ and subsequent 

defiance of the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) were criticized by the US.  In Talbot’s 

words, the NPT represented for Indians “the three Ds of US nuclear policies: 

dominance, discrimination and double standards.”
129

 The 1974 nuclear explosion 

became a major factor for creation of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) in 1975, 

and later other restrictive export control regimes i.e. Missile Technology Control 

Regime (MTCR), Wasennaar Arrangement (WA) and Australia Group (AG) came 

up, which put tough conditions for transfer of sensitive items and technologies to 

prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Indian political elites viewed 

such measures as discriminatory and a part of grand design to deny India’s economic 

development and growth as major power. Many experts believe that India’s nuclear 

programme subsequently gained de facto acceptance as Washington declared support 
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for India’s membership of the four international export control regimes, which takes 

into consideration adherence of NPT as a pre-condition for membership. 

 

There were other issues on which the two countries had divergent policies. As noted 

by Major Slathia Vikas of the Indian Army, “Besides the Kashmir issue, the US and 

India differed on several international issues, like Palestine, international control of 

atomic energy, creation of Israel, Indonesia, and Indochina.”
130

 The US criticism of 

India’s human rights violation and communal violence, Diego Garcia, an Indian 

Ocean island where the US has established a naval base, have been other irritants in 

their relations. “India felt that the base in the Indian Ocean might turn the ocean into a 

cockpit of super power rivalry.”
131

  

 

The earlier part of their relations was marred by distrust but intermittent cooperation 

continued. Inclination of India towards Soviet Union was a sore point between the 

two countries although India professed to be non-aligned. Presence of the US forces 

in IOR and Diego Garcia was considered counter to the Indian perception of sphere of 

influence. Rahul Roy Chaudhury says, “Towards the end of the Cold War, intensity 

of India’s interests in the IOR waned and by the time the Cold War was coming to an 

end, India had almost withdrawn from the Indian Ocean issues,”
132

 arguably due to 

unpleasant experience of military involvement in Sri Lanka (1987-1990) and 

Maldives (1988). According to Strobe Talbot, Indo-US relationship during the Cold 

War was “a victim of incompatible obsessions – India with Pakistan and America’s 

with the Soviet Union…. Both were guilty of being on best terms with each other’s 

principal enemy.”
133

 Where their interests converged both countries cooperated and 

supported each other’s position for example; the US supported India during Sino-

Indian border conflict of 1962 and provided military aid, albeit some Indian officials 
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and security analysts have been trumping it as symbolic.
134

 Indians were critical of 

the US ‘containment’ policy and harbored suspicion that the US wanted to undercut 

India’s rise as a major power. Sino-US relations also affected India’s relations with 

the US as “it warned New Delhi of the dangers from the ‘Chicoms’ but itself 

established relations with Beijing in 1971 to balance the Soviet Union.”
135

 

 

2.2 Post-Cold War Relations: 1991 – 2015 

The post-Cold War era dawned with increasing convergence, between India and the 

US, on strategic, economic and security issues. The upshot of Indo-US strategic 

partnership emerged in the shape of civil nuclear cooperation agreement. Though 

divergence still exists in important areas including commercial matters, their bilateral 

relationship is on the upswing. Over the past decade, numerous high level visits have 

taken place. The US President, during his January 2015 visit to New Delhi, once 

again reiterated the US government’s support for India’s role as a major world power. 

Yet there are gaps in respective countries’ interests and expectations from each other.   

 

2.2.1 The Gathering Phase 

Post-Cold War, Asia has increasingly emerged as vital to the US economic and 

security interests. Dramatic growth in China’s military and economic power has 

induced the US search for allies for a comprehensive response to manage China’s 

rise. Beginning in the 1990s, India has emerged increasingly vital to the US core geo-

strategic and geo-economic interests in the region and as possible counter weight to 

China. End of the Cold War resulted in disintegration of the erstwhile Soviet Union 

and consequently freed the Indo-US bilateral relations from the restraints of bipolar 

system. Collapse of the Soviet Union has relegated the Soviet threat and the US 

approach to view other states in the context of US-Soviet bipolar rivalry has waned. 

Paul Kapur and Sumit Ganguly say, “At the individual level, Indian and American 

political leaders took the difficult and sometimes risky political steps necessary to 
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create an environment in which an Indo-US partnership could take root.”
136

 During 

the decade of 1980s, the US needed Pakistan as a conduit to sustain proxy war against 

the Soviet forces in Afghanistan and supply arms and other equipment to various 

Mujahideen factions fighting the Soviet occupation forces.
137

 The US effort was 

successful and Soviet Union pulled out badly shattered leading to her subsequent 

collapse and disintegration. The US not only abandoned Afghanistan, it also dumped 

its Cold War ally Pakistan and, subsequently imposed sanctions due to suspicion that 

Pakistan was pursuing nuclear weapons programme. “In fact, the George H. W. Bush 

administration imposed sanctions against Pakistan under the aegis of the Pressler 

Amendment in 1990, saying it was unable to certify that Pakistan did not possess a 

nuclear explosive device.”
138

 Dismemberment of Soviet Union, end of the Cold War 

and the US ‘estrangement’ with Pakistan provided the basis for a rethink in foreign 

and security policies of India to readjust to the changing regional and international 

order.  Indians realized that closer relationship with the US could help them fill the 

vacuum left by the Soviet Union’s fall and also balance against rising Chinese 

power.
139

 

 

The Soviet military forces’ withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1989 and subsequent 

disengagement from countries in Latin America, Africa and Europe altered the US 

approach towards the region. As noted by Dennis Kux, “The goal of trying to wean 

India away from the Soviet Union thus had a much reduced strategic relevance in 

Washington.”
140

 Concurrently Pakistan’s nuclear programme again flashed on the US 

radar screen leading to imposition of military and economic sanctions. These 

developments provided some relief to the Indian policy makers and induced a rethink 

on relations with the US, now the sole super power. Consequently India became 

gradually cozier towards the US. Nevertheless, traditional irritants lingered, which 

inter alia included serious differences over issues such as human rights violations by 
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India in Punjab, Kashmir and Assam, India’s nuclear weapons, missile and space 

development programme (India missile programme factored into the creation of 

MTCR in 1987), and continuous attempts to parry the signing of Non Proliferation 

and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaties (NPT & CTBT). Inside India, the pro-Soviet 

lobby always yearned for India’s close friendship with Moscow, to the displeasure of 

Americans.    

 

Engagement began to replace the Cold War ‘estrangement’ for a variety of reasons. 

1991 is regarded as a watershed year for India’s economic acceleration due to policies 

introduced by then Finance Minister Manmohan Singh on economic deregulation, 

decentralization and liberalization. Corporate America saw commercial benefits in 

penetrating into a huge consumer market such as that of India. Clinton regarded India 

as potentially important for the US geo-strategic and economic interests. India’s 

recognition of Israel and ensuing development of relations, strong Indian diaspora in 

the US ripened to contribute, acted as a bridge between the two countries. An Indian 

community activist once remarked that brain drain of the past has become brain trust 

of India.
141

 

 

2.2.2 Growth of Strategic Partnership 

The US National Security Strategy-2002 declared that “the United States had 

undertaken a transformation of its bilateral relationship with India based on a 

conviction that the US interests require a strong relationship with India.” The 

document stresses the shared values of the two countries and their common global 

interests, which include; a) the free flow of commerce, especially in the vital sea lanes 

of the Indian Ocean; b) fighting terrorism and; c) creating a strategically stable Asia. 

During the Clinton’s era, renewed partnership commenced and land mark initiative 

‘The Next Steps in Strategic Partnership (NSSP)’ was launched in January 2004,
142
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which allowed to open a dialogue and bring the two countries closer in a number of 

sensitive areas including high-technology trade, civil nuclear cooperation, space, and 

missile defence. Indo-US strategic partnership in fact has a broader scope, with the 

two countries working together on global issues including expanding economic 

freedom and democracy; protecting security; non-proliferation and cooperation in 

global war against terrorism and militancy. In March 2005, US and India agreed to 

build on this successful partnership moving beyond the NSSP to Strategic Dialogue to 

expand cooperation in areas such as accelerating economic cooperation, clean energy 

and civil nuclear energy. Both the countries resolved to build global partnership based 

on eight areas of cooperation announced at the Summit meeting between the US 

President and Indian Prime Minister in Washington on 18 July 2005. To foster 

strategic partnership, President Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh declared 

in 2005, to transform the relationship between their countries and establish global 

partnership.  Indian Prime Minister AB Vajpayee said, “The vision of the India-US 

strategic partnership that President Bush and I share is now becoming a reality.” 

Numerous economic, security, and global initiatives including the plan for ‘full 

civilian nuclear energy cooperation,’ is underway. Also in 2005, the US and India 

signed a ten-year defence framework agreement that calls for expanding bilateral 

security cooperation. In early November 2010, President Obama visited India, 

announced the US backing for India’s full membership in the Multilateral Export 

Control Regimes (MECRs) i.e. NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA in a phased manner, and 

pledged to remove some Indian entities from the US Department of Commerce 

‘Entity List.’ Following this, subsidiaries of the Indian space and defence related 

entities i.e.  DRDO, ISRO, Bharat Dynamics Ltd; were removed from the US 

Department of Commerce ‘Entity List.’
143

 These entities had been placed on the 

restrictive list, under Export Administration Regulations, for involvement in nuclear, 

space and missile development programmes. Welcoming the decision, India called it 

a manifestation of growing trust and confidence between the two countries.  
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Given India’s rising political clout and geo-strategic importance, these latest 

initiatives will boost up India’s economic and defence developments and transform it 

into a world power however; there exist road blocks due to Indian domestic pressure 

and role of other regional/extra regional powers. The new found relationship has 

drawn mixed reactions; some analysts interpret it as a significant manifestation of 

Washington's recently stated commitment to help India transform itself into world 

power in the 21st century. C. Raja Mohan, Professor at Jawaharlal Nehru University 

Delhi described it as a "huge step forward." On the contrary, many analysts interpret 

the US courtship of India as part of a wider goal of containing the growing power and 

influence of India's Asian rival, China. K Alan Kronstadt wrote in a Congressional 

Research Service (CRS) report, “Under President Bush and continuing with President 

Barack Obama the US and Indian governments have been seeking to sustain a 

substantive ‘strategic partnership’ even as bilateral commercial and people-to-people 

contacts flourish of their own accord.”
144

 The US persuaded other member countries 

to support India’s case for grant of waiver from the 48 member NSG conditionality 

on supply of nuclear technology to non-NPT states, amended its Atomic Energy Act 

of 1954 and signed civil nuclear cooperation agreement with India. US and India have 

also launched strategic dialogue in 2009. 

 

This transformation in relationship raises many questions, which are important for 

contextualizing the Indo-US partnership vis-à-vis future security architecture of the 

region. Important issues are; Will the current partnership agreements between the US 

and India further India's long-term national interests? Will this partnership strengthen 

Indian dominance and hegemony in the region especially with regards to South Asia? 

Is it a replay of the containment policy that withered away communist USSR? 

 

2.2.3 Cementing the Partnership (Latest Initiatives)  

Post-Cold War, the US policy makers started viewing India as ‘natural partner.’ End 

of the Cold War and collapse of the erstwhile Soviet Union came at a time when India 
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rolled out ambitious economic revival programme, opened up for foreign investment 

and offered a huge consumer market. However, the US analysts carried a different 

view of India’s overall economic policies for example; Dennis Kux observed that “the 

Indian economy, both under the Congress and National Front governments, remained 

relatively closed to the outside world with high levels of protection for domestic 

industry and an investment climate that foreign business judged as unfriendly.”
145

 

Despite obstacles, India’s fast expanding economic, political and military power, and 

intense lobbying by the Indian Americans resulted in bridging the gap for enhanced 

partnership between the two countries. Suspicion about China’s rise as potential 

challenger to the US interests in the region and competition for tapping the regions’ 

energy resources influenced the US thinking and resulted in the ensuing shift towards 

enhanced relationship with India, considering it a potential ‘bulwark’ against China. 

The US think tanks and the Indian Americans played crucial role in creating better 

understanding on India’s geo-political compulsions and a positive image of India, 

which helped accelerate growth of the US corporate interest in India. 

 

Recognizing India as a key to the US strategic and commercial interests in the region, 

the US has sought to enhance its partnership with India in multifarious fields. 

President Clinton’s India visit in 2000 further cemented the ties, and gave a strong 

signal that the US was not keen anymore to look at this region from the spectacle of 

Cold War concerns. As part of next steps in strategic partnership in 2004, both the 

states “agreed to expand cooperation in three specific areas: civilian nuclear activities, 

civilian space programmes, and high-technology trade.”
146

 The movement towards 

cooperation in the civil nuclear field was formally endorsed during the Indian Prime 

Minister’s visit to Washington in July 2005. The momentum continued and finally 

resulted into Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation agreement. The US had to amend 

domestic laws especially the Atomic Energy Act 1954 and persuade NSG members 

on India specific exemption from the NSG conditionality on nuclear trade with states 
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outside the NPT. Bush administration lobbied intensely and even coerced reluctant 

members of the NSG to support India specific exemption. 

 

During his November 2010 visit to India, President Obama, besides backing India’s 

membership of the NSG and other important technology control regimes i.e. MTCR, 

AG, and WA, which aim to prevent proliferation of Nuclear, Biological, Chemical 

Weapons and destabilization through accumulation of conventional munitions, 

supported India’s case for permanent seat in the United Nations Security Council 

(UNSC). In his speech to the joint session of Indian Parliament, President Obama 

said, “In the years ahead, I look forward to a reformed United Nations Security 

Council that includes India as a permanent member."
147

 The following 

agreements/memorandums are vivid indicators of growing relationship between the 

two countries:- 

a) Indo-US Joint Statement of 18 July 2005. 

b) Indo-US Agreement on Science and Technology Cooperation signed 

in October 2005. 

c) The June 2005 ‘New Framework for US-India Defence Relationship’ 

Agreement. 

d) Memorandum between the US Department of Defence and India’s 

Ministry of Defence on Research, Development, Testing, and 

Evaluation Projects of January 2006. 

e) The 2006 Indo-US Framework for Maritime Security Cooperation. 

f) The US-India Counterterrorism Cooperation Initiative (CCI) signed on 

23 July 2010. 

 

In the US Senate Report for Defence Authorization Act for FY 2012, the Senate 

Armed Services Committee expressed its belief that “a deepening global strategic 

partnership between the US and India will be critical to the maintenance and 

expansion of a rules-based international system that promotes freedom, democracy, 
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security, prosperity, and the rule of law in the 21st century. It is in the national 

interest of the US, through military-to-military relations, arms sales, bilateral and 

multilateral joint exercises, and other means, to support India's rise and build a 

strategic and military culture of cooperation and interoperability between our two 

countries, in particular with regard to the Indo-Pacific region.”
148

  

 

2.2.4 The Modi Wave 

Hindu nationalist Bharatya Janata Party (BJP) swept the Indian general elections in 

early 2014, under its hardliner leader Narendra Modi. He inspired the electorates with 

his pro-business agenda and promises of reforms, economic growth, and ridding the 

country from corruption. During the election campaign he warned China against 

aggressive policy on the disputed territory. At the election rally at Arunachal Pardesh, 

Prime Minister Modi said, “No power on earth can snatch away Arunachal Pradesh. 

Times have changed. The world does not welcome the mindset of expansion in 

today's times. China will also have to leave behind its mindset of expansion."
149

 Ever 

since his elevation to the post of Prime Minister, debate abounds on the likely 

direction of India’s foreign policy. Niranjan Sahoo writes, “Modi’s foreign policy is 

likely to be a mix of nationalist-led geopolitics and expedient geo-economics.”
150

 In 

the first six months of his office Modi has clinched a deal with Japan for an 

investment of $35 billion and with Australia on uranium supply to India. On Pakistan, 

India has adopted ‘muscular’ policy and hardened its stance on Kashmir, allowed 

more aggressive posture on the Line of Control, a ceasefire line that demarcates 

existing position of the two countries in Kashmir, and Working Boundary between 

India and Pakistan. After installation in May 2014, the Indian Prime Minister visited 

Washington in September 2014 where he was warmly received. The visit was meant 

to revitalize bilateral cooperation and solicit foreign investment for major projects 

back home. There is strong temptation on both sides to cement the ties and narrow 

down areas of divergence. In the larger US perspective, India could fit in as ‘regional 
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policeman’ and  counter weight to China, isolating Russia and strengthening options 

for its ‘rebalancing’ to Asia besides reinforcing counter terrorism and counter piracy 

efforts. India may benefit in terms of recognition as a nuclear power, gain western 

countries’ political support for membership of the international technology control 

regimes and facilitate fulfillment of its ambition to become a permanent member of 

the UNSC. Closer ties with the US may also be seen in the context of access to 

advanced western technology vis-à-vis growing Indian needs. 

 

2.2.5 The Logic behind Emerging Cooperation  

Recognizing India as key to the US strategic and commercial interest in the region, 

the US has sought to enhance its partnership with India in multifarious fields. Impetus 

for this new found friendship emerged following India’s economic reforms. President 

Clinton’s India visit in 2000 further cemented the ties. As part of next steps in 

strategic partnership in 2004, both the states “agreed to expand cooperation in three 

specific areas; civilian nuclear activities, civilian space programmes, and high-

technology trade.”
151

 Indian infrastructural development would need huge 

investment; also it provides a vast consumer market. The US corporate world also 

looks at India as potential production factory due to cheap labor. 

 

The efforts to support India’s membership in multilateral export control regimes 

suggest that geostrategic interests and power politics are dominant than the broader 

non-proliferation agenda and established norms. The efforts are part of a grander 

design to build India as a major power for counter balancing neighboring China. The 

NSG membership could be a stepping stone for India’s bid to gain permanent seat at 

the UNSC. On his India trip in November 2010, President Obama announced the US 

support for India’s bid to become a permanent member of the UNSC hoping to 

elevate the nation of a billion people to ‘its rightful place in the world’ alongside an 

assertive China.
152
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The last two decades have opened up new opportunities for the two countries to 

further their economic and political interests. While there is convergence of interests 

in many areas, yet their distinct history, culture, geography, and national character 

may find the two at divergent axis on important strategic issues such as the nature of 

preferred world order, expansion of UNSC, humanitarian intervention, nuclear non-

proliferation, and other matters discussed in ensuing chapters. China’s rise may be a 

rallying cry, which may change traditional perceptions and bring the two countries 

into closer alliance. 

 

Since its independence in 1947, India developed closer relationship with the erstwhile 

USSR and during the Cold War years, apart from a fleeting moment of cooperation in 

the early 1960s, Indo-US security cooperation was a slender construct. There was a 

brief period of cooperation after the disastrous Sino-Indian border war of 1962 when 

Indian forces suffered a humiliating defeat at the hands of the People's Liberation 

Army. India sought and received some US military assistance but a broader US-India 

security relationship failed to materialize. India remained committed to non-

alignment, and the US proved unwilling to offend its Cold War ally, Pakistan. Over 

the next two decades, as the US improved relations with the People's Republic of 

China in an attempt to contain the Soviet power, India despite its formal nonaligned 

status, came increasingly to rely on the Soviet Union for advanced weaponry and 

diplomatic support. These divergent foreign and security policy alignments were 

hardly conducive to the evolution of security partnership. The now ‘on’ now ‘off’ or 

as some analysts call it uneven relationship is not due to lack of interaction or mutual 

understanding but mainly a result of serious disagreements over certain issues 

fundamental to each other’s security and threat perception. How far the two countries 

could go to accommodate each other in face of conflicting strategic interests; would 

actually define the nature of their cooperation and explain if it is limited to 

complementary interests or broadly aimed at counter balancing China. 

 

By 1991, India had reached closer to economic collapse due to faulty policies of the 

earlier epoch. Michael Kugelman has commented “wasteful fiscal policies had nearly 



 

exhausted the country’s foreign exchange reserves, obliging New Delhi to dispatch 

nearly 50 tons of gold to the Bank of England to serve as collateral for a loan.”
153

 

Despite some pitfalls in the earlier part of 1990s, a transformed Indo-US relations 

commenced mainly because of India’s positive economic turnaround spurred by the 

slogan of ‘shining India’ subsequently leading up to Clinton’s era when renewed 

partnership commenced. Many initiatives have since been launched and dialogue 

opened to bring the two countries closer in a number of sensitive areas including 

high-technology trade, civil nuclear cooperation, space, and missile defence. 

 

India is gearing to form alliances, and have signed strategic agreements with Japan, 

Afghanistan and cooperation agreements in trade, economy, defence, science and 

technology with many countries including the 2008 civil nuclear cooperation 

agreement with the US. There is an impression that India is moving away from its 

non-alignment stance of the Cold War era but Indian strategic elites are not yet 

certain about India’s future status due to legacy of the past. Noam Chomsky states, 

“Since its government came under the control of the Hindu right in 1998, India has 

shifted its international stance considerably, moving toward a closer military 

relationship with both the US and its Israeli client.”
154

 India’s westward leaning 

would cause Russia to rethink its traditional approach and look for new partnerships 

to break away from the west and European stranglehold economically, politically and 

militarily. Russia is reasserting itself gradually in an effort to restore its great power 

status. Russia’s close defence and security ties with Pakistan, China and other Asian 

countries will profoundly impact Asia’s security order. The ensuing chapters try to 

provide some ideas on the evolving ‘great game’ being played out in Asia and its 

likely impact on security paradigm of the region. Geography and history are 

important factors in shaping states’ strategic culture and preferences, which are 

covered in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 

STRATEGIC CULTURE AND SECURITY INTERESTS 

OF INDIA AND THE US 

Foreign policy is how a state interacts with other states for achieving the set 

objectives called interests, and derives from a host of internal and external variables 

including power potential, political culture, beliefs, values, traditions and other 

internal and external dynamics and that “political culture can change but normally 

does so only slowly.”
155

 Transformative technological developments, major events or 

happenings could bring cultural shifts as a consequence like changes in the American 

approach towards outside engagement after the Vietnam War or more recently the 

end of Cold War ‘world order’ impelled by the collapse of Soviet Union, behavioral 

shift resulting from terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. Many analysts believe that 

the perception of international stability resulting from the collapse of Soviet Union 

and the end of Cold War is misplaced and that international security order is in 

constant flux. Many IR experts agree that contemporarily power is shifting from the 

West to East, which has induced corresponding readjustment in major powers’ 

strategies to search for new alliances in pursuit of their interests and seek an order 

that enhances their security. 

 

National interest as a concept is central to international relations being a fundamental 

characteristic of the realist school, who believe in maximizing power for the 

attainment of national interests. It is multifaceted and much debated concept, which 

could be understood as a country’s goals, ambitions and objectives whether 

economic, political or military pursued through national policies. There are vital/core 

national interests like survival and security and important interests that could include 

an array of ambitions. National policies and strategies are geared to achieving the set 

objectives. To promote their policies, states have taken refuge by linking them to 

national interest, as said by a critic, “It is an old-fashioned concept used obsessively 

during the Cold War era to promote questionable ideologies, conceal poor policies or 
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justify unethical behavior.”
156

 Stephen Krasner has used the term for preferences of a 

nation’s leaders, which implies the pursuit of set goals.
157

 Realism assumes that 

nation states are motivated by national interests defined in terms of power. Hans J. 

Morgenthau believes that Thucydides’ statement ‘identity of interests is the surest of 

bonds whether between states or an individual’ was taken by Lord Salisbury for his 

remarks, “The only bond of union that endures among nations is the absence of all 

clashing interests.”
158

 In the backdrop of often competing and episodic convergence 

of national interests, the ensuing parts dilate strategic culture and core interests of 

India and the US to guide subsequent assessment about the trajectory of their mutual 

relationship. 

 

3.1 Strategic Culture – An Overview of Indian and the US Case 

James N. Rosenau has placed the factors capable of influencing a nation’s foreign 

policy into five major categories; the external (global) environment, the societal 

environment of the nation, the governmental setting, roles played by central decision 

makers, and the individual characteristics of foreign policy making elites.
159

 On 

ascendency of ideational factors in foreign policy making, Legro notes:- 

“Ideas are not so much mental as symbolic and organizational; they 

are embedded not only in human brains but also in the ‘collective 

memories,’ government procedures, educational systems, and the 

rhetoric of statecraft.”
160

  

 

There is a strong linkage between culture and strategy as culture observably affects 

policy making behavior of states. By studying strategic culture of a state, one can 

understand the rationale of policy strategies and conceptualize its behavior. Alistair 
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Johnston considers it as an independent variable that determines strategic decision 

making.
161

 Collin S. Gray has taken a different view wherein he sees its influence on 

strategic behavior and; has defined the strategic culture as, “A nation's strategic 

culture flows from its geography and resources, history and experience, and society 

and political structure.”
162

 According to Jack Snyder’s interpretation, strategic culture 

represents the sum total of ideas, conditioned emotional responses, and patterns of 

habitual behavior that members of a national strategic community have acquired 

through instruction or imitation and share with each other.
163

 To sum up, strategic 

culture is cumulative outcome of internal and external factors including history, 

geography, values and norms which together affect the psyche of strategic elites in 

shaping the way they perceive threats, opportunities and formulate their responses. 

Strategic culture impacts states policies and strategic choices, and its study may guide 

in assessing the way states would react in a particular situation or interact with other 

states. Understanding of strategic culture is also important to know why strategic 

elites behave or do not behave in a certain way or follow a particular strategic 

thinking.  

 

3.1.1 India’s Strategic Culture 

India is a major country of South Asia, occupying important geostrategic location at 

the corridor between West and Central Asia and the East Asia Pacific region. As a 

subcontinent, the area was ruled by foreign invaders of diverse religio-cultural 

affinities, leaving strong cultural imprints on the people of this region. Indian 

civilization thus lacks cohesive and uniform attributes at national level however; 

cultural integrity at regional levels is relatively strong. As noted by Zulfiqar Ali 

Bhutto, former Prime Minister of Pakistan, “India is more heterogeneous than 

Pakistan but India has been kept in one piece by the noise and chaos of her 

democracy.”
164

 Perhaps this realization was in hindsight of the earlier Indian leaders 
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for touting secular and democratic mores. In the early 20
th

 century India urged its 

individual identity and cultural integrity to become a nation state with resonance from 

Hindu religious values and scriptures that largely prevailed in subcontinental India, 

which were reinforced as India moved towards independence. Rodney R. Jones is on 

spot when he says, “This continuity of values was battered and overlaid but never 

severed or completely submerged, whether by Muslim invasions and Mughal rule, the 

seaborne arrival of French and Portuguese adventurers and missionaries, or the 

encroachment of the British Empire – with its implantation of representative political 

institutions and modern law.”
165

 The underlying cultural values were strong enough to 

adapt and absorb an assortment of invaders, which later rallied the people in their 

struggle for independence. As proclaimed by India’s former Foreign Secretary J. N. 

Dixit, “It was for the first time in recorded history that the peoples of subcontinental 

India welded themselves into a nation state in 1946-47.”
166

  

 

It infers that India has remained a civilizational entity for hundreds of years, which is 

manifested in the strategic elites’ thinking about India’s ‘natural greatness’ and sense 

of superiority. Indian civilization is believed to have nurtured during the Mauryan 

Empire (321-181 B.C) and subsequently influenced in the reign of Gupta Dynasty 

(319-950 A.D), Muslim invading rulers who mostly came from North East except the 

first Muslim invading army led by Mohammad Bin Qasim in 715 A.D and finally, 

before partition in 1947, by the British Empire. This has had lasting legacy on the 

Indian strategic thinking. Kautilya, an advisor to Mauryan emperor authored the 

ancient Indian political treatise Arthashatra, which discusses the art of statecraft and 

warfare strategies and is a source of inspiration for the Indian strategists even today. 

On influencing role of the ancient epics, Swarna Rajagopalan suggests Ramayana and 

Mahabharata continue to inform Indian thinking.
167

 India has, at a number of times, 

demonstrated its hegemonic interventionist leaning for example; the 1988 military 

intervention in Maldives, annexation of Goa (1961), intervention in East Pakistan 
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(1971), Seychelles (1986), Sri Lanka (1987), and reported secret plot of military 

intervention in Mauritius in 1983 in support of the Hindu led Government.
168

 This 

undermines the assumption that India’s cultural leaning rely on tolerance and non-

interventionism. Modern history is suggestive that India has mostly used force 

regionally, which is an expression of seeking security through regional hegemony. 

 

Hindu mythology has strong influence on the society, which is deeply divided into 

caste system termed the ‘Great Wall of India.’
169

 Only elites or upper strata of the 

caste system have had noticeable share in policy making or running of governmental 

affairs. Stephen P. Cohen writes, “Indian foreign policy is dominated by a small 

strategic elite concentrated in New Delhi.”
170

 On the flip side, India’s diverse 

ethnicity, languages, castes and tribes have created fissiparous tendencies. However, 

through more regional autonomy to federating units, it has managed secessionist 

voices yet north eastern part of India is infested with active independence movements 

by Naxalites, Mizo and Nagas, which have accentuated the need for internal stability. 

Traditionally northern India with its fertile soil has been the center of power and 

gateway for invasions from the north east. 

 

The public articulation of India’s post-independence strategic thought had the stamp 

of ‘passivity’ and ‘idealism,’ presumably because of strong imprints of Mahatama 

Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehru’s influence of the formative years. Gandhi was the 

pioneer of Satyagraha (force of truth) - resistance to tyranny through mass civil 

disobedience, founded upon Ahimsa or total non-violence. However, India’s 

bellicosity in integrating many of the princely states, at the time of independence, 

contradicts this impression. George K. Tanham concludes that India lacks a tradition 
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of strategic thinking.
171

 Indian scholar, Kanti P. Bajpai, refuting Tanham’s assessment 

says, “India has had strategy and grand strategy, and one could distil these from 

Indian pronouncements and behavior; but it cannot produce a canon of strategic 

thought of any great lineage, and certainly not comparable to Europe’s.”
172

 

Civilizational history, geography and the general perception of being rightful heir to 

the British Empire have created a notion of India’s natural greatness and 

righteousness to be a great. The lows in relationship with the US have often been 

regarded by some Indian strategic elites as part of the US deliberate attempts to 

prevent India’s rise as a great power. There has thus been early realization to redefine 

India’s geopolitical identity and cultural individuality.
173

 It infers that status and 

prestige are predominant motivations for pursuing the nuclear weapon capability as 

can be gleaned from the remarks of former Indian Prime Minister I. K. Gujral, made 

during his meeting with President Bill Clinton, in 1997:-
 
 

“I told President Clinton when my third eye looks at the door into the 

Security Council chamber it sees a little sign that says, ‘only those 

with economic wealth or nuclear weapons allowed.’ I said to him, ‘it 

is very difficult to achieve economic wealth.’ The implication was 

clear: nuclear weapons were relatively easy to build and detonate, and 

could offer an apparent short cut to great power status.”
174

  

 

In the Westphalian precepts, India is a state with parliamentary form of government, 

with freedom of thoughts and beliefs and a secular democracy. Some Indian scholars 

also mention India’s ‘non-alignment’ as cultural attribute of cordial and friendly 

character of India’s strategic culture but the post-Cold War reality suggests that India 

has shed ‘non-alignment.’ Alongside strong Nehruvian ethos, the dominant 

perspective is characterized by hardcore realism that rejects the softness professed by 

Gandhi and Nehru over preference for great power status. This is best exemplified in 

India’s policies after its defeat in the Sino-Indian War of 1962 and priority for 
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seeking economic development and military prowess. Sarang Shidore has outlined 

three trends that have remained predominant in India’s strategic culture. In his view 

moralism was the driving factor in earlier strategic culture, war with China in 1962 

was shocking and led to realism but today, he says, neo-liberalism and realism are 

present in tandem.
175

 

 

3.1.2 The US Strategic Culture 

Strategic culture of the US is predominantly influenced by its distinct geography, 

insular position protected by the two great oceans i.e. Atlantic and Pacific. A sense of 

relative protection and no potential local threat due to weak neighbors provided it the 

opportunity to stay away from the European conflicts until the early 20
th

 century with 

the opportunity to grow as western Hemisphere’s hegemon and the world’s super 

power. Its distinct geography, educated population, access to resources and 

technological advancement together with the influence of its soft power have 

contributed in shaping a culture inclined towards preemption, initiative, offensive 

action and maintaining technological dominance. The most striking ideational 

features of the US strategic culture inter alia include its sense of exceptionalism, 

moralism, liberal democratic norms, and messianic use of force. John T. Rourke says, 

“America’s self-image enshrines uniqueness of its way of life embedded perceptibly 

in superiority of its culture, support for liberalism, promoting democratic values, 

backing human rights and messianic spirit to bring the benefits of American 

institutions and ideals to others.”
176

  In its approach to security and use of force, the 

three important elements of the US strategic culture are propensity for use of 

technology, casualty aversion and disregard for international law and international 

institutions although it was at the forefront in creating the League of Nations and 

existing UN system centered on the UN Charter. Military invasion of Iraq in 2003 

without authorization of the UN, and more recently drone attacks in Pakistan and 

elsewhere are vivid examples of least regard for international law and institutions. On 
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the other hand, the US policy makers justify these actions on the basis of self-defence. 

The Vietnam War of early 1960s and abrupt pull out from Somalia in 1993, as a 

consequence to the death of eighteen soldiers, substantively support the argument of 

sensitivity to ‘body bags’ resulting from foreign engagements. Prolonged military 

stay in Afghanistan, Iraq and troops deployment in Europe, Korean Peninsula and 

elsewhere create contrasting perceptions. Also, the US spends more than any other 

country in the world on Research and Development (R&D) and technology 

innovation and, for that reason it is today the most technologically advanced country. 

Examining the US strategic culture, Thomas G. Mahnken has aptly concluded:- 

“As a nation, American strategic culture was shaped by free security 

and imbued with exceptionalism. American strategic culture 

emphasizes liberal idealism and views war as a discontinuation of 

policy. American military culture, the so-called ‘American way of 

war,’ emphasizes direct strategies, an industrial approach to war, and 

firepower and technology intensive approaches to combat.”
177

 

 

George Kennan has argued that the American approach to international relations was 

characterized by excessive ‘moralism and legalism’ that led to the tendency to launch 

crusades against evil.
178

In describing the US approach, Samuel Huntington writes, 

“The American tends to be an extremist on the subject of war: he either embraces war 

wholeheartedly or rejects it completely. This extremism is required by the nature of 

the liberal ideology.”
179

 As a cultural trait, the US has a preference for unconditional 

capitulation and defeat of the adversary, perhaps a reason for unique approach to 

combat i.e. ‘The American Way of War’ manifested in aggressiveness, use of 

technology, demonstrating excessive use of firepower, and mobilizing human and 

material resources. Use of technology and industrial capacity during World War-II, 

maintaining qualitative edge over Soviet Union’s superior conventional forces during 

the Cold War, and demonstration of superior technology during the conduct of war in 

Afghanistan and Iraq are some examples of the US propensity for use of technology. 
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Technological dominance has contributed to reducing troops’ vulnerability and 

fatalities while achieving decisive victories.  

 

Major events and traumatic incidents influence cultural behavior and so has happened 

with the US. Transformative developments elsewhere may also factor in possible 

shifts in cultural attitudes. Major events since 1776 for example; the Great 

Depression, Civil War, Pearl Harbor assault, and in contemporary era the collapse of 

Soviet Union and the 9/11 terrorist attacks on World Trade Center and Pentagon have 

had prominent influence on the US approach to inter-state relations. China’s rise is 

being seen by many as another landmark event in this context. With past experience 

of interventionism, preemption and initiative demonstrated as reaction to major 

incidents, strategic competition with China may not be ruled out. If not managed 

appropriately, it could turn into strategic rivalry. The US prolonged battle experience 

and the dimension and scale of resources have shaped its approach to war, which 

together with traditional affinity for science and technology has produced emphasis 

on use of overwhelming technology, swift annihilation and attrition by firepower. For 

rapid dominance, the US demonstrated its preference for a ‘smart war’ based on hi-

tech weaponry, precision bombing guided by satellites to force early capitulation of 

the adversary as demonstrated in the Gulf War of 1991 and 2003. What is interesting 

today is whether this could be used to deter non state actors such as Al-Qaeda. 

 

On 11 September 2001, the US witnessed catastrophic attack by Al-Qaeda terrorists, 

using hijacked passenger planes in suicide hits against icons of American military, 

economic and political power i.e. Pentagon, World Trade Center, and projected 

targeting of Capitol Hill. The hijacked planes were successful in hitting the first two, 

the plane intended for Capitol Hill reportedly crashed in nearby fields. The attack 

resulted in death of around 3000 people and caused severe damage to the US 

economy. This brought structural and conceptual reassessment of the US approach to 

security and international relations. Nationally, the Department of Homeland Security 

was created, working of the intelligence agencies reformed and other measures were 

taken to strengthen security at home; internationally a cohesive response to counter 



 

the threats from non-state actors was pursued through articulation of preemption and 

subsequently the US forces attacked Afghanistan and Iraq. 

 

Inherent public fear has culturally made the US public relatively more fearful. Post 

9/11, the people simply curtailed air travel for fear of hijacking and consequently road 

travel increased substantially, which proportionately raised the number of accidents 

and resulting fatalities as compared to routine travelling prior to 9/11. The 

administration has also found it easy to manipulate this public sensitivity in support 

of its security strategies both internally and externally. Saddam’s regime in Iraq was 

presented as direct threat to the US and this played into the public attitude and 

consequently raised support for military action against Iraq. Noam Chomsky avowed, 

“The United States is a frightened country…and the reasons for this go back to 

American history.”
180

 

 

According to democratic peace theory, democracies are hesitant to go to war against 

each other however, liberalism has legacy of international ‘imprudence.’
181

  The US 

is prone to war and unilateral use of force to manage its empire despite being a liberal 

democracy. As opposed to British imperialism and later the Soviet expansion, the US 

has willingly used force in pursuit of imperialistic designs to enlarge its sphere of 

influence and assure command over geo-economic assets. Such interventions have 

euphemistically been termed as humanitarian or democracy promotion. As explained 

by Theo Ferrell, “Such crusades against illiberal practices suggest war-like impulses 

that may be peculiar to liberal democratic empires”
182

 and Niall Ferguson writes, 

“The United States today is an empire – but a peculiar kind of empire. It is vastly 

wealthy. It is militarily peerless. It has astonishing cultural reach. Yet by comparison 

with other empires it often struggles to impose its will beyond its shores.”
183

 This 
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explicates ‘offensive realism’ but as an important feature of strategic culture the US 

strategic elites are accustomed in creating normative space to defend the use of force 

or aggression as exemplified by the Bush administration’s portrayal of Saddam’s 

regime as imminent threat to the US security.  

 

3.2 The Indian and US Elites’ World View 

Perceptions of strategic elites’ have significant influence on the states’ policy making 

processes. The following paragraphs trace out some of the basic elements of the 

Indian and US strategic elites’ worldviews and explain historical variations in the 

foreign and security policies of the two countries.  

 

3.2.1 Indian Elites’ World View 

Commenting on the Indian elites’ world view, Stephen P. Cohen asserts that initial 

decades were strongly influenced by the Nehruvian traditions.
184

 Despite strongly 

influenced by interwar British socialist perspectives; Nehru adhered to a combination 

of liberal internationalism and the idea of strong state including its domination of the 

'commanding heights’ of economy. In later years, the Nehruvian core was influenced 

by Gandhis (Indira, Rajev and the Congress leaders). In 1970s and early 1980s, Indira 

Gandhi shared many of Nehru’s assumptions about the greatness of India and the 

unbalanced international system but differed from Nehru on the use of force. In the 

following years, conservative-realist and revivalist Hindu perspectives emerged in the 

strategic thinking. The new generations of foreign policy experts carry alternative 

perspectives.
185

 Indira Gandhi followed a variant of her father’s world vision, which 

is referred by Cohen as ‘militant Nehruvianism.’ She often stated, “The principles of 

non-interference by one state in the internal affairs of another, of scrupulous respect 

for the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political integrity of all states are essential 
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to the principle of political co-existence.”
186

 Indira was averse to alliances fearing 

interference based on American neo-colonialism. 

 

About Gandhi’s realist approach VP Malik says, “He gave his blessings to Brigadier 

L. P. Sen and his troops when they were flown to Kashmir to fight Pakistani raiders 

and soldiers in October 1947.”
187

 In 1990s, the rise of Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), 

part of the Sang Parivar, intensified Hindu nationalist feelings and reinvigorated 

Hindu extremism and Hindutva ideology. Mr. Niaz A. Naik, former Foreign 

Secretary of Pakistan wrote, “Today there is a competitive drift towards Hindu 

communalism which has now acquired new dimensions.”
188

 

 

India’s first Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru set the tone for India’s domestic and 

foreign policy, pushed the concept of non-alignment, and worked against the 

confrontational aspects of the US-Soviet competition at the heart of the Cold War. 

However, priority interest of policy makers has always been internal security and 

integrity of the Indian Union against outside threats. During the Cold War, Indian 

threat perception focused on China and Pakistan. Some scholars argue that Nehru’s 

‘Panchsheel’ or five principles are still held up as the basis of India’s foreign policy 

today: mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty, mutual non-aggression, 

mutual non-interference in internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful 

coexistence. 

 

George K. Tanham has observed, “India’s strategic location, size, and tremendous 

population have contributed to Indian leaders’ belief in its greatness; it’s pre-

eminence in the Indian Ocean region and its global importance.”
189

  Defence Minister 

A. K. Antony’s statement of 8 January 2007 that the Indian Ocean’s littoral extended 

from South Africa to Australia bespeaks of India’s aggrandizement and projected 
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expansion in the sphere of its influence. Atul Aneja writes, “Presently, the Indians 

claim that our area of interest extends from the north of the Arabian Sea to the South 

China Sea.”
190

 This has profound implications for the future Indian military strategy 

and force modernization plans have accordingly been strategized. To further its claim 

to being a great power, India is anxious to acquire a permanent seat at the UNSC. 

 

The Cold War international political system was based on bipolarity dominated by the 

East-West rivalry. While the western bloc was led by the US, Soviet Union 

spearheaded the eastern bloc. Most of the third world aligned with either the US or 

the Soviet camp however, India championed ‘non-alignment’ with a view to exert 

influence as a separate power bloc and prevent fallouts from the East-West rivalry 

into the Indian sphere of influence. While in the domestic arena the main focus was 

internal security, separatist movements, and to enhance military and economic 

prowess; at the external front policy makers thought of countering presumed threats 

from China and Pakistan. 

 

India’s relations with the US during the Cold War began to deteriorate as India 

refused to renounce communism and indeed, developed a de facto strategic alliance 

with the Soviet Union. The US closeness with China beginning in the early 1970’s, 

and its conventional military cooperation with (or ‘tilt’ toward) Pakistan in the 1980’s 

angered and further distanced India from the US. However, Indo-US military and 

security relations have never been completely cut off and their economic relations or 

private trade has steadily risen over the decades. After former President Bill Clinton’s 

reconciliatory visit to India in 1999, India’s attitude toward the US quickly mellowed. 

At present, India seems to view its relations with the US with anticipation of ‘natural 

alliance.’ In the joint statement of 2000, between the US President Bill Clinton and 

Indian Prime Minister AB Vajpayee, both the leaders resolved to create a closer and 

qualitatively new relationship between the two countries.
191
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Professor Raju G.C Thomas says, “India had established security and military ties 

with the Soviet Union in the mid-1960s following wars with China in 1962 and 

Pakistan in 1965. The growing collaboration was highlighted in September 1971 by 

the Indo-Soviet Treaty of Peace and Friendship.”
192

 As an ideology, non-alignment 

was unduly sympathetic of the Soviet Union since it had championed itself as ‘anti-

colonial’ in its orientation. All third world nations of that era--and especially India--

conveniently overlooked the most glaring nature of Soviet imperialism that had 

subjugated the eastern European nations throughout the Cold War years. Another 

important aspect of India's anti-Americanism during those years was based in intense 

rivalry with Pakistan. Rajesh Basrur says:- 

“Since Independence in 1947, Indian security concerns have revolved 

around three main and equally significant objectives: the creation of a 

stable domestic political system, the realization of balanced economic 

growth, and the safeguarding of India’s borders and its wider strategic 

milieu.”
193

 

 

Post-Cold War, India shifted from being a leader of the third world to becoming a 

major world power. “Non-alignment, the onetime fulcrum of India's foreign and 

security policy, has become irrelevant, whether it still exists in some other 

reincarnation or not.”
194

 India's Defence Minister, A. K. Antony said:- 

"India is gearing up to play a more dominant role in the twenty first 

century not only in Asia, but also in the world. India's grand strategy 

is: First, our national strategy must keep our territorial sovereignty 

and integrity secure. Second, it must provide the stimulus, with an 

adequate supply of energy to help the economy to develop at a rapid 

pace.”
195

 

 

Socialism has yielded to liberal capitalism and market liberalization has attracted the 

developed world towards the Indian market. Indian leadership is more confident and 

they talk of extended neighborhood and expanded sphere of influence stretching up 

East Asia, West Asia, Central and South East Asian regions. Indian elites’ world view 
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is correspondingly changing. Speaking at the Peking University Beijing, on 6 June 

2008, Indian External Affairs Minister said:- 

“Our foreign policy aims to strengthen our relationships not only with 

all the major powers, but with emerging economies in Asia, Latin 

America and Africa as well. We also give great importance to 

restoring and strengthening the traditional linkages in our extended 

neighborhood. India has had historical and civilizational affinities to 

peoples of East and South East Asia, Central Asia, East Africa and the 

Indian Ocean region for more than two millennia. We are restoring 

connectivity and building economic interdependence with them 

again.”
196

 

 

Vajpayee’s government also hailed the same strategy. Stephen Blank says, 

“Accordingly this past November, Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee directed 

planners to craft defence strategies that extend beyond South Asia and transcend past 

sub-regional mind sets. India's expanded security perspectives, he claimed, require 

such fresh thinking about projecting power and influence, as well as security in all 

these directions.”
197

 C. Raja Mohan describes India's nuclear weapons tests of May 

1998 as a decision to redefine its "approach to the question of power, and an effort to 

temper the idealism in its foreign policy with a strong dose of realism."
198

 India’s 

aspiration for permanent seat at the UNSC and efforts to become partner in the 

international export control regimes have been intensely projected in the recent years. 

Stephen P. Cohen says, “While Indians have found a prominent place in the UN 

system itself, serving in important political, economic, and even military roles, a 

permanent seat with a veto, eludes their country. In recent years India has revived its 

campaign to secure a seat on the Security Council.”
199

 

 

Propelled by continuous economic growth, sustained democratic political system, a 

thriving industry especially the IT sector, and improved military strength have 

rejuvenated the urge to play a larger role at the world stage. Indian strategists also 
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boast of military successes against Pakistan during the 1971 War, 1999 limited war at 

Kargil, and history of civilizational culture for emphasizing righteousness of their 

greatness. Pioneering the non-alignment movement also had basis in the Indian 

thinking of becoming leader of the third world and treading a course independent of 

the Cold War rivalries. Daniel Markey observes, “India’s worldview will be 

parochial, reactive, and increasingly dominated by business rather than by strategic or 

political concerns.”
200

 

 

Imbued with civilizational history, huge landmass overlooking important SLOCs in 

the Indian Ocean, and wielding a potent military, India’s interests have come to cross 

path with geopolitical changes in the Asian region. This has revitalized the Indian 

desire of great power status. Munir Akram, former Pakistan Ambassador to the UN 

says, “The election of Narendra Modi as Prime Minister and geopolitical 

developments; particularly the US pivot to Asia and the Russia’s new Cold War with 

the west, have revived India’s prospects of achieving great power status.”
201

 India has 

attempted to achieve this goal by offering to take care of its smaller neighbors’ 

security and economic concerns. All that it expects in return is recognition that they 

are under its wings and no other power’s. Sri Lanka, Maldives, Nepal, Bhutan, and 

Bangladesh are all considered, by India, to reside in its sphere of influence. India is 

seeking to expand its influence in the region especially in Southeast and East Asia. 

Walter C. Ladwig writes, “Over the past eighteen years, New Delhi has undertaken a 

concerted effort to direct its foreign, economic, and military policies eastward and 

concludes that collectively India’s expanding economic ties, its growing partnerships 

with key regional actors, and its increasingly capable navy, will have an important 

impact on the evolving regional order in Asia-Pacific.”
202

 This may well be indicative 

of India’s bid to become a major player in the emerging balance of power in Asia. 

The ‘Gujral Doctrine’ orchestrated by I. K. Gujral, former Indian Prime Minister 

(1997-1998) and Foreign Minister, is another precept of India’s attitude towards 
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neighboring countries. This is a set of conditions that India has semi-formally adopted 

regarding its regional foreign policy. Sidhu states that:- 

“[t]he doctrine, which  emphasizes economic cooperation and focuses 

on friendly relations with India’s neighbors on a basis of mutual 

respect, has five basic principles; 1) with neighbors such as 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, Maldives, Nepal and Sri Lanka, India does not 

ask for  reciprocity, but gives all it can in good faith; 2) no South 

Asian country will allow its territory to be used for purposes which 

are against the interests of another country in the region; 3) no South 

Asian country will interfere in the internal affairs of another; 4) all 

South Asian countries must respect each other’s territorial integrity 

and sovereignty; and 5) all will settle disputes peacefully through 

bilateral negotiations.”
203

 

 

In its relations with regional countries India promotes bilateral engagement for 

resolution of disputes. It has entered into bilateral agreement on security and 

economic cooperation with Nepal, Bhutan, Sri Lanka, and Maldives. Similar clause 

was also incorporated in the Simla Agreement to bind Pakistan bilaterally for not 

taking the Kashmir dispute to the UN. Mr. Naik says, “India has developed an 

extraordinary doctrine of bilateralism, which seeks to limit its neighbors to a one-to-

one relationship with India and to the resolution of differences exclusively through 

bilateral negotiations.”
204

 The strategic understanding that is in the making between 

India and the US reflects the US willingness to accord India a role for becoming a 

proactive player in the Asian balance of power. By advocating preventive war and 

pre-emption the Bush administration has conveyed unsettling messages to the rest of 

the world.
205

 In the wake of 13 December 2001 attack on the Indian Parliament, New 

Delhi following the US model of war against terrorism and Al Qaeda, ordered 

massive deployment of troops along borders with Pakistan. Indian Foreign Minister 

Yashwant Sinha commented that India had a much better case to go for pre-emptive 
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action against Pakistan than the United States had in Iraq.
206

 Similar remarks were 

also given by Defence Minister George Fernandez. 

 

3.2.2 The United States World View 

Geography remains a key factor of permanent political and military importance in 

shaping perceptions of strategic elites. The influential role of geography is 

discernable in Robert Kaplan’s notation, “A state’s position on the map is the first 

thing that defines it, more than its governing philosophy even.”
207

 The US insular 

location separated by thousands of miles to the east and west and weak neighbors 

have had significant impact on shaping its national character and world view. Hans, J 

Morgenthau refers to strong role of national character in states approach towards 

international relations and underscores the US individual initiative and inventiveness 

that will manifest in individual and collective activities.
208

 Enabled by relative 

security, the self-image of exceptionalism has created a greater propensity for regime 

changes or if possible the international system. Approach of the US leaders and 

public has oscillated between isolationism and internationalism, with a globalist 

phase underway since the last quarter of 20
th

 century. Charles Kegaly and Widkoff 

have bracketed it as expansionism, imperialism and isolationism.
209

 

 

The US precept of self-image based on exceptionalism, sense of moral ascendency 

stemming from promotion of democracy, freedom and independence,  technological 

and industrial prowess, experiences of war, and relative security afforded by insular 

geographical location have shaped a culture of ‘offensive realism’ and the impulse to 

transform the international system according to the US democratic ideals. George 

Kennan has argued that ‘excessive moralism and legalism’ in the US political 

thought, has led to tendency of crusades against evil.
210

 This has also impacted the US 
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military approach to war ‘American way of War’
211

 manifested in intense use of 

technological superiority in mobilization, fire power, and preference for a swift and 

decisive battle. However, all this is not a panacea for success as evinced from the US 

failure during the Vietnam War. Americans consider themselves the arbiters of 

democracy, human rights, pluralism and see the world through their values by 

promoting the ‘American way of life.’ On the US foreign policy, the State 

Department notes, “Democracy and respect for human rights have long been central 

components of US foreign policy.”
212

 The tragic incident of 9/11 greatly impacted the 

US approach to security and created the perception of ‘us vs them.’ Given the 

primacy of power, in the post-Cold War period, the US approach to confront potential 

threats from state or non-state actors has emphasized ‘preemptive and preventive’ use 

of force. 

 

Imbibed with self-image of cultural uniqueness, Americans are convinced to mirror 

image their way of life, ideals and traditional democratic values to other people. 

Strategic elites struggled to resist the ideologies and governance systems antithetical 

to their political systems, which has had impact on their relations with other states. 

Commenting on the American view of others, John T Rourke concludes that the US 

historical and cultural experience have helped shape five interrelated attitudes i.e. 

messianism, idealism, paternalism, racism, and pragmatism.
213

 Be it earlier 

isolationism or current internationalism, actions and strategies have been interpreted 

to promote liberty, freedom, and democracy. Earlier isolationism gave way to 

assertiveness as the US military, economic and political strength grew.  

 

During the Cold War containment of communism was the rallying concept, which 

formed the bases for security relationship with other countries. The ending of Cold 

war and 9/11 attack on icons of the US power resulted in global war against terror, 

which became the central element in shaping the US strategic and security policies. 
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Post-Cold War, interventionist inclination has again crept in, which, at times, is 

attributed to the rise of non-state actors as potent entities and perceived threats from 

unconventional warfare. Despite anti imperial rhetoric the US has acted 

imperialistically to enlarge its influence and ideology in Guam, Philippines and 

recently in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya. Americans are shrewd practitioners of 

realpolitik and take pragmatic view to pursue national interest around the world, 

which largely has a realist makeup. Funneling arms to Iran in mid 1980s in a bid to 

seek release of American hostages held by pro-Iran group in Lebanon, aiding proxy 

war in Afghanistan by providing weapons and financial aid to Mujahideen fighting 

the Soviet occupation forces, and support to resistance groups battling Bashar al 

Asad’s Baathist regime in Syria are some examples of the US pragmatic approach to 

foreign policy. In 2010, WikiLeaks, a non-governmental organization, published over 

two lac secret US diplomatic cables sent to Washington by the US diplomatic 

officials working around the world, which show how the US promotes and safeguards 

its interests in different regions/countries of the world. The US government has 

condemned the leaks and, has said that it was not an expression of official policies 

however; it did not refute text of these reports.
214

 In contrast, the US so called wars of 

liberation and freedom from tyrannical regimes, are seen by other countries and 

antiwar activists as genocide, illegal and unjust occupation for imperial ambition, 

geostrategic interests, and control over energy sources. C. Vann Woodward has 

noted, “Anxieties about security have kept the growth of optimism within bounds 

among other peoples…the relative absence of such anxieties in the past has helped, 

along with other factors, to make optimism a national philosophy in America.”
215

  

 

3.3 Core US Foreign Policy Interests 

Commonality of interests defines the strength of nations’ relationship yet there would 

be areas of divergence. While the US has common interests with many countries of 

the region, there are countries like Russia and China with whom the relationship in 
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many areas could be termed as competitive or even rival for example; there are 

serious differences between the US and Russia over the US plan to deploy Ballistic 

Missile Defence (BMD) system, in Europe, and between the US and China over the 

issue of Taiwan and North Korean nuclear weapon programme. The US is a nation 

with geo-strategic interests in multiple regions. Preserving American global 

leadership remains the foremost aspect besides long term economic strength, 

maintaining military superiority, security of allies and partners, increased engagement 

in Asia-Pacific region, building national and international capacity for counter 

terrorism and counter proliferation, including protecting cyber space, space, counter 

measures against the US power projection.
216

 Core US interests mentioned in the 

National Security Strategy of May 2010 are:-
217

 

a) Security of the US, its citizens, allies and partners.  

b) A strong, innovative, and growing US economy in an open 

international economic system that promotes opportunity and 

prosperity.  

c) Respect for universal values at home and around the world. 

d) An international order advanced by the US leadership that promotes 

peace, security, and opportunity through stronger cooperation to meet 

global challenges. 

 

The goals of America’s strategic architecture in Asia have traditionally included 

preventing the dominance of Asia by any single power or coalition of powers, 

maintaining a system of alliances to facilitate the projection of American power when 

needed, and securing SLOCs to facilitate American commercial access and the free 

flow of trade in the region.
218

 Perhaps the primary concern for Washington in Asia, in 

this century, has been China’s growing military capabilities and assertiveness 

especially in the South and East China Seas and potentially into the Indian Ocean 

                                                           
216

 The US Department of Defence, “Sustaining US Global Leadership: Priorities for 21
st
 Century 

Defence,” January 2012. http://www.defence.gov/news/Defence_Strategic_Guidance.pdf. 
217

 The White House, "The National Security Strategy of the US 2010," May 2010. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf.  
218

 Gerald Curtis, “The US in East Asia: Not Architecture, But Action,” Global Asia, Fall 2007. 

http://www.defence.gov/news/Defence_Strategic_Guidance.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf


 

region.
219

 The US thinks that, if it does not act to promote its economic, security and 

geopolitical interests and fill power vacuum vis-à-vis China’s growing economic, 

military and political power in the Asia Pacific region, other powers would emerge, 

which is considered against the US interests in the region and beyond. Therefore, the 

administration officials argue that demonstrating a lasting US commitment to Asia 

will make bilateral partners and Asia’s multilateral organizations more willing and 

able to shape the region’s rules and norms collectively.
220

 Explaining objectives of 

the US rebalancing strategy towards Asia Pacific, Tom Donilon, the National 

Security Advisor said, “International law and norms be respected, that commerce and 

freedom of navigation are not impeded, that emerging powers build trust with their 

neighbors, and that disagreements are resolved peacefully without threats or 

coercion.”
221

 To achieve these goals, the US National Security Strategy 2010 notes 

that all elements of national power will be strengthened especially America’s ‘soft 

power.’ Priority areas identified by the US administration inter alia include:- 

a) The first and foremost is protecting America and its people by 

strengthening security at home and abroad, disrupt, dismantle, and 

defeat Al-Qaeda and its violent extremist affiliates in Afghanistan, 

Pakistan and around the world, reverse the spread of nuclear and 

biological weapons and secure nuclear materials, advance peace, 

security, and opportunity in the Greater Middle East, invest in the 

capacity of strong and capable partners, secure cyberspace, promote 

socio-economic development, promote democracy and human rights, 

ensure strong alliances and build cooperation with other 21
st
 century 

centers of influence. President Obama in his inaugural speech on 20 

January 2009 said:- 

“We will not apologize for our way of life, nor will we 

waver in its defence. And for those who seek to 
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advance their aims by inducing terror and slaughtering 

innocents, we say to you now that our spirit is stronger 

and cannot be broken—you cannot outlast us, and we 

will defeat you.”
222

 

b) Threats to the US security from non-state actors are projected as 

serious concern and the US Strategic Guidance Document conveys the 

US policy of directly striking against such threats when necessary. 

c) Specifically in case of Asia, the US interests revolve around 

strengthening and maintaining existing alliances in Japan and Korean 

peninsula, expanding strategic engagement with Australia, efforts to 

persuade North Korea to abandon its nuclear programme.  

d) Expanding economic ties with India in order to build it into a power. 

On the policy towards the region and India, the Strategic Guidance 

Document notes, “The United States is also investing in a long-term 

strategic partnership with India to support its ability to serve as a 

regional economic anchor and provider of security in the broader 

Indian Ocean region.”
223

 

e) Avoiding the threat of a conflict in South Asia. 

 

The US economic and security interests have warranted rebalancing to Asia Pacific 

region. The strategic shift of ‘rebalancing’ to Asia Pacific was indicated by Defence 

Secretary Leon Panetta when he said, “We will of necessity rebalance toward the 

Asia-Pacific region.”
224

 The Strategic Guidance Document also says that over the 

long term, China’s emergence as a regional power will have the potential to affect the 

US economy and security in a variety of ways. Many scholars believe that this 

actually aims at counter balancing Chinese interests in the region. Maintaining Euro-

Atlantic integration is fundamental to the US foreign policy for economic, political, 

and military reasons. Control over energy sources around the world has been a 

constant US concern. The point here is not that the energy sources should be imported 
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into the US per se but the important aspect is to control these sources as an element of 

power to enable manipulation and flow to other countries and be able to influence the 

prices in line with own economic interests. Besides, other geo strategic reasons 

control over Iraq’s oil sources, which has the world’s second largest oil reserves, was 

an important factor for the US invasion of Iraq. Noam Chomsky in his interview with 

David Barsamian called it central to the US strategy.
225

  

 

3.4 Core Indian Interests in Opening Doors to United States 

Geographically India occupies important position in Asia and an area in excess of 

three million square kilometers. It shares land borders with China, Pakistan, Bhutan, 

Nepal, Bangladesh and a narrow water strip separates it from Sri Lanka. With a 

population of over a billion people India is still lagging in attaining its ambition of 

great power. At the time of independence in 1947, India thought of herself as the 

rightful heir to British Empire in subcontinent however; its efforts to emulate other 

great powers and assert herself as major player in international politics are often 

frustrated by domestic and international compulsions.  

 

India has always been obsessed with acquiring regional hegemony and playing a role 

of regional ‘policeman.’ Ostensibly preaching non-violence, it has never hesitated to 

use force to attain its objectives. The Indira Doctrine, enunciated at the beginning of 

the Sri Lankan civil war in 1983, stated that India was entitled to be the security 

manager of the entire subcontinent. Annexation of Hyderabad, Goa and illegal 

occupation of Jammu and Kashmir are shining examples of India’s strategic behavior 

and its ambition to acquire pre-eminence in the region. Also, India has long 

considered itself as a major global power or at least it has worked to acquire that 

status. Stephen Blank says, “Major policy decisions, such as the one to go overtly 

nuclear in 1998, can be attributed to this consuming desire to be seen as a great 

power.”
226

 

 

                                                           
225

 David Barsamian, op cit., p. 5. 
226

 Stephen Blank, op cit. 



 

In the post-Cold War period, economic diversification of its relations and building 

strategic partnerships/dialogue with other states in the key global regions are other 

imperatives of India’s new strategic outlook. However, security related matters have 

not been relegated. B. C. Upreti and others have noted, “In the post 1990 period, 

despite a greater emphasis on geo-economic issues, security related matters are not 

less important for India.”
227

 India’s overt nuclearization and its willingness to fully 

cooperate with the US in the aftermath of September 11 attacks, have promoted its 

strategic interests. Through shrewd diplomacy, India has been able to portray the 

Kashmir freedom struggle as terrorism. Fahmida Ashraf has pointed out that “in the 

post-9/11 period, India sided with the US to exploit the opportunity presented by the 

US war against terrorism, intensify influence in Afghanistan and pursue its 

hegemonic designs to emerge as the regional and global power.”
228

 The rider clause 

of long term major goals is said to be first; to attain regional hegemony and second; to 

play a role in the international system. Professor Kapur writes:- 

“India’s goal of playing a significant role in international affairs has 

evolved through the years. Originally defined in global terms during 

the Nehru era, it had focused on rhetorical diplomacy against 

imperialism and racism, on the non-aligned model for emulation by 

others, and on mediatory diplomacy to manage international 

crises.”
229

 

 

Indian Ministry of External Affairs, in its Annual Report (2000-2001), has outlined 

essential priorities and objectives of India’s foreign policy, which manifest major role 

for the country within the region and beyond. India’s aspirations for domination and 

expanding influence are also reflected in the Annual Report (1998-99) of the Indian 

Ministry of Defence paper titled, ‘National Security Environment.’ It depicts a 

number of national security interests. The underlying assumption is that even though 

India has never consciously and deliberately pursued a grand strategy, its historical 

experience and geo-strategic environment have substantially conditioned its security 

behavior and the desired goals. 
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Post-Cold War, India shifted from being a leader of the third world to becoming a 

major world power. To further its claims to being a great power, India is anxious to 

acquire a permanent seat at the UN Security Council. Socialism yielded to liberal 

capitalism and market liberalization has attracted the developed world towards a huge 

Indian market. Indian leadership is more confident and talks of extended 

neighborhood and expanded sphere of influence stretching up East Asia, West Asia, 

Central and South East Asian regions. Indian elites’ world view is correspondingly 

changing. 

 

Economic diversification of relations and building strategic partnerships/dialogue 

with states in the key global regions are other imperatives of India’s new strategic 

outlook. However, security related matters have not been relegated. Robert W. 

Gradnock in concluding part of his book asserts:- 

“At present there are four major areas of common interest between 

India and the west. The first is economic development….The second 

common interest of India and the west is the importance of peace and 

stability in the Gulf….A third mutual interest might be held to lie in 

the containment of Islamic fundamentalism…. The fourth and last, 

but not the least, of the immediate shared interests is restricting the 

spread of nuclear weapons.”
230

  

 

When the new US administration under President George W. Bush started to promote 

its highly contentious decision of developing National Missile Defence (NMD) 

systems, India became one of the few major countries to endorse it, immediately. 

Even though India made that decision to complicate the nuclear calculations of China 

and Pakistan, the Bush administration was quite appreciative of India's new role from 

a moralizing drumbeater into a thoughtful potential partner. Mr. Niaz A. Naik says, 

“India’s search for great power status has been intensified after the end of the Cold 

War.”
231

 While it got closer to Washington it did not sever ties with Russia and, 

following her formal engagement with Israel since 1992, India has tapped numerous 

agreements on supply/purchase of sophisticated weapons. One author has observed:- 
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"The United States and India are already virtual allies, and share a 

strong military relationship with Israel. The Bush administration has 

approved the sale of three Israeli Phalcon AWACS to India and is 

likely to approve the sale of Arrow-II anti-missile system, jointly 

developed by Israel and the US. These weapon systems could shift the 

balance of power in Asia, and make India invulnerable to missile 

attacks.”
232

 

 

As argued by A. Z. Hilali, a research scholar at the University of Hull (UK), Indian 

defence planners held another view that, “without significant military power, India 

will not be able to successfully project its national identity as a great power or play a 

more decisive role in world affairs.”
233

  

 

Given its position as the sole superpower and perceived huge untapped potential of 

Indo-US relations, Washington is likely to remain the number one priority for Indian 

foreign policy as no nation can shape India's security environment - for good or bad - 

more than the US.
234

 The report of the Group of Ministers on National Security has 

observed:- 

“US pre-eminence in the global strategic architecture, is unlikely to 

diminish in the foreseeable future. Meaningful, broad based 

engagement with the US, spanning political, economic and 

technological interests and commonalities, will have a positive impact 

on our external security concerns….”
235

 

 

The 2005 Indo-US agreements on defence and civil nuclear cooperation have given 

new impetus to their relationship. The US business lobby is keen to tap the huge 

Indian market. Checkmating China may be another area of common interest to 

provide a basis for closer ties. Some authors nevertheless have tried to lessen the 

impact of India’s civil nuclear liability law on trade with the US by suggesting that 
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India could play a role in convincing Iran to abandon its nuclear programme.
236

 

Tellis’s proposition revolves around the argument that the US would not be able to 

sustain its Pacific and Asian policies without relying on India and accepting it as a 

counter weight to China, a major step towards accepting India as a global power. 

 

India regards the US essential for its economic and military capacity building as a 

major source of capital and technology. Closer partnership with the US and 

congruence of interests in the IOR and South East Asia is in India’s interest as it may 

lead to granting legitimacy to India’s concept of ‘extended neighborhood’ and would 

facilitate its rise as a major Asian power. By closely partnering with the US, India 

wants to create diplomatic space for its rise as major world power that, in the Indian 

view, is based on multiple power centers with domination by one regional power, 

which in case of South and Southeast Asia should be India. By advocating the 

concept of extended neighborhood and expanded sphere of influence, India aims to 

seek more defence cooperation with states in the Persian Gulf, Southeast and Central 

Asia, Israel, and Afghanistan presumably going beyond intelligence-sharing about 

terrorist activities. Tanham has commented comprehensively on the Indian strategic 

thinking in terms of concentric rings of countries around the Indian landmass. 

According to Tanham, “Indians regard security in terms of strategic unity of the sub-

continent.” Five circles or rings (mandala) of India’s security strategy, identified by 

Tanham are:-
237

 

a) The first circle emphasizes India’s internal unity. ‘Indians see a close 

relationship between internal and outside aggression.’ 

b) The second circle relates to perceived threats from smaller neighbors. 

As regards India’s regional strategy, Tanham concludes two core 

perceptions, one; India will not allow a neighboring state to undertake 

any action in foreign affairs or defence policy that India deems 

potentially inimical to Indian security, and two; India will not permit 
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foreign governments to establish a presence or influence in 

neighboring states that India views as unfriendly. 

c) The third circle projects Pakistan and China as vital security threats. 

According to Tanham, Indian strategists believe that Pakistan, through 

propaganda, infiltration and subversion can create serious difficulties 

for India. Indians regard China as the other major external threat 

because of its size, population and military might. The Soviet Union 

was seen as a balancer against Pakistani and Chinese threats. After the 

disintegration of the Soviet Union, Indians still see Russia as an 

important country since it possesses nuclear weapons. In Tanham’s 

assessment, Indians believe that Russia will eventually be able to help 

counter the uni-polarity of the world. 

d) The fourth circle relates to India’s interest in the IOR. Tanham is of 

the view that India sees itself as the pre-eminent power in the region. 

e) The fifth circle emphasizes India’s aspiration to a global role. In 

Tanham’s assessment Indians resent the fact that India is not 

considered a world power, they feel a real need for world position and 

for the world’s recognition of that position. 

 

Internal security, countering terrorism, energy security and security of sea lanes of 

communication, enhancing trade and economic growth, security of the entire IOR, 

territorial disputes with China and Pakistan, stable neighborhood, de jure recognition 

of its nuclear capability, permanent member status at the UN Security Council, 

membership of the international export control regimes, and a multilateral 

international order are major preoccupations for India. As the end game in 

Afghanistan comes to a close and the bulk of ISAF combat forces draw down, India 

looks forward to sustaining its role in Afghanistan to defend its geostrategic and 

economic interests. 

 

 

 



 

3.5 Monroe Doctrine vs Indira Doctrine 

In a speech to the US Congress in 1823, President James Monroe delivered a strong 

policy statement also called the Monroe Doctrine. “The Monroe Doctrine of 1823 

declared the new world off limits to further colonization by old world powers.”
238

 

This mainly defined the US foreign policy of successive governments for many 

decades. It manifested the US unilateralist policy to assert authority in opposing 

attempts by European powers to expand their influence into North or South America. 

Many analysts have observed that the doctrine functioned as an indication of the US 

hegemonic inclination in western Hemisphere and beyond. Countries in the US 

periphery have been of particular concern to it mainly for foreign policy and security 

interests. Invoking edicts of the ‘Monroe Doctrine,’ the US aggressively coerced the 

Latin American countries a number of times including through the use of diplomatic 

and military pressure for regime change of unfriendly governments. Kennedy 

government’s forceful reaction to push out Soviet Union’s deployment of missiles in 

Cuba in 1962 famously known as ‘Cuban Missile Crisis,’ is an empirical indicator of 

‘offensive realism’s’ hegemonic instincts characterizing great power politics. Post-

Cold War, the US policy has oscillated between unilateralism and multilateralism but 

has largely remained consistent with the history of interventionism resonating in 

preemptive and preventive use of force doctrine of President Bush.
239

 

 

Indian leadership has consciously worked to assert India’s primacy in the region and 

opposed outside powers from meddling in South Asian affairs analogous to the US 

‘Monroe Doctrine.’ Prime Minister Indira Gandhi devised a policy, in early 1980s, to 

prevent outside powers from interfering in India’s backyard. Most importantly the 

doctrine stipulates that, “India will not tolerate external intervention in a conflict 

situation in any South Asian country, if the intervention has any implicit or explicit 

anti-Indian implication. No South Asian government must therefore ask for external 
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military assistance with an anti-Indian bias from any country.”
240

 Stephen P. Cohen 

says that:- 

“The doctrine represented a tough, uncompromising attitude toward 

neighbors, by laying down two principles; a) no foreign power should 

be allowed to cross the crest of Himalayas and; b) India would 

consider the presence or influence of an external power in the region 

as adverse to its interests, unless that power recognized Indian 

predominance.”
241

 

 

Many authors have claimed that India did not have the wherewithal to implement 

such a doctrine and that it was a flawed concept.
242

 Indian military interventions in 

Sri Lanka, Maldives and other countries together with emphasis on promoting 

bilateralism with South Asian countries, and the 1950 treaty with Nepal express 

pragmatic and assertive approach. Also, India entered into bilateral treaties with 

Bhutan and Nepal in 1949 and 1950 respectively, to seek a role in steering their 

foreign and defence policies. In contrast, C. Raja Mohan and other Indian 

intellectuals recognize the presence and operation of ‘Indira Doctrine,’ and 

apprehensions in regional countries about regional hegemony yet they suggest that it 

should now be buried being no more applicable.
243

 

 

Strategic culture is molded by internal and external factors, and shapes states’ 

perceptions about threats, opportunities and strategic preferences. It helps explain 

states’ philosophy of peace and security. Commonalities of strategic interests pull the 

states together into joint fronts. The early estrangement between India and the US is 

attributed to differing threat perceptions and world views. India’s independence 

coincided with the onset of Cold War. The new world order of bipolarity and 

international politics was largely defined by rivalry between the US and the Soviet 

bloc. To exercise political leverage and assert its role as leader of the third world, 

India declared ‘non-alignment.’ It is believed that India’s non-alignment was meant to 

press its neutrality and distinct worldview. This policy is also attributed to India’s 
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interest in security maximization by attempting to prevent the Cold War spillover into 

its area of influence. Despite espousing moralism and liberal democratic norms, the 

two countries were distrustful of each other, which kept them apart. For India, 

internal security and integrity of the Indian Union were high priority; the US felt 

relatively secured because of geographic insularity and thereby adopted offensive 

strategy, during the Cold War, to contain communist expansion. 

 

India’s strategic culture draws on ancient political treatises such as Arthshastra and 

Mahabharata. These epics advise the ruler in the art of statecraft and; are instructive 

of realpolitik, hegemony, use of force, power and annihilation of the enemy. They 

have significant influence on the Indian psyche even today.  Realpolitik strands in 

India’s strategic culture were prominent even during the earlier years when India 

forcefully annexed many of the princely states and Goa, a Portuguese Colony in south 

west of India, and adroitly tackled secessionist notions based in linguistic and 

regional diversity such as Tamil and Marathi. Similarly the US urge to maximize 

power and set itself as regional hegemon is manifested in its concept of ‘Manifest 

Destiny.’     

 

Major events and traumatic experiences have profound impact on culture and states’ 

strategic outlook. The Sino-Indian War of 1962 was shocking for the Indian 

strategists, which prompted a zero sum struggle for power. India increasingly became 

obsessed with enhancing its power in search for absolute security against China and 

Pakistan, under the guiding concept of ‘more power means more security.’ Ensuing 

assistance from the US and its own heavy defence procurement are indicative of 

taking advantage of the opportunity to gain power at the expense of rivals. The US 

motivation to support India during the Sino-Indian War of 1962 may have come from 

its desire to prevent China’s rise as dominant power of the region. Also, the end of 

Cold War and 9/11 attacks are said to have inspired the US offensive strategies. In the 



 

same context, the 2003 Iraq War is seen as the first step in the US quest for global 

hegemony.
244

  

 

The end of Cold War politics of bipolar era freed India and the US from the shackles 

of Cold War politics and the two countries opened up to each other. Ongoing power 

shift from West to East and China’s rise increasingly became major factors to bring 

the two into close partnership. Shared interest in economic liberalization and free 

market economy has reinforced their partnership. In line with ‘offensive realism’ 

assumptions, the US may be seen as passing the buck to local rising power 

nonetheless; it will intervene when the danger becomes too great. ‘Offensive 

Realism’ suggests, “The international system creates powerful incentives for states to 

look for opportunities to gain power at the expense of rivals, and to take advantage of 

those situations when the benefits outweigh the costs.”
245

 This may be applicable to 

India, which is trying to take advantage from the ongoing power shift, to enhance its 

power and become the dominant regional power. Bearing intrinsic sense of 

superiority accentuated by economic turnaround, India hopes to achieve its long 

cherished goal to become a great power by closing up to the US, in line with the 

diktats of ‘offensive realism.’ The biggest strategic re-orientation is discernible from 

2004 onwards. Doctoring liberalization of India’s economy in early 1990s, Prime 

Minister Manmohan Singh’s government laid emphasis on economy and integration 

with the international system especially the West. Vipin Narang writes, “In theory, 

this integration generates precisely the types of exposure and vulnerabilities that 

Nehru and the Gandhis sought to avoid, and were able to do so with a largely import 

substitution economic approach.”
246

  

 

However, India’s suspicion about great power influence in its backyard, compulsion 

of geography coupled with the US skepticism about India’s future role, may constrain 
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them from forging an alliance unless China adopts aggressive posture in disputed 

areas with India. Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s address to military commanders’ 

conference in 2010 is a good expression of the Indian thinking, where the Prime 

Minister said, “We have always prided ourselves on preserving our strategic 

autonomy, and this is an article of faith for us. India is too large a country to be boxed 

into any alliance or regional or sub-regional arrangements, whether trade, economic 

or political.”
247

 Gleaning from the writings of eminent scholars, contemporarily 

strategic policy discourse in India is dominated by two distinct but realist schools; 

one is 21
st
 century Nehruvian and the other pragmatist, which is guided by the new 

generation of scholars. The former is skeptical about the US influence in the region 

and the latter is proponent of India’s great power status with a major role at the world 

stage. Vipin Narang and Paul Staniland are of the view that “Rajiv’s administration 

also maintained a deeply suspicious stance towards external intervention in the 

region, with the US involvement in Pakistan, Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, and 

China’s growing power posing an alarming challenge to a state that in 1972 had 

seemed enduringly secure.”
248

 With this backdrop the next chapter tries to ascertain 

indicators of evolving strategic partnership between the two countries through a 

focused case study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

TOWARDS A STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP 

Asia has historically enjoyed immense geo-political importance. It is the largest 

continent of the world and contains major part of the world’s physical wealth and 

energy resources. It is home to major economies of the world and as Eurasia all the 

nuclear weapon states less the US are located in this region. In the Asian context, 

regional and international security overlap because of competing interests involving 

major powers’ extra regional ambitions and stakes in the region. The end of Cold 

War, rise of China, growing power of India, and the 9/11 terrorist attacks are the most 

important happenings besides resurgent Russia, for the regional and global security. 

The shocking terrorist attacks on the US political, economic and military icons 

profoundly changed the US perception about security and potential threats and led to 

significant changes in the US approach towards other countries and regions. 

Afghanistan became the initial theatre of war for the US led Global War on Terror 

(GWoT). The US reengaged with the regional countries to sustain its counter 

terrorism policy and prevent threats to the US mainland. In response to the changing 

geopolitical shifts in Asia, how the US relates to India and China is important for the 

regional security and future regional security order. Due to the emergence of new 

economic and security groupings and ties between the regional states, the US has re-

adjusted its strategy to maintain influence in the region. Rapprochement with India 

and ensuing strategic partnerships are part of the overall US strategy, which has 

raised concern in China, Russia and Pakistan. 

 

Did the 9/11 attacks change the US outlook on security and foreign policy or the 

strategies that the Bush administration adopted, were mere aberration? Defenders of 

the Bush administration proclaim that reorientation of policy was a necessity to face 

the new challenges however; critics contend that nothing changed dramatically and 

the policy shifts were self-defeating. Warming up to the US has buttressed India’s 

consistent economic and military growth vis-à-vis China’s rise and fostered optimism 

for the long desired great power status. The ensuing discussion takes a retrospective 

view and explores the impact of 9/11terrorist attacks, on the US security and foreign 



 

policy especially with regards to Asia, from the perspective of ‘offensive realism.’ 

This is followed by a section on India’s rapprochement towards the US. The chapter 

then dilates on the US and Indian overtures for closer ties through a case study of 

India’s prospective membership of the NSG.  

 

4.1 The Impact of 9/11 

The widely conceived notion that ‘9/11 changed everything’ may be an over-stretch. 

While many of the effects were short lived, changes in internal, foreign and security 

perception look more dramatic and most enduring. Yet some analysts are of the view 

that the US over reacted to the tragic incident and resultantly produced more hatred 

and enemies thereby making it-self more vulnerable than secure. On the US 

immediate reaction to terrorist attacks, James Dobbins, former Special Envoy for 

Afghanistan and Pakistan, has pointed at two important aspects of the US policy by 

stating, “These twin impulses of post-9/11 America—to carry the war on terror well 

beyond those immediately responsible for the 9/11 attacks and to do so largely on its 

own—marked the US policy for the next several years.”
249

 To prevent future attacks, 

President Bush, in his address to the joint session of Congress on 20 September 2001, 

declared to initiate GWoT and said:- 

“We will direct every resource at our command--every means of 

diplomacy, every tool of intelligence, every instrument of law 

enforcement, every financial influence, and every necessary weapon 

of war--to the destruction and to the defeat of the global terror 

network.”
250

 

 

Subsequently the Bush administration enunciated preemptive war doctrine aka ‘Bush 

Doctrine,’ preserving the right to use force to defend the US at home and abroad even 

before the threat materialized. The NSS-2002 specifically claims:- 

“The United States has long maintained the option of preemptive 

actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national security. The 

greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction— and the more 

compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, 
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even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s 

attack. To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the 

United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.”
251

 

 

The contentious US doctrine of anticipatory or preemptive use of force generated 

intense debate about its legality vis-à-vis international law and the UN Charter, but 

the fact remains that powerful states have resorted to use of force in violation of the 

UN Charter.  

 

Prior to the horrific incident of 9/11, America was in the midst of reorienting to the 

new ‘world order’ emerging from the ashes of Cold War. Its sense of invulnerability 

was not shaken and its foreign policy focus was on relations with other great powers 

such as China and Russia, managing China’s rise and possible Russian resurgence, 

sustaining the US primacy, and likely threats to international peace and security from 

‘rogue states.’ Back home the administration was grappling with tax reforms, health, 

jobs, and economy. It had reduced engagement with many countries, which 

perceptibly had lost relevance as the Cold War epoch of perceived threat from Soviet 

communism faded. But the period was short lived as 9/11 dawned new strategic 

thinking characterized by aggressive use of hard power and the desire to expand 

hegemony. The nexus between terrorism and rogue states i.e. Iran, Iraq, North Korea 

and Libya became a priority area, as these countries were judged to be posing a threat 

to the US and its allies.
252

 They were also suspected of developing WMDs. Moving 

away from the liberal democratic norms of ‘democratic peace’ and status quo, the 

post 9/11 US foreign policy tended to be revisionist. Carlos L. Yordan contends:- 

“Even before the 9/11 attacks, Bush’s advisors had demonstrated their 

unilateral tendencies and their desire to employ the nation’s 

capabilities to re-fashion the world according to American interests 

and to thwart the rise of potential challengers to America’s position of 

power.”
253
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9/11 was also a turning point for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
254

-

US alliance. For the first time since its inception, it invoked Article 5 that stipulates 

the use of force in self-defence, at a time when relevance of NATO was being 

questioned after the disintegration of Soviet Union and the end of Cold War. 

However, proponents of the alliance believed that the international order was in flux 

and uncertain, and NATO should instead be readjusted according to the changing 

paradigmatic shift in the distribution of power. Before the Lisbon meeting, President 

Obama wrote in an opinion piece, “As the world has changed, so too has our alliance, 

and we are stronger, safer and more prosperous as a result. That is our task in Lisbon 

— to revitalize our alliance once more and ensure our security and prosperity for 

decades to come.”
255

 Even before this, President Obama had sounded similar 

sentiments in his landmark speech at Prague on 5 April 2009. The US saw larger role 

for the alliance to undertake missions beyond Europe. While NATO was in transition 

from the Cold War era to post-Cold War security environment, 9/11 brought to fore 

new threats and devastating capacity of non-state actors using innovative ways. The 

international community unequivocally condemned the attacks and without much 

hesitation, supported the US war against Al-Qaeda and Taliban regime in 

Afghanistan. Ellen Hallams says, “9/11 undoubtedly had a profound impact on the 

alliance’s relationship with the US, changed the dynamics of the alliance’s 

relationship with Russia and EU and gave renewed vigor to those seeking to turn 

NATO into a global alliance.”
256

 Despite inherent fault lines within NATO, the US 

has used it for political and diplomatic support to legitimize its actions. 

 

During the Cold War, the US strategic elites and successive administrations were 

deeply ingrained with the myth of communist expansion and, in the 1990s while they 

were adjusting to the ‘new world order’ and debating relevance of NATO vis-à-vis 

absence of opponents, terrorist attacks of 9/11 befell. Policy makers came to believe 
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that the traditional Cold War policies of containment and deterrence were losing 

effectiveness in the face of new threats especially those posed by non-state actors. It 

also exposed the US invulnerability to damaging strikes through unconventional 

means by shadowy networks. To see the impact of 9/11 on Asia’s security order, it is 

important to understand the US overall strategic goals in the region i.e. counter 

terrorism, preventing China’s rise as rival power, non-proliferation, unhindered 

access to energy sources, security of the US forces in and around the region, 

safeguard economic interests in Asia Pacific region, and security of SLOCs. It is here 

that India stands out as a country occupying geostrategic location. Zafar Nawaz 

Jaspal says, “That is where India comes in. India’s pivotal position in Southern Asia, 

its strategic location between Western Asia and Southeast Asia, and its emergence as 

an economic power, places it in a special league.”
257

 Democracy promotion, freedom, 

and human rights became high priority as the US administration came to believe that 

failing states were greatest threats to security because they provided breeding grounds 

for terrorism and hate ideology. The Bush administration frequently referred to ‘axis 

of evil’ and tyrannical regime of Saddam Hussain, and proclaimed that the war in Iraq 

was meant to bring freedom, liberty, and democracy to Iraqi people, who the US 

policy makers believed would welcome the US forces.   

 

9/11 exposed the American invulnerability by shaking the belief of secure boundaries 

in face of capacity of non-state actors. The national security calculus increasingly 

came to focus on preventing such attacks in future and preempt new threats to 

homeland security especially from non-state actors using WMDs. William J. Perry, 

former US Secretary of Defence wrote in his article, “Nuclear or biological weapons 

in the hands of terrorists or rogue states constitute the greatest single danger to 

American security—indeed to world security— and a threat that is becoming 

increasingly less remote.”
258

 The prospects for major power concert on preventing 

proliferation of WMDs heightened that resulted in strengthening regulatory controls 
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over transfer of sensitive technologies. While existing international export control 

regimes were further strengthened, new counter proliferation initiatives such as 

Container Security Initiative, Mega Ports Initiative, and Proliferation Security 

initiative were launched, also cooperation with Russia was expanded to prevent 

access of non-state actors to sensitive goods. Bilateral cooperation between Russia 

and the US was enhanced through cooperative threat reduction programme, megaton 

to megawatt programme, plutonium disposition programme, plutonium production 

reactor shut down programme, etc.
259

 To advance the US non-proliferation goals, 

President Obama announced in his Prague speech that the US will secure all 

vulnerable nuclear material around the world within four years, will set new 

standards, expand cooperation with Russia, pursue new partnerships to lock down 

these sensitive materials, build on efforts to break up black markets, detect and 

intercept materials in transit, and use financial tools to disrupt this dangerous trade.
260

 

 

Many scholars disagree over the contention that 9/11 resulted in transformational 

changes in the US long term trajectory of foreign and security grand strategy. Their 

arguments appear logical when viewed in relation to the US longer term goals of 

maintaining primacy and preference for a unipolar world, leading the world in 

technology and military capability, its sense of exceptionalism, and unilateral use of 

force if deemed necessary, which remain unchanged. For example; Walter Russell 

Mead believes that the US grand strategy has not changed much in 200 years.
261

 Post 

9/11, the US approach to achieving peace and security largely tilted towards 

‘offensive realism’ marked by internal restructuring and reinforcing power through 

alliances and coalitions thinking that power realities were running against liberal 

democratic norms. Many of the policies were consistent with the long term objectives 

of the US foreign and security policies and have been continued by President Obama 

but with strong euphemistic overtones. 

                                                           
259

 For details see Scot Sagan, “The New Landscape of Nuclear Terrorism,” Center for 

Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey, Occasional Paper No. 8, May 2002. 
260

 The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “Remarks by President Barack Obama,” Hradcany 

Square, Prague, Czech Republic, 5 April 2009. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-

president-barack-obama-prague-delivered.  
261

 Walter Russel Mead, Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How it Changed the 

World, (New York: Routledge, 2002), p. 54. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-barack-obama-prague-delivered
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-barack-obama-prague-delivered


 

4.2 Indian Rapprochement towards the US 

No country’s foreign policy can be divorced from its internal environment. 

Simultaneously there has to be enabling environment in which the country has to 

pursue its objectives. The end of Cold War coincided with the emergence of 

globalization and revolution in technology wherein national boundaries could no 

longer provide the untrammeled autonomy associated with the traditional concept of 

national sovereignty. As the Cold War rivalry between communist and capitalist bloc 

faded away, the ideas of cooperative security, counter proliferation, and market 

economy attained prominence. Akshay Joshi says, “The Cold War ideas of the clash 

between communism and capitalism, détente, non-alignment and Perestroika (Italic 

added) are being replaced by free market capitalism.”
262

 As many of the strategic 

assumptions of the past changed as a consequence, countries had to protect and 

preserve their national interests from the challenges posed by forces let loose by the 

process of globalization and liberalization. Vajpayee while addressing the Combined 

Commanders Conference of the three armed forces said:- 

“The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union 

gave a strong jolt to many of India`s strategic and security 

assumptions of nearly five decades….. Our security environment 

ranges from the Persian Gulf to the Straits of Malacca across the 

Indian Ocean, including Central Asia and Afghanistan in the 

northwest, China in the northeast and Southeast Asia. Our strategic 

thinking has also to extend to these horizons.”
263

  

 

It is generally believed that Indo-US relationship is on the upward trajectory 

especially after 11 September 2001.  Indeed, both the countries became warmer to 

each other in early 1990s. Brian Shoup and Sumit Ganguly claim:- 

“India-US relationship is evolving in response to the changing role of 

India as a regional power (and potential counterweight to China), the 

growth of India’s economy and its attendant impact on US interests in 

such varied realms as energy policy planning and foreign trade, and 
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Washington’s interest in continued stability in the subcontinent in 

light of its stated objectives in the war on terrorism.”
264

  

 

In the wake of 9/11 attacks and the ensuing US led global war on terrorism, Indo-US 

relationship has expanded as their interest in counter terrorism perceptibly converged. 

The US launched GWoT to reassure domestic public and send a strong message to 

those suspected of being at cross purpose. The Indian backing for the international 

fight against terrorism underpinned optimism on drawing support for dealing with 

terrorism and separatist movements back home. The resulting US global war against 

terrorism was exploited by India to pursue its goals of regional hegemony and 

international power status. 9/11 was a watershed movement in providing this 

opportunity, which the Indian policy makers were quick to recognize. Within a 

month, US spearheaded an offensive military assault in collaboration with the 

Northern Alliance of Afghanistan, to overthrow the Taliban government in Kabul and 

kill or capture Osama bin Laden, suspected mastermind behind attacks on World 

Trade Center and Pentagon. India offered full cooperation to the US military 

operations in Afghanistan and particularly in its war against terrorism. Mohan Malik 

says:- 

“India’s swift and prompt offer of its full support to the US led war on 

terror including intelligence on the Al-Qaeda network, overflight 

rights, refueling and repairs of US military aircraft, port facilities in 

Bombay and Cochin for US naval vessels, and search-and-rescue 

missions — surprised both American officials and long-time India-

watchers.”
265

 

 

However, when the US was all set to attack Iraq in 2003, which did not have 

authorization of the UN Security Council, the Indian Defence Minister George 

Fernandez had declared that India would not provide its airbases and refueling 

facilities to the US.
266
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Taking advantage of international community’s focus on the issue of terrorism in the 

post-September 11, 2001 period, India intensified its efforts to isolate Pakistan and to 

persuade the international community to declare it a ‘terrorist state,’ for its alleged 

involvement in terrorist activities in Kashmir and elsewhere in India. Pakistan’s 

former permanent representative to the US contended, “When the US, after 9/11, 

launched its war on terrorism, India’s principal aim became to equate the Kashmiri 

struggle with global terrorism and Al-Qaeda. New Delhi got its chance when 

‘terrorists’ attacked the Indian parliament in December 2001.”
267

 India was able to 

persuade the US to acknowledge the Kashmiri uprising as international terrorism and 

on Indian insistence, following the December 2001 attacks on its parliament; the US 

subsequently placed two Pakistan based groups i.e. Lashkar-i-Taiba and Jash-i-

Muhammad on the State Department watch list of terrorists.  

 

Operation Parakram 2001-2002 was mainly the result of India’s frustration, which 

saw great opportunity in the US global war against terrorism, to settle score with 

Pakistan. In contrast, Indian strategists always believed that the west including US 

and UK were undercutting to prevent India’s rise as a great power.
268

 However, this 

perception largely waned as the US reinvigorated its relationship with India with the 

end of Cold War and accelerated rapprochement in the post 9/11 situation. Amera 

Saeed says, “In the aftermath of the events of post 9/11, fast paced global 

developments catapulted India into a position of prominence in the region, 

particularly after the fresh attention paid by the US to fostering greater ties with India, 

in its rhetoric as well as through substantive agreements.”
269

 President Clinton in his 

visit to New Delhi in March 2000 called India and the US as ‘natural allies.’ 

 

The US wields immense capacity in hard and soft power. It is the only country that 

can effectively project influence in distant regions. It leads the world in trade and 
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technology, and spends more than any other country on defence. In his inaugural 

address on 20 January 1997, President Clinton rightly said, “America stands alone as 

the world's indispensable nation.”
270

 Closer alliance with the US can provide India the 

opportunity to draw on the US political and diplomatic support in achieving its lasting 

ambitions of rising as a great power, sit on the high table of UNSC as permanent 

member, become a member of the elite club of NSG and be recognized as de jure 

nuclear weapon power. In 2008, the US used its political clout in the NSG to allow 

waiver to India on transfer of sensitive nuclear technologies despite the fact that it is 

not a party to the NPT, which is an essential NSG condition for transfer of nuclear 

related goods and technologies. 

 

Post 9/11, India’s strategic value for the US grew exponentially. Rapid economic 

growth resulting from market liberalization and trade restructuring of early 1990s was 

making its mark, providing the space for increased defence spending and military 

modernization. Imbued with more confidence, hopes for ‘greater India’ rekindled. 

However, China’s growing power heightened India’s security concern and it saw 

advantage in tilting towards the US in order to improve its relative position. India 

sees value in nurturing strategic partnership with the US to acquire high technology 

for industrial development and move from consumer to supplier country. Identifying 

critical areas of India’s preference for future cooperation, Brian Shoup and Sumit 

Ganguly say, “A critical area of future focus lies in the area of high technology trade, 

particularly in those technologies that advance India’s interests in energy security, 

aerospace, and nuclear safety.”
271

 Highlighting India’s strategic vision, in an address 

to the Combined Commanders’ Conference, Indian Prime Minister Attal Behari 

Vajpaee pointed out that India exploited the fluidity in the emerging world order to 

forge new links with democratic societies on the basis of shared values, common 

objectives, convergent world view and a coalition against terrorism.”
272
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India sees a wider role for itself in the world affairs especially in the Asian region. By 

demonstrating greater understanding and support for the US plans of managing 

international security order, missile defences, arms control, and counter terrorism etc. 

India desires to create space for its aspirations. India has always preferred a world 

order that is based on many poles instead of a world dominated by a single power. 

India would like to benefit from the changing geopolitical landscape and enhance its 

military and economic power, draw support for its quest for permanent seat at the 

UNSC, and seek membership of international technology control regimes with NSG 

as the priority objective. With the collapse of the Soviet economic system and 

resulting disintegration, India lost a strong partner, political supporter and a source of 

technology and military assistance. Though cheap but the Soviet technology is no 

match to the US standards of advancement. Diversification of relationship and closer 

ties with the US is seen a better alternative by the new Indian leadership, which is 

more pragmatic. Flowing from enthusiasm of the two countries, there seem more 

predictability and stability in Indo-US relations in the post-Cold War time, post 9/11 

increased convergence of security interests has created a niche for closer relationship 

and has thus intensified the US involvement in the region. 

 

4.3 US Efforts of Courting India – A Case Study of NSG 

The US renewed overtures to India are based on many variables for example; India’s 

potential to work as ‘regional policemen’ against terrorism, piracy and transnational 

crimes, its ability to assist the US in security and economic interests in East and Asia 

Pacific region and help in major international challenges. India’s importance for the 

US is also underpinned in its  potential as consumer market for the US products as its 

economy is on the rise, it is industrializing at fast pace, and has a huge middle class. 

India also enjoys strong ties with Afghanistan and has recently i.e. in October 2011, 

entered into a strategic partnership agreement with Kabul. India and Afghanistan 

enjoy rich and cooperative relations since they established diplomatic relations. The 

treaty of friendship was signed between the two countries in January 1950. The US 

administration might consider that India could act as a force for stability when the US 

troops withdraw from Afghanistan by the end of 2014, and not only act as counter 



 

weight to China but also help in moderating its rise. Similarly its long standing 

relations with Moscow can be exploited to moderate reasserting Russia. In the 

Westphalian precept India is a secular democracy and touts liberal values, the US 

effort to promote democracy and human rights around the world thus finds 

convergence with India. The US NSS notes, “India has the potential to become one of 

the great democratic powers of the 21
st
 century.”

273
 The current military, political and 

economic capacity of India are adequate to project it as the Indian Ocean power but in 

the wake of India’s evolving capacities it could also propel it to effectively extend its 

sphere of influence to South East Asia. Geographically also, the Indian Ocean and 

South East Asia have some sort of interdependence. In the Indian perception, 

strategically important (at the confluence of Pacific and Indian Oceans) Malacca 

Strait lies under its wings. For all this, it makes sense for the US inclination to partner 

India in pursuit of its ‘Pivot to Asia’ vision. As an instance of the US efforts to court 

India into strategic partnership, the following section assesses implications of India’s 

prospective membership of the NSG. 

 

In 2005, President Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh declared to transform 

the relationship between their countries and establish global partnership. 

Subsequently the US undertook intense diplomatic campaign to persuade other NSG 

members for India specific exemption from the full scope International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards and NSG conditionality. A full scope safeguard is 

a requirement under the NSG guidelines for supply of nuclear materials. While 

backers of the deal expected strategic and commercial advantages, the US 

administration was satisfied to elicit India for checkmating the rising Chinese power. 

As viewed by Michael Krepon, “The deal’s backers in the United States expected 

profits, jobs and a transformed US-India partnership to help counter China’s rise.”
274

 

Fear raised over rationale of the deal and perceived objectives fell on deaf ears and 

Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation Act was passed by the US in 2008. 
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In early November 2010, President Obama visited India, announced the US support 

for India’s full membership in the Multilateral Export Control Regimes (MECRs) i.e. 

NSG, Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), Australia Group (AG), and 

Wassenaar Arrangement (WA) in a phased manner, and pledged to remove some 

Indian entities from the US Department of Commerce ‘Entity List.’ Many experts 

objected to the deal and said that it would unravel the entire edifice of non-

proliferation regime. Daryl G. Kimball commented:- 

“The question is should the states ignore the non-proliferation 

commitments made during the earlier NPT Review Conferences 

(Revcons), wherein the states reaffirmed that new supply 

arrangements for nuclear transfers should require that the recipient 

accept IAEA full scope safeguards and international legally binding 

commitments not to acquire nuclear weapons.”
275

 

 

The debate over proposed incorporation of India into NSG needs to consider several 

key issues; a) claimed non-proliferation benefits; b) international non-proliferation 

norms; c) the likelihood of expansion in India’s nuclear weapons programme and; d) 

regional impact. This part of the study also tries to explore whether or not acceptance 

of nuclear India into the fold of NSG would have negative impact on international 

non-proliferation efforts and South Asian strategic stability. It should be 

understandable that Pakistan and Israel, being non-NPT states like India, would not 

be comfortable by such discrimination. This observation would be less applicable to 

Israel due to its non-declared weapon capability. 

 

4.3.1 A Brief Overview of Evolution of Export Controls and MECRs 

Strategic controls were dictated by the nuances of the Cold War for many years. 

During this period western bloc, led by the US, was pursuing its containment policy 

toward the communist countries i.e. Soviet Union, China, and their allies. To 

maintain technological edge, armament and economic superiority export control 

centering on Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Strategic Export Control 

(COCOM) had been implemented. In the early 1950s, peaceful use of nuclear energy 

was promoted through Eisenhower’s ‘Atom for Peace’ programme. To prevent 
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further spread of nuclear weapons, negotiations on arms control and disarmament 

resulted in NPT (opened for signature on 1 July 1968 and entered into force on 5 

March 1971). To reach a common understanding on how to implement Article III.2 of 

the treaty, a group of supplier states, in 1971, formed a list of equipment and 

materials especially designed or prepared for processing, use or production of special 

fissionable materials and the conditions and procedures that will govern their exports. 

This group came to be known as the Zangger Committee. The 1974 nuclear test by 

India revealed that items transferred for peaceful purposes could be diverted to 

military use. According to Seema Gahlaut, “The nuclear test by India of 1974 

necessitated the creation of an alternate arrangement that would regulate nuclear trade 

more strictly then the NPT bound Zangger Committee.”
276

 This resulted in the 

creation of NSG. In 1980s the use of chemical and biological weapons during Iran-

Iraq War spurred the establishment of AG (1985) and the growing availability of 

missile technology precipitated formation of MTCR (1987). Towards the end of Cold 

War, COCOM was abolished and a new regime aiming to prevent destabilizing 

accumulation of munitions was established, in 1995, named as WA. Under COCOM, 

control was based on end-user (communist countries) whereas under the new regimes, 

the control is on commodities as well as destinations. Post-Cold War, there has been 

heightened interest in international mechanisms to focus on supply side of the 

proliferation chain in addition to destination and end use. This is the basis of current 

‘strategic export controls,’ which broadly envisages controls on the export of all items 

specially designed for military use and those having dual application.
277

  

 

4.3.2 Current Structure of International Non-Proliferation/Export Controls 

The current structure is made up of formal and informal arrangements that have a 

mixed record of failures and successes. While the regimes have similarities with 

regards to membership criteria, non-proliferation objectives and conditions of supply 
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etc. they are different in commodity jurisdiction and control parameters nonetheless; 

they supplement each other. Naeem Salik, an arms control expert says, “The existing 

nonproliferation regime is built around a complex web of freely negotiated 

multilateral arms control and disarmament treaties i.e. NPT, Chemical Weapons 

Convention (CWC), Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), and 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)….Export control arrangements such as the 

Zangger Committee, NSG, WA, MTCR and the AG.”
278

 They supplement existing 

formal agreements such as NPT, CWC, and BTWC etc. but there is also another layer 

of non-proliferation regimes, which is based on informal initiatives like Container 

Security Initiative (CSI), Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), and Mega-ports 

Initiative (MPI), and mostly spearheaded by the US for implementing its counter 

proliferation policy. Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT), which 

was jointly launched by Russia and US, also forms part of the informal arrangements. 

 

4.3.3 Role of MECRs: An Assessment 

Each regime emerged as a response to some major event highlighting vulnerability of 

the current system and weaknesses in preventing proliferation of WMDs. One reason 

behind the ‘Atoms for Peace’ programme could possibly have been to prevent the 

diversion of nuclear technology to military purposes by inducing other countries 

towards peaceful use of the nuclear technology. To restrict the number of Nuclear 

Weapon States (NWS) the next arrangement came in the shape of NPT, which is a 

complex bargain between NWS and Non-Nuclear Weapon States (NNWS). Under the 

terms of the treaty, NWS undertook:- 

“Not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapons or explosive 

devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist, encourage, 

or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise 

acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or 

control over such weapons or explosive devices, while the NNWS 

agreed not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of 

nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over 

such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to 
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manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear 

explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the 

manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 

devices.”
279

  

 

In May 1974, India conducted nuclear test using plutonium produced by the Canadian 

supplied CIRUS reactor with heavy water provided by the US though the 

understanding was that this would be used for peaceful purpose only. Indian nuclear 

test was a big blow to the NPT and highlighted the fact that technology provided for 

peaceful purposes could be diverted to weapons programme. This led to the 

establishment of NSG in 1975. The use of chemical and biological weapons during 

the Iran-Iraq war precipitated establishment of AG in 1985, which aims to prevent the 

spread of materials and technology that could be used for developing chemical and 

biological weapons. In the early 1980s, growing availability of missile technology, 

“spurred by several events, including South Korea's 1978 ballistic missile test, Iraq's 

attempt in 1979 to purchase retired rocket stages from Italy, India's July 1980 SLV-3 

test, and the former German firm OTRAC's 1981 testing of a rocket in Libya, 

contributed particularly to the US apprehensions about the growing danger,”
280

 and 

led to the establishment of MTCR in 1987 by Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, 

UK and the US. The next principle multilateral regime is WA, which was established 

in 1995. Towards the end of Cold War COCOM was abolished as it had lost its 

relevance that was based on East-West acrimony and WA was established as 

successor.  

 

Each regime has a basic set of membership criteria that a prospective state is required 

to meet, which broadly includes membership of major non-proliferation treaties 

and/or regional/international agreements like membership of a Nuclear Weapon Free 

Zone (NWFZ) etc. The regimes have some common characteristics like they are 

informal (political) agreements, not legally binding, issue common guidelines for 

exports of WMDs related items, all have issued lists of controlled items that are 
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periodically revised, decisions are based on consensus but allow national discretion in 

implementation.
281

 All existing multilateral export control regimes have closed or 

restrictive membership and no undercut policy (except WA). Decisions/rules of the 

regimes are implemented at members’ discretion and under respective national laws. 

However, there is neither any formal means of identifying violation by a member nor 

an institutionalized means of sanctions for such violations. There is also lack of 

information sharing within these regimes and their consensus based decision making 

process impedes bringing changes that are necessitated by rapid technological 

developments. Also, differing commercial interests make it difficult to arrive at a 

consensus decision in the desired timeframe. More so, the level and standard of 

controls in member countries vary according to the capacity of each member state. 

Table 4.1 captures common rules of operation of the four MECRs:- 

 

Table 4.1 

Common Rules of Operation 

 

Rule/Regime NSG AG MTCR WA 

Informal X X X X 

Closed Membership X X X X 

Consensus X X X X 

National Discretion X X X X 

Annual Plenary X X X X 

Detailed Control Lists of Items X X X X 

Broad Guidelines for Export Conduct X X X X 

Technical Working Groups X X X X 

Episodic Review of Control Lists X X X X 

Episodic Review of Guidelines X X X X 

Rotating Chairmanship X X X X 

Permanent Secretariat - - - X 

Permanent Point of Contact X X X - 

Secured Database of Shared Information X X X X 

Source: Seema Gahlaut, “Multilateral Export Control Regimes: Operations, 

Successes, Failures and the Challenges Ahead,” in Daniel Joyer, ed., op cit. 
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Today’s proliferation threat is more diverse and increasingly difficult to counter. 

Goods and technologies with legitimate commercial use frequently have sensitive 

military applications as well, which is posing challenges to regulatory controls over 

sensitive goods and technologies. Economic liberalization empowers private 

enterprises at the altar of state control thus influencing governmental decisions. As 

mentioned in the US General Accounting Office (GAO) report, “The regimes have 

adapted to changing threats in the past. Their continued ability to do so will determine 

whether they remain viable in curbing proliferation in the future.”
282

  

 

MECRs have played important role in regulating and controlling the export of 

sensitive materials to enhance international non-proliferation efforts. They have 

worked to set international standards and helped to prevent proliferation of WMDs 

yet one may point at many weaknesses and failures for example; Iraq’s procurement 

of key components for its WMD programme, Iran’s acquisition of sensitive nuclear 

material, and India’s efforts to circumvent export controls for acquisition of sensitive 

equipment from the US and perhaps elsewhere.
283

 In January 1992, UNSC inter alia 

underlined the importance of effective export controls in preventing proliferation. 

Another glaring observation relates to decisions by the member states, which are 

often predominantly based on political considerations rather than technical 

assessment. Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation and subsequent NSG exemption is a 

case in point.  

 

4.3.4 Why focus on NSG 

Established in 1975, NSG is an informal grouping of 48 countries including the five 

NPT recognized NWS who are also permanent members of the UNSC. Aim of the 

NSG guidelines is to ensure that nuclear trade for peaceful purposes does not 
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contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices 

without hindering international trade and cooperation in the nuclear field.
284

 NSG was 

created following the explosion, in 1974, of a nuclear device by a non-nuclear 

weapon state [India], which demonstrated that nuclear technology transferred for 

peaceful purposes could be misused [Italic added].
285

 It is important because it aims 

to prevent development of the most destructive weapons while aiming at promoting 

peaceful applications of the nuclear energy.    

 

At a time when NPT and MECRs are severely tested by Iran, DPRK and possibly 

Syria, opening doors for India’s acceptance in the NSG would impact international 

efforts in reaching a diplomatic resolution of these issues, set precedent for future 

non-proliferation efforts and impact regional environment. For India, it appears to be 

more a matter of prestige, in addition to its significant needs of high technology, to sit 

on the high table of nuclear suppliers and thus get a semblance of recognition as a 

nuclear weapon state. Anil Kakodar, former Chairman India Atomic Energy 

Commission and Director Bhaba Atomic Research Center, reacting to NSG’s June 

2011 decision on strengthening controls over transfer of Enrichment and 

Reprocessing (ENR) technology to non NPT members said, “The world needs to 

understand our sensitivities, we cannot be made a pariah all over again.”
286

 On 

technological plane, India’s NSG membership would allow it access to advanced 

nuclear materials and technology that could be exploited for modernizing its nuclear 

weapons, and commercially it would open up India’s burgeoning nuclear market to 

foreign investments. Majority of the existing NSG member states are also members of 

other key MECRs, accepting new member in NSG would therefore facilitate its 

eventual entry into other regimes if the new member so desires subsequently. For this 

reason it would be an important landmark for India’s prestige and subsequent entry 

into other regimes.  
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4.3.5 Efforts to Incorporate India into MECRs 

Recognizing India’s importance for commercial and geostrategic interests in the 

region, the US has sought to enhance its partnership with India in multifarious fields. 

Impetus for this new found friendship emerged in early 1990s following India’s 

economic reforms. President Clinton’s India visit in 2000 further cemented the ties. 

As part of NSSP, in 2004, both the states “agreed to expand cooperation in three 

specific areas: civilian nuclear activities, civilian space programmes, and high-

technology trade.”
287

 The movement towards cooperation in the civil nuclear field 

was formally endorsed during the Indian Prime Minister’s visit to Washington in July 

2005. According to the joint statement, President Bush told the Indian Prime Minister 

that he will work to achieve full civil nuclear energy cooperation with India as it 

realizes its goals of promoting nuclear power and achieving energy security. The 

President also pledged that he would seek an agreement from the Congress to adjust 

US laws and policies, and that the US will work with friends and allies to adjust 

international regimes to enable full civil nuclear energy cooperation and trade with 

India. The Indian Prime Minister on his part conveyed that India would reciprocally 

agree that it would be ready to assume the same responsibilities and practices and 

acquire the same benefits and advantages as other leading countries with advanced 

nuclear technology, such as the US.
288

 The momentum continued and finally resulted 

in Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation Agreement. The US had to amend domestic 

laws especially the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and persuade other NSG members on 

India specific exemption from the NSG conditionality on nuclear trade with states 

outside the NPT. Bush administration lobbied intensely and even arm twisted 

reluctant members of the NSG to support this India specific exemption.  

 

This gradual process continued and the next US President categorically backed 

India’s membership of the MECRs. During his November 2010 visit to India, 
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President Obama announced backing for India’s membership into the four regimes: 

the NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA,
289

 which aim to prevent proliferation of Nuclear, 

Biological, Chemical Weapons and destabilization through accumulation of 

conventional munitions. The US administration launched diplomatic efforts to 

persuade the NSG members for a favorable vote on India’s candidature for NSG 

membership. Prior to NSG’s June 2011 plenary meeting, a confidential May 23 US 

drafted ‘Food for Thought’ paper was circulated to NSG members, which offered two 

options for bringing India into the group. One would be to revise the admission 

criteria “in a manner that would accurately describe India’s situation and the other 

would be to ‘recognize’ that the criteria, known as ‘Factors to Be Considered’ are not 

‘mandatory criteria’ and that a candidate for membership does not necessarily have to 

meet all of them.”
290

  

 

Export control is not a standalone field; rather it is an integral part of a country’s 

larger political, security and economic infrastructure. The efforts to support India’s 

membership in MECRs suggest that commercial interests and power politics are 

dominant than the broader non-proliferation agenda and established norms. The 

efforts are part of a grander design to build India as a major power for counter 

balancing neighboring China. In the background briefing on US-South Asia relations, 

the US State Department officials alluded to the broader aspects of the Indo-US 

strategic partnership, in following words:- 

“This year the administration made a judgment that the next steps and 

strategic partnership, though very important, wasn't broad enough to 

really encompass the kind of things we needed to do to take this 

relationship where it needed to go, and so the President and the 

Secretary developed the outline for a decisively broader strategic 

relationship. Secretary Rice presented that outline last week to Prime 

Minister Singh. Its goal is to help India become a major world power 

in the 21
st
 century [Italic added].”

291
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NSG membership could perhaps be the stepping stone for India’s attempts to 

gradually seek permanent seat at the UNSC. On his India trip in November 2010, 

President Obama announced the US support for India’s bid to become a permanent 

member of the UNSC hoping to elevate the nation of a billion people to ‘its rightful 

place in the world’ alongside an assertive China.
292

  

 

After years of discussion on revision of guidelines on transfer of ENR technology, 

NSG in its meeting on 23-24 June 2011 at Noordwijk, Netherland tightened controls 

over the transfer of sensitive ENR technology. According to Arms Control 

Association, “The main change from the previous guidelines is the addition of the list, 

known as objective criteria.  Among other requirements, potential recipients of 

sensitive technology must be parties to and in full compliance with the nuclear 

Nonproliferation Treaty, and they must be adhering to IAEA safeguards 

requirements.”
293

 Yet India’s NSG candidature has a strong backing of the US, 

Russia, France, Britain and Germany and some supplier states are keen to circumvent 

guidelines of the regimes and indulge in nuclear cooperation with India. For example; 

the US Assistant Secretary of State has said, “The Obama administration remains 

fully committed to the civil nuclear deal and to all of the commitments that were 

made during the President’s visit in November 2010.”
294

 Subsequently, identical 

views were expressed by the Russian and French officials also. 

 

4.3.6 Implications of Accepting India as NSG Member 

NSG was created to reinforce the NPT by establishing guidelines and laying down 

conditions for supply of nuclear goods and technologies. For commercial and geo-

strategic interests few NSG states have entered into nuclear cooperation with India in 

disregard to the regime’s guidelines. Now efforts are being made to incorporate it into 

MECRs. On its part India has also desired so, in order for it to gain a place at the high 
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table of nuclear politics. In the run up to the 123 Agreement (Indo-US Civil Nuclear 

Cooperation Agreement), supporters of the deal argued that it would benefit non-

proliferation by bringing India into the non-proliferation mainstream; US companies 

would fetch their share of the $100 billion pie, address India’s energy needs, and 

create over 27000 jobs in the US.
295

 However, India did not budge rather its 

contractual deliberations with other states like France, Russia, Canada and others 

intensified after the 123 Agreement whereas the US industry has thus far not 

benefitted. Hi-tech commerce is not a one way street, to be part of hi-tech trade states 

have to abide by the regimes’ guidelines in order to gain benefits. Taking the Indo-US 

nuclear deal as an example; Prime Minister Manmohan Singh had then announced, 

“India would reciprocally agree that it would be ready to assume the same 

responsibilities and practices and acquire the same benefits and advantages as other 

leading countries with advanced nuclear technology such as the United States.”
296

 In 

his later analysis, Michael Krepon has said:- 

“Six years later, what do the costs and benefits of the US-India civil 

nuclear deal look like? First, even with the positive outcome of the 

2010 NPT Revcon, nonproliferation norms have been weakened and, 

at best, will take time to reinforce. The deal has added to the IAEA’s 

woes and has made the NSG a weaker institution….the notion of 

India joining the ‘nonproliferation mainstream,’ as advocates of the 

deal predicted, has been a mirage…India remains in limbo on the 

CTBT…Fissile material production for nuclear weapons continues 

….”
297

  

 

Notwithstanding the aforesaid, NSG’s membership is similar to Indo-US civil nuclear 

agreement in its impact on non-proliferation and regional stability. Though remaining 

outside the NPT, India would become eligible for commerce in hi-tech nuclear trade 

and access to advance nuclear technology would enable it to divert indigenous 

resources for enhancing and modernizing its nuclear weapons. It could possibly lead 

to an arms race between India and China on one hand and, India and Pakistan on the 

other thus igniting destabilizing tendencies within countries of the region. Pakistan 
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voiced its reservations at the Conference on Disarmament (CD) through its envoy, 

who said:- 

“The plan, announced during US President Barack Obama’s visit to 

India last November, would further destabilize the volatile nuclear-

armed South Asian region…These developments will amount to a 

paradigm shift in strategic terms…The message that such steps 

transmit is that the major powers can change the rules of the game if it 

is in their interest to do so.”
298

 

 

He also said that NSG membership would enable India to improve its nuclear 

weapons and delivery capability and as a consequence, Pakistan will be forced to 

ensure the credibility of its (nuclear) deterrence. China has also objected to the 

exception being made for a single country (India).
299

 

 

Export control regimes should be more inclusive and should not create any 

exceptions. Discriminatory policies based on subordinating principles to politics will 

weaken international non-proliferation institutions and may fuel arms races. In his 

address to the CD Pakistani envoy said, “Apart from undermining the validity and 

sanctity of the international non-proliferation regime, these measures shall further 

destabilize security in South Asia.”
300

 NSG’s membership would allow India to have 

access to ENR materials and technologies which it could use for improving and 

enhancing its nuclear arsenals. The latest NSG move to condition transfer of ENR 

technologies to NPT membership and IAEA full scope safeguards has perhaps for this 

reason not been received well by India. One report noted, “The move could prevent 

India from importing the nuclear fuel technologies to bolster its nuclear weapons 

activities.”
301

 Increasingly it would become difficult to push Iran, Syria, North Korea 

and other countries towards fulfilling their non-proliferation obligations and would 

set a dangerous precedent for countries who gave up their nuclear pursuits as part of 

the NPT bargain. Commenting on impact of the 2008 Indo-US deal, William C. 
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Potter said, “Having rewarded India, a nuclear weapons possessor, with nuclear trade 

benefits previously reserved for states in compliance with the NPT, what incentives 

remain for other states to join the Treaty? How can one tighten control on nuclear 

exports to NPT members of sensitive uranium enrichment and plutonium 

reprocessing technology having just created a giant loophole for such exports to a 

non-NPT state?”
302

 Pakistan and Israel who are the other two states outside the NPT 

and possess nuclear weapons may also demand similar treatment and it would be hard 

to reject their demands. Pakistan declared its bid for membership of the four principle 

export control regimes when its National Command Authority (NCA) reiterated 

Pakistan’s desire to constructively contribute to the realization of a world free of 

nuclear weapons and to the goals of non-proliferation, on the basis of equality and 

partnership with the international community, and said that Pakistan was keen to join 

the four export control arrangements.
303

  

 

Since decisions at the NSG are consensus based, each member reserves the right to 

veto any decision, which is against its interest. By becoming a member, India would 

get the same privilege, which could impact Pakistan the most vis-à-vis its keenness to 

become part of the NSG. Asif Ezdi, former member of Pakistan Foreign Service says, 

“Once India becomes a member of the NSG, it will get a veto over any future 

proposal to open up trade in peaceful nuclear technology with Pakistan.”
304

 

Membership of the NSG will empower India to ward off pressure in case it subverts 

or contravenes the commitments made in the run up to the Indo-US civil nuclear 

cooperation agreement. As the 2008 agreement goes, NSG could revisit its bargain in 

case India conducted further nuclear tests but having become a member, India would 

be in a position to exploit NSG’s consensus rule and block any such move within the 

group.
305
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4.3.7 The Way Forward 

The approach identified here is suggestive and by no means exhaustive. International 

export control arrangements, while preventing proliferation of WMDs, should not be 

allowed to hamper international cooperation in the peaceful uses of technology 

including nuclear technology, which is the right of every state. Export control regimes 

should be more inclusive and should not create any exceptions. There is a need for 

transparent and non-discriminatory policies toward all states. A criteria-based, non-

discriminatory and non-selective approach toward civilian nuclear cooperation will be 

to the benefit of the global non-proliferation regime. Pierre Goldschmidt contends, 

“The damage of the India exception is done, but some repair is possible in 

considering criteria applicable not only to India, but to all non-NPT states, thereby 

avoiding further discrimination among them.”
306

 

 

Reacting to the proposed moves of incorporating India into MECRs, Pakistan’s NCA 

expressed concern over policies of exclusiveness. The statement issued at the 

conclusion of NCA’s 14 July 2011 meeting, an apex body headed by the Prime 

Minister and empowered to take decisions on all nuclear and strategic matters of 

interest, said:- 

“The NCA expressed concern over the continued pursuit of policies 

that detract from the globally shared norms and rules of equality, 

inclusiveness and objectivity. The NCA cautioned that such policies 

represent regression in the non-proliferation regime and tend to erode 

the strategic balance in South Asia. Pakistan would continue to take 

appropriate counter measures to ensure its security and to maintain 

regional stability.”
307

 

 

The US strategic and commercial interest in fostering strong partnership with India 

are well understood but in so doing the principles set forth by export control regimes 

must be upheld. Policies based on subordinating principles to politics; will weaken 

international non-proliferation institutions and may fuel arms races. As noted by 

Daryl G. Kimball, “If the NSG is to remain effective and credible, member states 
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must respect and uphold their own rules, avoid actions that feed the nuclear arms 

race, and strengthen their guidelines to prevent weapons-related nuclear technology 

from proliferating in the years ahead.”
308

 

 

4.4 Latest Initiatives 

Within the US academic and strategic elites’ community, there is a stronger 

inclination for enhanced engagement between the so called strongest and largest 

democracies of the world. To an extent it is inspired by the presence of an active 

Indian diaspora. According to India’s Ministry of Internal Affairs, the population of 

Indian Americans, in 2010, in the US was over 1.7 million.
309

 Many of these Indian 

Americans now occupy important positions and are members of the influential 

business groups. The 9/11 incident added impetus to Indo-US bilateral ties, which 

were on the upswing since the Cold War had ended. As the US was about to launch 

military offensive against Taliban and Al-Qaeda in Afghanistan, India was quick to 

offer logistic and intelligence support to the US. The Indian navy contributed to the 

US effort during Operation Enduring Freedom by escorting vessels carrying cargo for 

military operations through the Strait of Malacca and the Andaman Sea.
310

 Some 

observers believe that India’s overture was intended to preempt Pak-US reintegration 

however; Indians were disenchanted when the US chose Pakistan and later declared it 

as major Non-NATO Ally though more symbolic. When President Bush announced 

new strategic initiative on Missile Defence Shield for Asia, in May 2001, India was 

quick in reacting positively due to perceived threats from China and Pakistan. Within 

days of the September 11 terrorist attacks, the Bush administration waived the 

sanctions imposed as a result of India’s nuclear weapon tests of May 1998. This was 

aimed at building trust and allaying India’s suspicions, which was widely appreciated 

by India. 
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Recognizing India’s growing strategic and economic importance, its relevance in the 

US policy of pivoting to Asia, and growing military power, the US outlined its 

approach to India in NSS 2002, which says, “The United States has undertaken a 

transformation in its bilateral relationship with India based on a conviction that US 

interests require a strong relationship with India.”
311

 The momentum built by the 

Bush administration attained impetus during Obama’s presidency as envisaged in the 

Strategic Guidance Document of 2012:- 

‘The United States is also investing in a long-term strategic 

partnership with India to support its ability to serve as a regional 

economic anchor and provider of security in the broader Indian Ocean 

region.”
312

 

 

The US also sees India as a big consumer market for its products and aims to tap the 

cheap but skilled Indian labor. Further market liberalization and economic reforms 

will strengthen trade and economic ties between the two countries. In the run up to 

the Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation agreement, the US businesses were anticipating 

over a billion dollar Indian market that, they anticipated, would create more than 

twenty seven thousand jobs back home. 

 

The US is concerned about China’s rise, though it is not explicit in saying so but 

‘China factor’ increasingly draws the two countries closer. Assessing the issue from 

Mearsheirmer’s ‘offensive realism’ perspective, the US is looking for countervailing 

powers in the region to prevent the rise of regional hegemon that might be potential 

challenger to the US preeminence, and India fits well into that strategic frame. 

According to Brigadier General (Retired) Feroz Hassan Khan, “US calls India as 

‘linchpin’ for its ‘Pivot to Asia Pacific’ policy and essentially Asia Pacific century 

means containment of China.”
313

 The US policy makers understand the imperatives of 

geo-political rapprochement to India, which has the potential to rise, provided its 
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capacity is reinforced to prevent the rise of regional hegemon in Asia and thereby 

preserve existing international order of the US dominance. 

 

There has been revival of meetings of Defence Policy Group (DPG), which met in 

December 2001 and initiated joint works in many areas including joint training 

between the land and naval forces. Both the countries have held numerous joint air, 

naval and land forces exercises (at a scale not seen before), prominent in the naval 

exercises is ‘Malabar’ and in the air ‘Cope India,’ besides numerous exercises 

involving land forces of the two countries. Defence cooperation and military to 

military contacts have increased and the two countries have signed a landmark 

‘framework agreement on defence cooperation,’ in 2005. This agreement refers to 

terrorism as a shared threat. There have been high level visits, which are indicative of 

the increasing convergence of interests and enhanced partnership for example; 

President Bush and President Obama visited India in 2006 and 2010 respectively and 

Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and Narendra Modi visited Washington in 

2005 and 2014 respectively. Dr. Shireen M. Mazari, while writing about the impact of 

expanded Indo-US ties has noted, “The US has also committed to India for 

transformative systems in areas such as command and control and early warning. 

These will then become force multipliers for India and again put pressure on 

Pakistan’s weapon systems.”
314

 

 

Indo-US defence cooperation has grown over the past two decades and especially 

since the US President’s visit to New Delhi in the year 2000. This expanding 

relationship includes the volume of defence trade and military to military contacts. A 

Task Force has been established to monitor progress of the defence trade and 

technology initiative. However, practical progress has been slow due to India’s 

domestic factors especially a strong constituency of non-alignment, the belief that 

confrontation with China might not be useful, and the nuclear damage liability law. 

The US sees a wider role for India in the Asian security architecture and therefore, 

would support its rise to major power status. Maria Sultan has opined, “De-
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hyphenation of India from the South Asia security complex and relinking to counter 

terrorism policy of the US, and joint military exercises are the biggest indicators of 

the Indo-US strategic relationship, and further said that the US does not want India to 

become truly global to become a competitor and that this would be a managed 

strategic partnership.”
315

 

 

Besides entering into a civil nuclear cooperation arrangement through the 123 

Agreement, the US has signed global democracy initiative and a ten years Defence 

Framework Agreement with India in 2005. Other steps include revival of Defense 

Policy Group in 2001, Maritime Security Cooperation Agreement 2006, Counter 

Terrorism Cooperation Initiative 2010, and increase in the number of joint military 

exercises involving Special Forces, navy, air and land forces. However, as observed 

by some analysts, full potential of the civil nuclear cooperation with the US has not 

yet materialized primarily due to India’s liability law for nuclear damage, which puts 

high reparation on the operator in case of accident; nonetheless cooperation in 

defence and other high technology sectors has expanded. The NSG exemption and 

123 Agreement with the US opened new alterative avenues and India was quick to 

seize cooperation agreements with countries such as Russia, France, Germany, 

Canada, and Australia; similar deal with Japan is currently under negotiation. 

However, delisting of the American companies from the prospective deal on supply 

of 126 Medium Multi Role Combat Aircraft has infuriated the US business 

community. Joint Declaration on Defence Cooperation resulting from Obama-

Manmohan Singh meeting of September 2013, commit the two countries for 

expanding their mutual cooperation under the principles of; a) placing each other at 

the same level as their closest partners; b) continuous US support for India’s 

membership in the four international export control regimes; c) continuous efforts to 

strengthen mutual understanding  of each other’s procurement systems and; d) look 

forward to identification of specific opportunities for cooperative and collaborative 
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projects in advance defence technologies.
316

 Cooperation on defence matters is 

largely seen as the US effort to replace Russia as key supplier of defence items and 

technologies to India. 

 

After the Soviet forces pulled out from Afghanistan in 1989, the US lost interest in 

South Asia and reduced its engagement with countries of the region until 9/11. In its 

global war against terrorism, in which, Afghanistan became the first battleground; the 

US reordered its relationship with countries of the region to sustain the strategic shift 

in policies against fighting terrorism. Growth in power potentials of other major 

countries of the region accentuated the US concern. India saw the opportunity to 

exploit the hype against terrorism and promote itself as a dominant power by closely 

associating with the US. Indo-US ties have expanded since then especially in areas 

such as counter terrorism, high technology trade, and defence. While the relationship 

between the two countries is in upswing, traditional contentious issues simmer, which 

raises skepticism if the two countries would be able to forge an alliance or a 

combined front against China. Divergence of interests on certain strategic issues 

notwithstanding, the Indo-US security relationship is likely to grow with trade and 

Non Resident Indians (NRIs) playing an important role. Partnership between the two 

countries and likely increase in India’s military and political power may be seen by 

Pakistan and other regional countries as potential threat and thereby stimulate counter 

strategies. The emerging ‘security dilemma’ will not only fuel arms race in South 

Asia; it will reinforce China’s perception about the attempts to prevent its rise. As 

contended by Zafar Nawaz Jaspal:- 

“The Indo-US strategic relationship, despite the strategic partnership 

between Pakistan and the United States, could increase the asymmetry 

in the balance of power between India and Pakistan, which might 

lower the nuclear threshold between the belligerent neighbors.”
317

 

 

Despite ambitions aplenty, tangible progress in prospective areas of bilateral 

cooperation has been quite slow. For this reason, some analysts have urged patience 
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and compromise on both sides whereas few, mostly pro-Indian commentators, have 

proposed strategies for sustaining the transformation in Indo-US relationship, which 

they consider to be still fragile and needs a lot of tending.
318

 It may be inferred that 

India and the US are yet far from an alliance but they are gradually moving in that 

direction. There is divergence on important international issues like Pak-US relations, 

WMDs, arms control, the slow pace of India’s market liberalization, incompatibility 

of views on regional vs global issues, which, if not addressed will prolong the current 

transitional period. However, the patterns and regularities underpinned in shared 

strategic objectives of the two countries are discernable. Indo-US strategic 

partnership is not an impulsive desire of individual leaders; it conforms to the long 

term vision of the two countries driven by shared threats and common interests. The 

effort to incorporate India into the NSG is not only about India’s energy needs, it is 

also meant to build India’s economic power, which is essential for military 

modernization. This will consequently energize Indo-US commercial interests and 

assist India in matching China’s power. In the backdrop of transformative changes in 

the region, other countries are also reorienting their policies and defence postures, 

which is the subject of discussion in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

REGIONAL PERSPECTIVES AND MILITARY BALANCE  

The importance of Indo-US relationship for the regional security structure cannot be 

overemphasized. As envisaged by political analysts, the Asian ‘Super Complex’ has 

taken shape.
319

 The rise of China and growing power of India have reinvigorated the 

debate about interaction between the existing great power and rising powers. The US 

attempts to assert its leadership role in the region is pushing other countries to 

reorient their positions in relation to the ‘new great game’ of power politics. A 

nation’s involvement in international politics and struggle for power vacillate 

between maximum, minimum and even non-involvement.
320

 Actions by one state to 

enhance its security lead to corresponding reactions by others, because of the 

‘security dilemma.’ Robert Jervis says, “The security dilemma exists when many of 

the means by which a state tries to increase its security decrease the security of 

others.”
321

 The realist tradition holds that all great powers are power maximizers with 

aggression as the hallmark to sustain supremacy by preventing the rise of challengers. 

Since ‘all great powers behave aggressively’
322

 the same may hold good for the US 

when it ventures into strategies like ‘Asia Pivot or rebalancing to Asia,’ strengthen 

existing alliances or forge strategic partnership with India and other countries. The 

May 2010 NSS is indicative of the US interest to evolve strategic partnership with 

India by explicitly declaring, “The United States and India are building a strategic 

partnership that is underpinned by our shared interests, our shared values as the 

world’s two largest democracies, and close connections among our people.”
323

 This 

perception is substantiated by the “Delhi Declaration of Friendship” signed in January 
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2015 wherein the two countries pledged to elevate their long standing strategic 

partnership and set up multidimensional consultation processes.
324

 

 

The end of Cold War briefly overturned the traditional concept of security and turned 

the focus of intellectuals towards threats from non-traditional security issues such as 

hunger, poverty, depletion of ozone layer, climate change etc. however; the war in 

Afghanistan and Iraq reinforced the everlasting prominence of realism in international 

relations. Contemporary Asian geopolitical landscape is transforming under the 

pressure of the US increasing interest in the region and efforts to sustain its 

dominance through new partnerships and counter balancing strategies to prevent the 

rise of potential challengers. As both India and the US are closing in to build strategic 

partnership, it would cause uneasiness in other emerging centers of power in the 

region, which would react to the evolving development. This chapter tries to explore 

possible reactions of Russia, China and Pakistan and dilates on the military 

capabilities of these countries to help understand the nature of evolving regional 

security framework of the 21
st
 century.   

 

5.1 Regional Perspectives 

 As the notion of power shift from the West to East has gathered pace, challenges to 

current regional and global order have equally intensified. Significant growth in 

economic, political and military power of countries in the Asian region has 

popularized the perception that the western world is losing its pre-eminence, yet some 

observers suggest that this may not be the beginning of a new Asian century as the 

US continuously enjoys structural advantages. China and India are the most obvious 

powers on the rise, who are increasing their share of the world economy. The regional 

order is in flux and prone to turbulence unless the US and other major powers learn to 

co-exist. In the wake of increasing US engagement in the region, other countries are 

reorienting their policies for safeguarding their interests.  
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5.1.1 Russia’s Interests and Reaction to Indo-US Emerging Partnership 

Strategic culture of a state is largely suggestive of its behavioral patterns. As 

explained in Chapter-3, strategic culture is the outcome of many variables, which 

collectively work to impact states’ choices and policies. Discourse on the Soviet and 

Russian strategic culture is mostly dominated by the western scholars and one finds 

very little Russian perspective. The western perspective largely equates Russian 

culture with imperialistic Germany and Japan, which they believe is militaristic and 

has propensity for use of force. Fritz W. Ermarth has noted:- 

‘Traditional Russian strategic culture – that of Imperial Russia from 

its emergence as a state in the middle of the last millennium through 

most of the existence of the Soviet Union into the late 1980s – has 

been one of the most martial and militarized such cultures in history, 

rivaling, if not exceeding, those of Prussia, Imperial and Nazi 

Germany, and Imperial Japan in this respect.”
325

 

 

This notwithstanding, Russia is a major power, a large economy and geographically 

the largest country that spreads across two continents. It has a legacy of an empire 

and rival pole of the bipolar era of the Cold War when it led Warsaw Pact countries 

against the US led NATO alliance. It is part of the Group of Eight and Group of 

Twenty and, is a veto wielding permanent member of the UNSC. By virtue of this 

outstanding position it has geostrategic aspirations to assert itself as influential global 

power and guard this status. Many scholars believe that restoration of great power 

status is the fulcrum of Russia’s foreign policy. Due to open borders and no natural 

defensive barriers in the main Moscow-St Petersburg corridor, Russia has always felt 

threatened from outside invasions. On Russia’s geographical vulnerability, Robert D. 

Kaplan writes, “Russia comprises half the lines of longitude of the world. Yet it has 

very few natural borders. It’s open to invasion from several points. This accounts for 

Russia's insecurity and suspicious national character.”
326

 

 

The end of Cold War, disintegration of the Soviet Union and receding Russian 

economy led to cut backs in Russian security engagement towards Asia that had 
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earlier overarched from Angola to Afghanistan.
327

 Gorbachev’s ‘new thinking’ and 

policies such as Glasnost and Perestroika rejected the notion that both socialism and 

capitalism could not co-exist. For its part, Russia immediately announced support for 

GWoT initiated by the US in response to the 9/11 attacks. In the beginning of last 

decade, Russia’s policy took a pragmatic turn necessitated by evolving geo-political 

realities, imperatives of modernization and economic integration. However, both 

Russia and the US could never set aside their mutual distrust and psychological 

anxiety about each other and therefore, since the decline of the Soviet era, 

relationship of Russia and the US has not been very pleasant certainly not as bad as 

the Cold War time, when the two super powers were involved in intense rivalry and 

opposed each other on almost all major issues. Describing Russian-Western security 

relationship, some observers have noted, “Having ceased to be adversaries, the two 

failed to become partners and face the prospects of estrangement.”
328

 Serious discords 

on important strategic issues came to limelight over the war in Kosovo in 1999. 

Moscow is concerned over the US strategy on expanding military influence in its 

backyard i.e. Central Asia and Eastern Europe, undermining its interests in Asia and 

Asia Pacific regions, and the plan to deploy ABM systems in Asia-Pacific region, 

which the US considers as counter to threat from DPRK but Chinese and Russian 

experts consider as power projection.
329

 In fact the Soviet/Russian history of 

invasions due to lack of defensive geographical barriers, created psychological 

paranoia and even successive Russian leaders have been apprehensive about western 

countries and the US, as has been observed by James E. Goodby and others also, “In 

Russia itself, western especially the US policies are often described as being aimed at 

keeping Russia weak and fragmented, with a purpose of subjugating it.”
330
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Challenge to Russia’s policy also comes from the constraints of the US uni-polarity. 

Questions are being raised if Russia’s joining France, Germany and other countries, 

in opposing the US unilateral action against Iraq, was a tactical move or dawn of a 

more pragmatic approach by Vladimir Putin. Possibly this was a strong indication 

that Russia was a great power, which would not toe the US line and be a subservient 

state. The Russian Foreign Minister proclaimed, “I am convinced that our country 

simply cannot exist as a ‘crotch’ to one or another world leader.”
331

 In response to the 

US and NATO support to Ukraine, basing of troops in Baltic and reinforcement of 

military presence in Europe and Asia Pacific regions, Russia has reopened its bases in 

Arctic and plans to build ten fresh airfields in the Arctic region by the end of 2015. 

Additionally, Russia has also activated its new Arctic Joint Strategic Command on 1 

December 2014. Such developments substantiate the impression of another brewing 

Cold War. 

 

The growing relationship between India and the US is keenly watched internationally 

and has led many Russian experts to analyze its impact on Indo-Russian relationship. 

Russia may not be so much uneasy on losing a major consumer of its defence 

products as much on the US encroachment in Asia, which may undermine Russian 

interests in the region. Promoting multilateral coalition such as BRICS (Brazil, 

Russia, India, China, and South Korea) is aimed to counter balance the US monopoly 

in world’s financial institutions. A complex nature of cooperation and competition is 

raging in the region. To counter balance the US increasing intervention in the region, 

Russia is not only warming to China and Pakistan, it is increasingly wooing India 

also. The 2008 foreign policy concept of the Russian Federation affirms engagement 

with traditional partners and asserts, “Russia will make itself more fully engaged in 

such formats as the Group of Eight and its dialogue with its traditional partners, the 
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Troika (Russia, India and China).”
332

 On 7 May 2012, President Vladimir Putin 

signed ‘Executive Order on Measures to Implement the Russian Federation Foreign 

Policy.’ According to this document:- 

“Instructions pertaining to the Asia-Pacific region, in particular, 

concern broader participation in regional integration processes with 

the aim of promoting accelerated socio-economic development of 

Eastern Siberia and the Far East; deepening equal, trust-based 

partnership and strategic cooperation with China, strategic partnership 

with India and Vietnam, and developing mutually beneficial 

cooperation with Japan, South Korea, Australia, New Zealand and 

other key nations in the Asia-Pacific region.”
333

  

 

Russia is reasserting its influence and desires to restore its great power status. 

Stronger Indo-US relationship will negatively impact the longstanding Indo-Russian 

friendship, and may compel Russia to offer more incentives to India in order to wean 

it away from the US. Russian strategists have not forgotten the unpleasant experience 

of the Cold War and the US enlargement in Eastern Europe, Central Asia and the 

Asia Pacific region may be reminiscent of attempts to prevent restoration of its status. 

From the realist perspective, Russia is taking steps to balance the growing US 

influence in the region by developing friendly ties with other countries of the region 

to avoid encirclement like the Cold War era for example; the Russian Defence 

Minister visited Pakistan in November 2014 and signed a defence cooperation 

agreement, which is considered a turning point in relationship between the two 

countries. Opinion is divided; some analysts see it as a consequence of Russia’s 

annoyance with India over its growing affinity with the US, while others link it to the 

unfolding situation in Afghanistan after withdrawal of the US forces at the end of 

2014. Pakistan has been the center point of Indo-US relations, and Russian Defence 

Minister’s visit symbolizes Russia’s uneasiness over India’s growing closeness with 

the US.  
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Asian regionalism is gaining more cohesiveness as a consequence of the economic 

crisis of the late 1990s and western economic volatility experienced in 2008. As a 

result, regional multilateral arrangements like the Association of South East Asian 

Nations (ASEAN), ASEAN Economic Community are becoming more vibrant and 

supposedly China led ‘Pan-Asianism.’ Russia has geopolitical and economic interests 

in Asia-Pacific region and with India, which traditionally has been one of the most 

lucrative arms market for Russia and, plans to spend $100 billion over the next five 

years, it is in Russia’s interest to enhance defence collaboration with India and East 

Asian countries to keep its military industrial complex running. The struggle for 

influence in the region is underway because Asia is fast becoming the center of 

gravity as it is rapidly moving to become a production, distribution and consumption 

center. Being the biggest power and with far reaching economic and security interests 

in India and Asia Pacific countries, US strongly influences the regional situation. The 

2008 foreign policy concept of the Russian Federation states, “Russia will continue to 

actively participate in major integration mechanisms of the Asia–Pacific region, 

notably the Asia–Pacific Economic Cooperation Forum (APEC), the mechanisms of 

partnership with the ASEAN including the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF).”
334

 

Other areas of Russia’s interest include security of SLOCs in the IOR and western 

Pacific region, for continuous flow of Russia’s gas, coal and oil. As noted by the first 

Asia Pacific Forum 2011, “As all other world’s largest suppliers of energy resources, 

Russia has begun to re-direct energy flows toward the Asia-Pacific region. Over the 

past decade the importance of Asia Pacific region market for exports of Russian 

heating coal, oil and natural gas has grown dramatically.”
335

 

 

5.1.2 China’s Interests and Reaction to Indo-US Emerging Partnership 

To understand a state’s policy imperatives, it is important to understand what shapes 

its’ thought and behavior. Chinese strategic thinking is predominantly influenced by 

Confucianism, which professes harmony over conflict and defence over offense and 
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military strategist Sun Tzu.
336

 Chinese have learnt from their defeats at the hands of 

Mongols, Britain and Japan, creating a realization that China must seek power in all 

dimensions including political, economic and military, which the Chinese call 

‘Comprehensive National Power’ (CNP). Ming Li and others define this concept as 

“Combined overall conditions and strengths of a country in numerous areas, 

considering both qualitative and quantitative measure.”
337

 This concept of CNP is 

similar to Hans J. Morgenthau’s prescription of elements of national power, which 

collectively help identify states’ relative power.  

 

China remained a center of gravity and economic power until the 19
th

 century when it 

faced defeat in the Anglo-Chinese War but it has been and remains the largest 

political entity in Asia as noted by Mark Borthwick, “The largest political unit of 

Asia has been and remains China. Its combined population and physical domain have 

not been equaled by any other nation.”
338

 Over the years Communist Party of China 

(CPC) has adapted to the changing geopolitical situation and the country has been 

able to maintain high economic growth over the past three decades, largely due to 

Deng Xiaoping’s economic reforms under the rubric ‘Socialism with Chinese 

Characteristics.’
339

 According to Mandip Singh China currently has Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) of $7 trillion, second only to the US, having overtaken Japan in 2009; 

and its forex reserves are $3.2 trillion.
340

 Its economic power has led to the expansion 

and modernization of PLA as well. It has emerged as a major player at global and 

regional level including the IOR. It enjoys great civilizational power and 

philosophical resources to represent an alternative order to the US professed and 

dominated world order. Dr. Rosita Dellios notes, “China provides an alternative to the 

US modernization model based on liberal democracy by having incorporated 
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capitalism into a socialist polity.”
341

 However, many critics are of the view that there 

are impediments and uncertainties in emergence of China as an alternative global 

power. China is facing major internal and external challenges. Turbulence in the 

western regions of Xinjiang and Ningxia, territorial disputes with neighbors, the issue 

of Taiwan and South China Sea are hot issues confronting China. The US growing 

influence in the region and efforts to renew alliances with countries in China’s 

periphery have created discomfort and, are perceived in the context of preventing its 

rise through encirclement.  

 

Conflict between existing great power and rising powers is not new. Some political 

analysts contend that all great powers are hegemonic; even some Chinese believe that 

all major powers including China have hegemonic inclinations.
342

 Rising powers 

prefer a stable and peaceful environment to develop their economic and military 

power and therefore would avoid rushing into situations involving risks that may 

undermine their long term objectives. China’s strategic interest is to maintain 

international peace and stability to create space for its economic growth and 

development. This is clearly reflected in the National Defence White Paper of 2013:- 

“It is China's unshakable national commitment and strategic choice to 

take the road of peaceful development. China unswervingly pursues 

an independent foreign policy of peace and a national defence policy 

that is defensive in nature.”
343

 

 

Conscious of the fact that it needs a long spell of peace and stability in the region for 

realization of its economic, political and military power, China has deliberately 

emphasized good neighborliness and ‘peaceful emergence’ under the concept of 

heping jueqi (the peaceful emergence of China).
344

 In a speech at Kuala Lumpur, 

China’s Vice President Hu Jintao said, “China…has long pledged not to seek 
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hegemony, not to join any military bloc, and not to pursue its own spheres of 

influence.”
345

 Indo-US growing partnership has caused unease albeit Chinese officials 

often downplay the intensifying competition in the region for example; in reaction to 

the statement on the right of navigation in South China Sea, contained in ‘India-US 

Joint Strategic Vision for the Asia Pacific and Indian Ocean Region’ (singed between 

India and US during the US President’s visit to Delhi in January 2015), the Chinese 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Spokesperson said:- 

“We have made our position clear on this issue many times. China is 

staunch supporter, promoter and contributor to regional peace and 

stability. We believe relevant disputes should be resolved by parties 

directly concerned through peaceful talks and consultation between 

countries directly concerned, and further said, I do not think that kind 

of Cold War mentality will work in the 21
st
 century. And, India too is 

unlikely to be part of any such alliance.”
346

 

 

Many China observers believe that the US rebalancing to Asia-Pacific is meant to use 

India for counter balancing China. Gleaning from China’s Defence White Papers, Dr. 

Yuan Kang has broadly summarized China’s interests under three themes; a) 

protecting the country from external threats; b) curbing separatism and preventing 

Taiwan from declaring de jure independence and; c) preserving domestic order and 

social stability.
347

 From the realist perspective China’s long term interests involve 

seeking regional dominance and a great power status at the global level, as well as 

maintaining primacy and control over Tibet, Taiwan and peripheral areas including 

the South China Sea, though the 2013 National Defence White Paper declares, “China 

will never seek hegemony or behave in a hegemonic manner, nor will it engage in 

military expansion. Its short term interest is to enhance economic, military and 

political power including access to energy sources, believed to be the most important 

element of CNP. 
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China’s ‘New Security Concept’ is based on creating a ‘harmonious world’ wherein 

security is not zero-sum. Most Chinese are strongly inclined to their traditional social 

and political norms. Michael D. Swaine says:- 

“Chinese are very proud of China’s long history as a strong and 

vibrant culture and as a highly influential political and social entity. 

They believe that China belongs in the front ranks of the major 

powers, certainly in Asia and in some respects globally as well.”
348

 

 

Due to historical legacy resulting from invasions by outside powers and the ‘century 

of humiliation’ commencing with China’s defeat in the Anglo-Chinese War of 1840, 

there is long standing suspicion of meddling in domestic affairs by outside powers 

that is most likely the underlying reason for contemporary ‘pragmatist nationalism.’ 

Many analysts view China as hegemonic power that is engaged in preventing the rise 

of peer competitor in the region for example; J. Mohan Malik claims, “The main 

objective of China’s Asia policy has been to prevent the rise of an Asian rival or 

competitor to challenge its status as the Asia Pacific sole Middle Kingdom.”
349

 In the 

post-Cold War period one sees more confidence and assertiveness in Chinese 

behavior and policies. Commenting on Chinese strategic behavior toward border 

settlement, George J. Gilboy and Eric Heginbotham write, “In 1992, China passed a 

Territorial Law, declaring most of the South China Sea, historic Chinese waters.”
350

 

China’s assertive policy and expanding influence in East and South China Seas has 

drawn reactions from other regional countries and the US. 

 

5.1.3 Pakistan’s Interests and Reaction to Indo-US Emerging Partnership 

India and the US consider themselves as ‘natural partners’ and have committed to 

work together in reshaping security order of the region and beyond. By partnering 

with the US, India desires to see its dream of becoming a major player at the world 

stage and dominant power in the region, come true. Other major powers of the region 

have reacted to this developing strategic engagement by taking counter balancing 
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moves. Pakistan, a country sharing a long stretch of land and sea border with India, 

and having fought three major wars and a limited war, is concerned over India’s 

growing clout resulting from its strategic partnership with the US. Stephen P. Cohen 

has associated inherent India-Pakistan animosity to the concept of ‘paired minority 

conflict’ and; has commented, “Pakistan is the only South Asian state that contests 

India’s regional dominance.”
351

 Pakistani strategic community perceives that their 

primary threat emanates from India and argues that major part of India’s offensive 

and defensive forces are deployed against Pakistan and, given the opportunity, India 

would try to undo Pakistan to fulfill its dream of ‘Akhand Bharat’ (Greater India or 

undivided India). Jawaharlal Nehru, the first and longtime Prime Minister of India, 

never reconciled with the idea of Pakistan and thought that partition would not 

survive very long and that subsequent integration was inevitable.
352

 

 

Pakistan views Indo-US strategic partnership as part of a larger game of building 

India as regional ‘policeman’ and counterweight to China. The Indo-US civil nuclear 

agreement could possibly be the first stepping stone for India’s rise as world power. 

The US effort to incorporate India into the elite club of nuclear suppliers viz NSG, is 

meant to recognize its status as a nuclear weapon state. US has also announced its 

support for India’s bid to become permanent member of the UNSC alongside Russia, 

China, France, UK and US. However, analysts see many road blocks on India’s path 

to become a permanent member of UNSC due to resistance by Pakistan, China and 

many other countries. Despite numerous internal challenges like terrorism, illiteracy, 

and poverty, which Pakistan is confronted with, Pakistan is increasingly worried 

about its shrinking strategic political space at the regional level that de-hyphenates it 

from South Asia and links it to Afghanistan.
353

 For Pakistan reversing this shrinkage 

is an important challenge as Pakistan’s former permanent representative to the UN 

has put it, “An even more complex challenge is to reverse Pakistan’s progressive and 
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significant political, economic, diplomatic marginalization in regional and global 

power relations.”
354

 In contrast, Pakistan perceives threat from India, with which, it 

has major territorial disputes over Kashmir, Siachin, and Sir Creek. Pakistan realizes 

that political isolation is not an option and therefore its foreign policy is principled on 

diversification of relationship with all major powers and the Muslim world. Other 

important interests include maintaining deterrence stability, managing security 

situation on its western border post-2014, and maintaining closer relationship with 

China to offset negative repercussions from the growing Indo-US partnership. 

 

5.2 Russia, China, Pakistan Preferred World Order 

Shifts in international order occur as a result of major changes. From the realist 

standpoint, world order is seen as continuing balancing interaction among states to 

enhance their relative power in order to gain security. J. Goldstein has defined the 

world order as “Rules that govern – albeit in a messy and ambiguous way – the most 

important relationships of the interstate system in general, and the world’s great 

powers in particular.”
355

 Historically, world orders have been shaped and managed by 

the empires. The roots of the contemporary world order were sketched in the 

Westphalian peace agreement about four hundred years ago when European states, 

exhausted by decades of wars, came to agree on common rules for maintaining peace 

through ‘balance of power’. Commenting on the European order, Henry Kissinger 

says, “The idea of world order was applied to the geographic extent known to the 

statesmen of the time – a pattern repeated in other regions. This was largely because 

the then prevailing technology did not encourage or even permit the operation of a 

single global system.”
356

 

 

Gleaning from the preceding discourse and selected writings on the subject, world 

order is a system based on common rules and norms for eliciting cooperative 
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behavior to advance peace, prosperity, development, and security while preventing 

conflicts and the use of force. Still there would be outliers or forces beyond the 

restraints who would question validity of a particular order. Henry Kissinger says, 

“No truly global order has ever existed.”
357

 This occurs because any order would 

involve numerous entities with distinct histories, cultures, norms and values that may 

engender complexity, conflict and disorder. International relations theorists have 

conceptualized numerous models of the world order, prominent being; bi-polarity, 

multi-polarity, hegemonic stability, balance of power, democratic or perpetual peace, 

etc. To judge how international and regional security order will transform, it is 

essential to see the strategies and interstate relationship of the major powers in the 

system. 

 

Since the end of the Cold War and ascendance of the US as dominant world power, 

many countries have resented uni-polarity. The US increasing unilateralism and 

disregard for international institutions have led Russia and China to make multi-

polarity as an important element in their foreign and security policies. Their joint 

statements and declarations bear testimony to this. While China is relatively discreet 

in criticizing the US unilateralism, statements of Russian leaders are aggressive and 

less euphemistic. The foreign policy concept of the Russian Federation proclaims:- 

“Russia will continue to seek the strengthening of principles of 

multilateralism in international affairs, development of architecture of 

international relations that would be based on the recognition by the 

international community of the principles of security indivisibility in 

the modern world and would reflect its diversity.”
358

 

 

Russia believes that a multipolar system would be more just, peaceful and usher an 

era of stability in international system, which it states to be in turmoil since 

emergence of the US as sole super power. On the new situations and challenges, 

China’s National Defence White Paper 2013 says, “There are signs of increasing 

hegemonism, power politics and neo-interventionism.”
359

 The Sino-Russian joint 
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statement of 10 December 1999, referring to their understanding on worldwide multi-

polarization contained in the earlier joint statements, clearly declares commitment to 

a multipolar world order and asserts:- 

‘The two sides agree to work together with the rest of the world to 

oppose the momentum presently preventing the establishment of a 

just multi-polar structure for international relations.”
360

  

 

In the ‘new great game’ of Asia Pacific, Pakistan stands at cross roads to determine 

its foreign policy priorities. The more Washington gravitates to Delhi, networking 

among other regional power centers will grow and likelihood of triangular balancing 

alliance among Russia, Pakistan and China will get reinforced. Pakistan and China 

have already developed strategic relationship and, often refers to their friendship as 

‘all weather and time tested.’ While speaking on ‘Pakistan’s Evolving Relations with 

China,’ former Pakistani Ambassador Dr. Maqbool Ahmed Bhatti said, “The future of 

Sino-Pakistan friendship and cooperation is assured and would be aimed at ensuring 

peace, stability and a multi-polar world order.”
361

 Recently, when the US President 

visited India, to be the chief guest on India’s Republic Day in January 2015, Pakistani 

Chief of the Army Staff visited Beijing, in a move to signal that Pakistan and China 

stood together against possible Indo-US alliance and evolving security environment. 

Immediately, Pakistani Ministry of Foreign Affairs also hinted at Chinese President’s 

visit to Islamabad. On the other side, Pakistan’s response to Russian overtures on 

invigorating cooperative relationship, has been unusually very positive and on the eve 

of Russia’s Defence Minister visit to Islamabad, in November 2014, Pakistan’s 

Defence Minister said, “Both sides will translate this relationship in tangible terms 

and further strengthen military to military relations.” This was followed by visit of a 

Pakistani delegation, in January 2015, to Moscow for the ninth round of Pakistan-

Russia Consultative Group meeting on strategic stability. Responding to a question 

during routine press briefing, Ms. Tasnim Aslam, Spokesperson Ministry of Foreign 
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Affairs said, “Pakistan considers the ongoing dialogue with Russia as productive and 

intend to develop ties in various spheres including defence and energy products.”
362

 

 

5.3 Military Security in the 21
st
 Century 

On cessation of the Persian Gulf conflict in 1991, President George H. W. Bush in his 

address spoke of the ‘new world order,’ which rekindled optimism about peace and 

cooperation as the two Cold War protagonists had, by then, largely ended their 

confrontational policies.  Nonetheless; this expectation was misplaced as the realists 

had been predicting since early 1990s. Describing this innate notion, Peter Hough 

writes, “Underlying this fear is the belief of many realists that military threats are 

actually more apparent in a post-Cold War world devoid of that traditional guarantor 

of state security, the military balance of power, and further says that this ‘anti-new 

world order’ thesis was epitomized by Mearsheimer’s lament in 1990 that ‘we will 

soon miss’ the Cold War.”
363

 Contemporary events have proved that traditional 

security threats are as apparent as they were during the Cold War. War in 

Afghanistan, Iraq, Georgia, Ukraine, and Syria are some examples of the continued 

traditional threats to security in the 21
st
 century. While the dust of the ending of Cold 

War was still settling and countries were reconciling and readjusting to post-Cold 

War environment, terrorist attacks on 9/11 created ripples and, for the first time 

NATO using Article 5 rallied around the US call for GWoT. UNSC also authorized 

the use of force under its collective security clause. The US indicated more 

unilateralist inclinations in hunting down terrorists and WMDs, and to act as counter-

balancing force in the new international order marked by uni-polarity. After fourteen 

years of GWoT, yet the dangers from religious extremism, terrorism and trans-

national crimes continue to influence security policies of the states that will cause 

cooperative approaches at the international level.  State security is primarily the 

responsibility of individual state however, globalization and diffusion of technology 

have empowered the individuals and by implication non-state actors to utilize 

technology for positive purpose or use it to wreak havoc and destruction as seen on 
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9/11 in the US, March 1995 in Japan, 2008 Mumbai, 2014 in Pakistan and the list 

goes on. While Al-Qaeda is believed to have masterminded and executed the 9/11 

attacks on the US mainland, Aum Shinrikyo was behind the Tokyo Subway attacks of 

1995, Lashkar-i-Toiba is alleged to have carried out the November 2008 attacks 

across Mumbai that killed 166 people, and Tehreek Talibaan Pakistan has claimed 

responsibility for executing 143 lives in a School in Pakistan. The advent of nuclear 

weapons has raised the stakes and many nuclear experts believe that conventional 

encounters could invariably lead to nuclear escalation. The specter gets further 

complicated by concerns that materials and technology related to WMDs and long 

range delivery systems (missiles) could fall into the hands of terrorists. States’ 

capacities to fight such ‘asymmetric’ threats are often restricted and therefore ideas 

on cooperative security, coalition, arms control, international security forces find 

frequent reference in the 21
st
 century security debate. 

 

The general perception that 21
st
 century is Asia’s century has turned into reality and 

geo-economic interests are becoming predominant. In part economic security is 

driving states’ approaches to security, simultaneously military security is also 

considered vital for protecting economic interests. Possession and control over natural 

resources and raw materials play important role in determining the power of a nation, 

as also contended by Morgenthau. Energy is the life blood for industrialization, 

economic and technological development. Until the states diversify their sources of 

energy, reliance on oil and gas would remain. Asia has the world largest sources of 

oil and gas; a major reason for geo-political importance of the Middle East, Central 

Asia, and East Asia. Unimpeded flow of goods between consumers and producers 

signifies the importance of communication means and the struggle to control SLOCs 

for ensuring energy security. There is thus increasing competition for seeking control 

over energy resources. 

 

The US rebalancing to Asia Pacific region and growing relationship with India, 

Japan, Indonesia, Malaysia, South Korea, Singapore, and other ASEAN countries will 

generate friction and rivalries and also cooperation and alignments. China has 



 

emerged as Asia’s mega economic power house surpassing Japan, has sustained a 

growth rate of 10% over the past couple of decades. India is modernizing and its 

economic strength is growing by leaps and bounds in a bid to narrow the gap with 

China. Economic competition and the race to ensure energy security are important 

factors for understanding security balance in the 21
st
 century. If major powers fail to 

draw a balance in their geo-economic and geo-strategic interests, strategic 

competition will turn into strategic rivalry. Looking at the world as it is, the US NSS-

2010 notes:- 

“Wars over ideology have given way to wars over religious, ethnic, 

and tribal identity; nuclear dangers have proliferated; inequality and 

economic instability have intensified; damage to our environment, 

food insecurity, and dangers to public health are increasingly shared; 

and the same tools that empower individuals to build, enable them to 

destroy.”
364

 

 

As social constructivism gained traction in the 1990s, the scope of threats to security 

came to be seen in wider terms. Conceptualization of wider approach to security was 

substantiated in the belief that nuclear weapons and the end of Cold War had 

constrained the chances of war and threats from military actions. Contemporary 

realists were quick to criticize this wider approach, “Walt and the traditionalists fear 

that widening the definition of security risks rendering the concept redundant by 

making it too all-encompassing and diluting the important task of analyzing military 

threats and inter-state conflict.”
365

 Legacies of the Cold War still remain; the grand 

alliance such as NATO remains intact, festering territorial disputes persist, some Cold 

War disputes linger on, and nuclear weapons developed during the Cold War 

continue to threaten international security. Intervention on the basis of preventing 

gross violation of international law, human rights, and threats to international security 

from WMDs, will increasingly provide the context for war and use of force in the 21
st
 

century. Globalization, interdependence, and diffusion of technology have 

increasingly made the borders irrelevant and states and non-state actors could now 

equally exploit advance technologies for enhancing power and influence. This has 
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created new threats and new concerns. The use and control of technology has 

therefore become important for security in the 21
st
 century. While such advancements 

have had positive impact on human development, it has also expanded the specter of 

threats and power that individuals could accumulate for destructive purposes. On key 

features of the ‘new world order,’ Peter Hough contends, “Key features of the post-

Cold War ‘new world order’ include democratization, collective security, the concept 

of just war and proportionality (jus ad bellum, jus in Bello), conflict resolution.”
366

 

 

Anarchic as the world remains, states are responsible for their own security, for which 

they acquire and maintain a compatible force structure however; it has a cost. John T. 

Rourke has noted, “Other countries normally come to the aid of a country that has 

been attacked only if they find it in their national interest to do so. Kuwait provides a 

good example.”
367

 World War II is regarded as watershed event that impacted the 

international system in many ways for example; the European balance of power 

system was overtaken by the bipolar system and states security policies were greatly 

influenced by the US-USSR antagonism. The end of the Cold War and collapse of the 

Soviet Union produced notion of multi-polarity but the US military and economic 

superiority prevailed and it emerged as the sole super power, which Huntington has 

called ‘uni-multipolar system’ due to presence of other major powers with significant 

influence, and John T. Rourke called it ‘limited unipolar.’
368

 US is only power in the 

existing system with interests and deployments across many regions, which may 

bring it in conflict with other major regional powers for example in case of Asia; 

Russia, China, and India. Dr. Maleeha Lodhi contends that the global order is 

unsettled and in flux, with global power shifts reordering relationships across the 

world.
369

 Many scholars argue that the current unipolar era of the US dominance is on 

the decline and major powers like Russia, China, France, India, and Germany are 

struggling for revival of a multipolar world. Under these circumstances the Asian 

security environment will be marked by competition rather than cooperation and 
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intense struggle by other major powers to counter balance the US influence in the 

region. 

 

In the 21
st
 century threats to security emerge from multifarious traditional and non-

traditional sources including non-state actors who have demonstrated that knives and 

ingenuity could be exploited for bigger impact. The resort to use force for settling 

disputes has reduced considerably yet it remains part of the foreign policy of states. 

Nuclear weapons still remain on the inventory of states and their possession has 

rather become more pragmatic. In his famous speech at Prague on 5 April 2009, 

President Obama pledged to maintain significant deterrent capability as long as other 

countries did not disarm. The President said, “Make no mistake: as long as these 

weapons exist, the US will maintain a safe, secure and effective arsenal to deter any 

adversary, and guarantee that defence to our allies.”
370

 Strategies based on 

cooperation and cooption will prolong the existing phase of security order vis-à-vis 

rivalry and antagonism which would hasten the dawn of system based on multiple 

power centers. From the realist perspective, the growing US influence and strategic 

partnership with India san containment of China will eventually lead other major 

powers to counter balance the US power. 

 

Regional countries are concerned about the upswing in Indo-US relations as it would 

undermine interests of other major regional players and force a transformation in 

existing inter-state relations among major regional players especially China, Russia 

and Pakistan. The US announcement for forging strategic partnership with India, 

supporting its candidature for permanent membership in the reformed UNSC, major 

role for India at the global and regional stage, membership in international export 

control regimes and cooption in the Asia-Pacific security architecture have caused 

worries for China and Russia. Indo-US prospective partnership is perceived as 

encirclement of the communist states, reduce their political influence in global and 

regional affairs, seek control over trade routes, gain access to energy resources, and 

prevent the rise of China as dominant regional power. To maintain peace and stability 
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in the international system, other tools like diplomacy are increasingly important 

alongside economic and military tools, which have traditionally dominated policy 

options of the strategic elites. The US assertion of influence in the Asian region and 

other spontaneous developments could affect the shape of future power distribution 

and contribute to emergence of new alliances of new great powers. 

 

5.4 The Military Balance (Conventional and Nuclear Forces) 

‘Power’ is multidimensional and encompasses tangible (geography, military, 

industry, etc.) and intangible elements (national character, morale, etc.). Power is 

both an asset (end/goal) and a tool (means, instrument), at the same time.
371

 Military 

power is used for a variety of purposes ranging from outright threat to limited or full-

fledged wars. However, there are limitations to its use as well. Under certain 

situations its use is constrained due to internal and external compulsions. India was 

unable to use its military might against Pakistan during the 2001-2002 military stand-

off due to presence of nuclear weapons and fear that conventional military 

engagement might escalate to nuclear exchange. On efficacy of deterrence in the 

India-Pakistan context, Naeem Salik is of the view that “The military crisis in 2001-

2002 tested the limits of deterrence. Fortunately, the deterrence held.”
372

 Looking at 

the South Asian crisis through the prism of deterrence theory, Sumit Ganguly and 

Devin Hagerty have observed, “What ultimately inhibited India was Pakistan’s 

possession of nuclear weapons. The fear of Pakistan’s resort to a possible nuclear 

threat was paramount in the minds of Indian decision-makers, thereby inhibiting a 

resort to all-out war.”
373

 Recognizing importance of the armed forces for the political 

power of the nation, Morgenthau has noted, “In international politics in particular, 

armed strength as a threat or a potentiality is the most important material factor 

making for the political power of a nation.”
374

 As a tool of hard power, military 

strength is pivotal to power projection and attainment of foreign policy objectives. As 
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Morgenthau has put it, “What gives the factors of geography, natural resources, and 

industrial capacity their actual importance for the power of a nation is military 

preparedness,
375

 which indeed is based on a number of tangible and intangible factors 

including levels of spending, weaponry, morale and leadership, military and political 

reputation and capacity.”
376

 For maintaining the US preeminence in the 21
st
 century, 

Joseph S. Nye Jr. has suggested, “The use of hard and soft power in a productive 

combination to not only defeat terrorism but deal with the other issues of a global 

information age.”
377

 History bears ample testimony that this instrument of power has 

been frequently used to attain political objectives, typically in consonance with Sun 

Tzu’s conception of ‘war as continuation of policy by other means.’ 

 

Inspiration for this part of the chapter derives from the relative importance of this 

instrument of violence that has frequently been used by many countries around the 

world, for furthering their foreign policy objectives, power projection, and 

dominance. However, the caveat here is that the term ‘power’ is used in a broader 

sense of maximizing capacity to influence events and policies for the attainment of 

national interests. 

 

5.4.1 The US 

Just as the national character and culture have influenced foreign policy making so 

has the overall national psyche impacted the US military thinking.  The US has 

participated in both overt and covert operations ranging from large scale wars to 

small wars and clandestine support to proxy or resistance groups. Since 1945 the US 

has engaged in five major wars (Korea, Vietnam, twice in Persian Gulf, Afghanistan) 

and numerous small scale wars and covert operations involving CIA supported 

activities like weapons and material supplies to Afghan Mujahideen during their 

resistance struggle against the Soviet Union occupation of Afghanistan from 1979-

1989. 

                                                           
375

 Ibid., p. 135.  
376

 John T. Rourke, op cit., p. 302. 
377

 Joseph S. Nye Jr., The Paradox of American Power, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002). 



 

Today, the US has a huge military force and annually spends more money on defence 

than the next 10 countries combined. According to SIPRI year book, it is also the 

largest supplier of arms with an estimated share of 60% of the world’s total during the 

year 2011.
378

 In terms of capacity to project power in distant regions around the 

globe, quantity and quality, industrial and technological competency to regenerate 

capabilities, the US military forces are considered the most potent in comparison to 

other major military powers including China, Russia, and India. The US has always 

maintained military presence abroad and artfully expanded or reduced its engagement 

in critical regions as per developing situations. Oscillating between isolationism and 

internationalism, the US deployment has grown considerably and one report suggests 

that it has over 1000 bases in over 120 countries.
379

 As one writer has put it, “The US 

military presence abroad helps tie the United States to close partners and allies, and 

provides a tangible symbol of the US commitment to their security.”
380

 The size and 

capability of the US military has continuously grown. The demise of Soviet Union 

and the end of Cold War altered the US threat perception and later 9/11 terrorist 

attacks further induced modification to confront emerging challenges from non-state 

actors, terrorism, proliferation of WMDs, access denial, and cyber space.  

 

The US culture of technology and innovativeness coupled with industrial solution to 

emerging situations has produced inclination for attaining technological superiority in 

fighting wars. Among the many advantages, one is to enhance survivability and 

reduce casualties as demonstrated during the Persian Gulf wars through the strategy 

of ‘shock and awe’ and more reliance on armed drones against terrorists and other 

targets of choice. However; high technology also has its down side viz exorbitant cost 

for research, development, production and maintenance. This notwithstanding, 

technological edge has often prevailed that has reinforced the acceptance of ‘surgical 

strikes’ as a risk free option. Proclivity for advancing the US interests through 

cooperation by ‘coalition of the willing’ as demonstrated during the Persian Gulf wars 
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and Afghanistan would be crucial for pursuit of interests in the Middle East, Asia and 

other regions. Members of the potential coalition would, most probably, be based on 

shared interest and ‘like-minded’ countries as underlined by the US Defence 

Secretary during the Afghan War, “Let me reemphasize that the mission determines 

the coalition, and the coalition must not determine the mission.”
381

 This predilection 

is based in the realization that ‘go it alone’ approach is not cost effective, has less 

political acceptability, and undermines the allies’ trust in the US assurances. A 

comparison of defence spending of the US, Russia, India and Pakistan is given in 

Table 5.1 below:- 

 

Table 5.1 

Comparison of Defence Expenditure 

Country     Defence Spending 

      Current US $ m 

2011         2012         2013 

Defence Spending 

  Per Capita (US $) 

 2011     2012     2013 

Defence Spending 

       % of GDP 

2011     2012    2013 

US  687,000    655,388   600,400   2,205    2,088   1,896 4.56      4.19       3.70 

Russia 51,594      58,765     68,163 362       412      478 2.79      3.01       3.08                    

China  90,221      102,643   112,173 67         76        83 1.24      1.24       1.24                 

India 36,115      33,404     36,297 30         28        30 1.98      1.72       1.84 

Pakistan 5,468        5,814       5,890 29         31        30 2.60      2.52       2.47 

Source: International Institute of Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2014, Vol. 

114, No. 1, (Routledge, February 2014), pp. 471-492. 

 

5.4.2 India 

India today has the 4
th

 largest standing army of the world, surpassed only by the US, 

China and Russia. It has exhibited military prowess through intervention in Sri Lanka 

(1987) and Maldives (1988), and fighting major and small border wars with its 

neighbors i.e. Pakistan and China. During the Sino-Indian conflict of 1962 over the 

disputed Himalayan region, Indian forces faced humiliating defeat. Consequently, this 

led to significant transformation in defence and security thinking and initiation of 
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major efforts for modernization of the armed forces. Stephen P. Cohen has noted, 

“India has on several occasions used its military power outside of its immediate 

neighborhood, either by itself or in concert with other powers.”
382

 Since long, Indian 

military has also been engaged in fighting insurgencies in north and northeast regions 

of the country.  

 

Before the Sino-Indian War of 1962, Gandhian and Nehruvian ‘pacifist’ culture had 

strong imprints over military and security thinking as evident from India’s ‘non-

aligned’ stance. However, Indian military power took roots because of the US and 

British interests and sub-continent’s geo-strategic importance as hub for operations 

against Japan during World War II and subsequently as part of the British Empire in 

the ‘great game.’ During the border clash with China, the US and Britain provided 

substantial financial and material support to the Indian military, which continued even 

after the war. As Stephen P. Cohen has put it, “From 1963 to 1965 there was a burst 

of military cooperation with the West.”
383

 The next generation of Indian strategic 

elites including the military, criticized Nehru’s pacifist approach and followed a more 

realist stance. In 1971, India signed the twenty years Treaty of Peace, Friendship, and 

Cooperation with erstwhile USSR, a deviation from its Cold War ‘non-aligned’ 

stance. In keeping with its interest of projecting power in the Indian Ocean and also 

ensure security of SLOCs, India gives adequate attention to modernizing and 

developing its naval forces. As stated in the Ministry of Defence Annual Report, “A 

review of global and regional trends is indicative of the fact that maritime matters are 

going to play an increasingly important and critical role in India’s future.”
384

  

 

India is in the process of a major buildup of conventional weapons, creating new 

ways for delivering nuclear weapons and preparing defences against nuclear missiles 

by improving communication and surveillance systems. India was the first country to 

support the US plan for creating missile shield, presumably to broach missile defence 
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for it-self subsequently. It has acquired Green Pine Radars from Israel and negotiation 

on Arrow-II missiles are in advance stage. India topped the list of arms importing 

states during the period from 2008-2011 and remained on the top spenders’ list on 

defence along with the US, Russia and China. According to SIPRI, “India, which 

received 10 per cent of all imports during the period 2008–11, is likely to remain the 

largest recipient of major conventional weapons in the coming years.”
385

  

 

India’s defeat by the Chinese in 1962, led to fundamental shift in India’s security 

thinking. Sumit Ganguly writes, “This military debacle led to a fundamental shift in 

India’s security policies as the country lurched forward with a major programme of 

military modernization.”
386

 China’s nuclear tests also prompted Indian strategists to 

create deterrence against China. War fighting strategies and doctrines such as Cold 

Start, Proactive Operations, and Limited War were idealized. Stephen Blank 

observes:- 

“In April, the plan prepared for the Indian military and developed by 

its Directorate of Defence Policy and Planning for the army, air force 

and navy advocated a rapid reaction capability for real-time troop 

deployment to countries along the rim of the Indian Ocean in order to 

create a defence umbrella for them, This plan, ‘India's Strategic 

Vision’ envisages cooperation with Indonesia, Malaysia, Maldives, 

Mauritius and Vietnam.”
387

 

 

The army plans to spend around Rs. 40,000 crore (approximately $60 billion) to buy 

more than 300 kinds of weapons in the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-2011)…The 

plan also projects about 75 ships and submarines to be built in Indian shipyards till 

the end of the 11
th

 Plan. The ‘Blue Water’ force would be centered upon two 

simultaneously operational ‘Carrier Strike Groups’ with a suitable mix of multi-

mission-capable destroyers, frigates, and corvettes, in each...Indian Air Force (IAF) 

plans to bulk up to 44 squadrons by 2020.
388

 The country’s strategic boundaries have 
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also been redefined taking into consideration its growing energy needs. This has 

necessitated a requirement for ‘strategic reach’ to safeguard the national 

interests….India is revising its defence doctrine and envisions the extension of the 

IAF’s strategic reach from the Persian Gulf to the Strait of Malacca; transforming 

itself into an air power as part of a move to cover the full spectrum of defence.
389

 

 

Indian missile development programme formally commenced with the establishment 

of DRDO in 1958. Indian Space Research Committee was created in 1962 with Dr 

Vikram Sarabhai as its Chairman who worked in association with APJ Abul Kalam. 

Missile development programme soon began after testing the first nuclear explosive 

device in 1974. By 1975, Indian space scientists were able to produce their own 

satellites and had made considerable progress in manufacturing indigenously 

designed launchers. Indian scientists began giving greater attention to building up an 

array of missiles which would enable India to project its newly acquired power well 

beyond its geographical boundaries.
390

 Today Indian ballistic missiles are capable of 

threatening targets in the Middle East, Central Asia, the better part of China and most 

of ASEAN countries (area coverage of Indian missiles is shown in Map 5.1). India’s 

missile programme has received a boost from strategic partnership with the US and 

defence collaboration with Russian Federation and Israel. There are short, medium 

and long range ballistic and cruise missiles on the inventory of India’s strategic 

forces. India has also test fired an Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) ‘Agni-

V’ in August 2012, which reportedly has a range of 5500 kilometers. Some security 

analysts are of the view that the actual range of Agni-V is more than 8000 kilometers. 

This effectively brings the whole of Central Asia, China, and areas beyond that within 

striking range. Agni-V was paraded on 26 January 2013.
391

  This was most possibly 

aimed at show of force and signaling to China that India now had the capability to 

target every corner of China.  
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Strategic forces command is in-charge of all nuclear assets, which at the moment has 

two missile regiments with Prithvi SSM (3-5 launchers – two more regiments to 

form), and two missile groups with Agni I/II SSM
392

.…A report followed that joint 

production of BrahMos cruise missile’s naval version, with Russia would commence 

in late 2004, with some of the navy’s frigates and destroyers carrying them from 

2005.
393

 Moreover, Indian BMD is progressing steadily. Related acquisitions of 

significance are two Elta Green Pine early warning and fire control radars reportedly 

purchased from Israel in 2002. They have also ordered for Phalcon AWACS (Air 

Borne Early Warning and Control System) in March 2004.
394

 Effective ABM 

umbrella would dramatically increase the Indian ability to launch a 

disarming/decapitating first strike against Pakistan’s nuclear assets.
395

 According to 

published evidence, Indian scientists have successfully developed a limited Theater 

Missile Defence (TMD), designed to protect forces from hostile theater and tactical 

missiles. Effective anti-missile system would prompt aggressive and adventurous 

policies as India would feel safe behind a protective shield. DRDO is carrying out 

advanced design work on a naval missile Sagarika. The organization is also working 

on developing an ICBM known as Surya (5,000 km range) based on indigenous 

launch vehicle. 

 

In August 1999, the National Security Advisory Board released India’s Draft Nuclear 

Doctrine (DND), which remains the most comprehensive document on India’s 

emerging nuclear posture. The DND states:- 

“India shall pursue a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence 

that requires; a) sufficient, survivable and operationally prepared 

nuclear forces; b) a robust command and control system; c) effective 

intelligence and early warning capabilities; d) planning and training 

for nuclear operations; e) the will to employ nuclear weapons; f) the 

DND involves a triad of assets structured for punitive retaliation.”
396
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In January 2003, the Indian government published a brief official nuclear doctrine. 

This reiterated some of the elements of DND; including the plan to build and 

maintain a ‘credible minimum deterrent’ and the statement that nuclear retaliation to a 

first strike will be massive and designed to inflict unacceptable damage.
397

 Authority 

for the release of nuclear weapons is vested in the Prime Minister of India, or his 

designated successor (s). Some other features of the doctrine include; the 

demonstration of political will to employ nuclear forces, accepting no restriction on 

Research and Development (R&D) capability and not using nuclear weapons against 

NNWS other than those which are aligned to any nuclear power.
398

 The caveat ‘other 

than those aligned with other nuclear weapon state’ was later removed. However, a 

significant change pertains to the threshold and geographical extent of the ‘retaliatory 

strike.’ As per the new formulation ‘in the event of a major attack against India or 

Indian forces anywhere, by biological or chemical weapons,’ India will retain the 

option to retaliate with nuclear weapons. Also in April 2004, the Indian navy released 

a declassified version of its new maritime doctrine; urging the development of a ‘non-

provocative’ submarine-based nuclear deterrent.
399

 ‘Minimum Deterrence’ has not 

been quantified, which leaves it open to a possibility of constant expansion. Despite 

claiming to have a posture of ‘No First Use’ (NFU), the right of nuclear retaliation 

against chemical and biological weapons has been retained. The policy of NFU loses 

its significance when examined in relation to what Herman Kahn has said, “No first 

use stops just where war begins.” On India’s emerging nuclear posture Manjeet Singh 

Pardesi says:- 

“A rising India will behave in accordance with the core features of 

the theory of offensive realism.  As India becomes wealthy, it will 

work towards maximizing its political and military power; will avoid 

alliances that curb its strategic autonomy; will seek regional 

hegemony in South Asia and the Indian Ocean region, and will resist 

extra-regional influence in these regions; and will seek to become an 
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extra-regional power in the Middle East, Central Asia, and South 

Asia.”
400

 

 

Missile and nuclear development programme, acquisition of nuclear submarines, 

commissioning of nuclear powered submarine ‘Arihant,’ induction of second aircraft 

carrier from Russia, and acquisition of 126 Multi Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA) etc. 

continue. In late 1990s, India created a new Far Eastern Command located at 

Andaman Island.  

 

Map 5.1 

Area Coverage of Indian Missiles 

 

Source: Maps of India. http://www.mapsofindia.com. 

 

5.4.3 Russia 

The Russian new military doctrine takes NATO’s eastward enlargement as the most 

dangerous threat. Russia’s new military doctrine claims, “The efforts to impart global 
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functions, which are implemented in violation of the norms of international law, to 

the force potential of the NATO, bring the military infrastructure of NATO member 

countries closer to the Russian borders including by way of the bloc’s 

enlargement.”
401

 In December 2001, the US President announced withdrawal from 

the ABM Treaty of 1972 with Russia, recognizably to pave the way for the intended 

development and deployment of BMD systems in Europe and other regions.  On 17 

September 2009, President Obama announced a new ‘Phased Adaptive Approach’ 

(PAA) after the Secretary of Defence and the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended a 

revision to the previous administration’s plan for missile defence in Europe.  The US 

deployment of missile defences in Europe, Middle East and East Asia is considered 

by Russia and China as an effort to undermine their deterrence and risk global 

security. The Russian Security Council Secretary Nikolai Patrushev, during the 8
th

 

round of Russia-China consultations on strategic security, said:- 

“We are concerned about US plans to build a global missile defence 

system, including in the Asia-Pacific region, and further commented 

that Russia and China are planning to intensify their cooperation on 

missile defence in response to America’s growing missile defence 

potential around the globe.”
402

 

 

Interestingly, the military doctrine retains salience of nuclear weapons in defence and 

security calculus in contrast to the Russian leaders’ earlier claims of lowering the 

numbers.  Commenting on the new military doctrine, Patrushev said in an interview, 

“It provides the flexibility to use nuclear weapons depending on the situation and the 

enemy’s intentions and, does not exclude pre-emptive nuclear strikes in situations 

critical to Russia’s national security.”
403

 The doctrine however; anticipates threats and 

dangers from:-
 404

  

a) Eastward expansion of NATO. 

b) The attempts to destabilize the situation in individual states and 

regions and to undermine strategic stability. 
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c) Deployment of foreign troops in areas contiguous to Russia, its allies, 

and adjacent waters. 

d) Deployment of strategic missile defence systems, militarization of 

outer space, and the deployment of strategic non-nuclear precision 

weapon systems. 

 

The new military doctrine also stresses “strengthening collective security within the 

framework of Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), intensify cooperation 

in the field of international security within the framework of Community of 

Independent States (CIS)….and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO).”
405

 

These organizations were mainly created to counter balance NATO. According to the 

information posted on the website of Russian Ministry of Defence, President of the 

Russian Federation is Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces. Defence 

Ministry is headed by the Defence Minister and services chiefs report to him. The 

armed forces are organized into three services namely land force, air force, and navy 

and three independent forces namely Strategic Missile Forces, Aerospace Defence 

Force, and Airborne Forces. The Strategic Missile Forces are designed for nuclear 

deterrence of potential aggression and defeating strategic objects located in one or 

more strategic air-space directions and forming the basis of military and military-

economic potential of the enemy by means of concentrated, group or single nuclear 

missile attacks. The Aerospace Defence Force is principally new branch of the armed 

forces of the Russian Federation, designed and responsible for air and space defence, 

whereas the Airborne Forces are designed to cover the enemy in the air and conduct 

combat operations in its rear. The Airborne Forces report directly to the Commander 

of the Airborne Forces and consist of the airborne divisions, brigades, units and 

facilities. The armed forces are grouped into four large unified strategic commands 

called ‘districts’ i.e. Central Military District, Western, Eastern, and Southern  

Military Districts, all personnel and equipment within the area of a particular military 

district fall under operational command of the military commander of that district.
406
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Since the launch of military reforms in 2008, Russian forces have endeavored to 

acquire new weaponry however; the pace of intended modernization has faced 

multiple snags that have caused considerable delays. The CRS report of 24 August 

2011 asserts, “Russia has attempted to maintain the Soviet-era objective of 

manufacturing all the weapons used by its armed forces, although these efforts have 

faced extreme challenges.”
407

 This notwithstanding, the defence establishment is 

pursuing though sluggishly, a $698.4 billion Armament Procurement Programme 

2011-2020 that was rolled out by President Putin in 2010. 

 

Russia launched massive military reforms in 2008 to modernize its land, air, naval, 

nuclear and missile forces especially having observed operational weaknesses during 

its short duration war of August 2008 against neighboring Georgia. Nonetheless; Jim 

Nichol and other western security experts have noted that the intended reforms and 

restructuring of the Russian military would not create a force compatible with the 

Russian defence and security strategy, “Perhaps regardless of intentions, there are 

major economic, technological, demographic, and other impediments both to Russia’s 

ability to recreate ‘superpower’ armed forces ready to carry out strategic land, sea, 

and air battles in the east and west and to its efforts to create modern armed forces, 

according to most observers.”
408

 Military expenditures have been gradually rising 

since 2000 and today it is the fifth largest in the world. Comparative military 

expenditures of different countries are given in Table 5.1. Russia has traditionally 

endeavored to preserve defence self-sufficiency but it finds it challenging against 

technological edge enjoyed by the western countries. The US policy making elites are 

suspicious of Russia’s planned military reforms as Jim Nichol puts it:- 

“While warning that Russian military programmes are driven largely 

by Moscow’s perception that the United States and NATO remain the 

greatest potential threats, the US policymakers also have raised the 

possibility that Russia’s military reforms might in the future make it 

feel less strategically vulnerable.”
409
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5.4.4 China 

China has one of the oldest civilizations on earth, which has had strong imprints on 

Chinese thinking and policies ever since. As enthusiasts of the Confucius philosophy, 

Chinese prefer traditionalist approach towards international relation. Henry Kissinger 

has commented, “Chinese have been shrewd practitioners of realpolitik”
410

 and 

commenting on the Chinese power politics Dr. Wang has written, “China has been 

practitioner of realpolitik for centuries, behaving much like other great powers have 

throughout the world history.”
411

 This does mean that China has often favored use of 

force in dealing with other countries. On the contrary, in most of its engagements 

with the outside world, Chinese leaders were guided by pacifist inclination of 

Confucian ideology. China has not been a hegemonic power; historically it desired 

the integrity of its empire and resisted physical subjugation of other states. The 2010 

National Defence Paper affirms China’s non-hegemonic commitments. 

 

China’s political and security policies considerably altered with the realization of 

economic and political reforms of Deng Xiaoping, disintegration of Soviet Union and 

resultant setback to the communist ideology, rise as the leader of communist world, 

the US preeminence as world power and intense engagement with Taiwan, and the 

constraints of its own rising military and economic power vis-à-vis increasing 

capabilities of other regional countries. Based on new perceived threats resulting from 

the aforementioned developments, China’s official guidance document ‘National 

Defence 2010’ emphasizes peaceful development, overall prosperity and building a 

strong military, which should provide protection against external and internal threats, 

curb separatism, preserve overall social stability, and protect maritime interests. 

Learning from the doctrinal and structural development in the US military and 

critically analyzing the US led military actions against Afghanistan, Iraq and 

elsewhere, the Chinese strategic doctrine underscores preparation of modern, mobile 

and equipped military machine that is capable of active defence, winning local wars, 

operating in ‘informatized’ conditions, and seizing electromagnetic spectrum. As 
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stated in the National Defence 2010 document, the Peoples Liberation Army Air 

Force (PLAA) mobile operational units include 18 combined corps, plus additional 

independent combined operational divisions (brigades). The combined corps 

consisting of divisions and brigades are respectively under the seven military area 

commands of Shenyang, Beijing, Lanzhou, Jinan, Nanjing, Guangzhou and Chengdu. 

There are three fleets under the navy, namely; the Beihai Fleet, the Donghai Fleet and 

the Nanhai Fleet, each has under its command fleet aviation, support bases, flotillas, 

maritime garrison commands, aviation divisions and marine brigades. Peoples 

Liberation Army Navy’s (PLAN) main focus is on strengthening off shore defence 

capability. 

 

Modernization of all branches of PLA is underway with special focus on naval power. 

The overall focus is to shift from a manpower-intensive to a technology-intensive 

model. China’s defence spending in 2011 stood at approximately $143 billion 

although many western scholars are of the view that China is not transparent in its 

military spending and actually spends more than what is declared officially
412

. For 

comparative defence spending see Table 5.1. Despite these developments, experts are 

skeptical about the Chinese military modernization and conclude that it would not be 

able to wield a force adequately capable of projecting power far from mainland. The 

US Department of Defence Annual Report to Congress has noted, “It is unlikely that 

China will be able to project and sustain large forces in high-intensity combat 

operations far from China prior to 2020.”
413

 This notwithstanding, the US leadership 

is concerned over PLA modernization and increasing capabilities of naval operations 

in high seas including anti access and anti-ship capabilities, and envisaged 

development of various other naval platforms.
414

 While China is also engaged in 

acquiring advance technologies, weapons and equipment for subsequent indigenous 

development and self-reliance, its domestic weapons production and export is 

                                                           
412

 Jane Perez, “Continuing Buildup; China Boosts Military Spending More Than 11 Percent,” New 

York Times, 4 March 2012. 
413

 The US Department of Defence, Office of the Secretary of Defence, Annual Report to Congress, 

“Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China,” 2011. 

http://www.defence.gov/pubs/pdfs/2011_CMPR_Final.pdf.  
414

 The US National Security Strategy 2010, op cit. 

http://www.defence.gov/pubs/pdfs/2011_CMPR_Final.pdf


 

gradually expanding, which has ‘recorded significant growth in international arms 

transfer deliveries during the period 2007-2011’ and currently it ranks fifth on the list 

of world’s arms exporting countries.
415

 A comparative arms import and export data is 

given in Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 respectively. 

 

Table 5.2 

Comparative Table Arms Imports-2008-2011($ million) 

Country     2008 2009 2010 2011 Rank 2008-2011 

India 1,804   2,200  2,851   3,581 1 

China 1,683   1,054  718   1,112 5 

Pakistan 1,037   1,124  2,450   1,675 2 

Source: Data taken from SIPRI Military Expenditures Database, 

http://milexdata.sipri.org/ and Jim Nichol, “Russian Political, Economic, and 

Security Issues and US Interests,” Congressional Research Service, Report 

RL33407, 21 December 2012. 

 

 

Table 5.3 

Comparative Table Arms Exports-2008-2011 ($ million) 

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 Rank 2008-2011 

USA 6,463 6,656 8,111 9,984 1 

Russia 5,980 5,287 5,881 7,874 2 

China 593 1,018 1,335 1,356 5 

India 11 23 4 8 41 

Source: Adopted from SIPRI Arms Transfers Database 2012. 

 

China tested a nuclear device in 1964. Acquisition of nuclear weapons and long range 

delivery systems provide deterrence capability and supplement conventional forces. 

China has developed triad of delivery systems, which affords second strike capability 

(Table 5.4 shows details of nuclear inventory of China and other countries).  The 

nuclear doctrine is based on minimum deterrence and professes 'No First Use of 
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Nuclear Weapons.’ Andrew Scobell contends that, “The People’s Republic of China’s 

security policies and its tendency to use military force are influenced not only by the 

elites’ understandings of China’s own strategic tradition but also by their 

understandings of the strategic cultures of other states.”
416

 

 

Since 1980s the US is focused on lighter, agile and efficient force structure suitable 

for rapid deployment in distant regions of the world to fight two major wars nearly 

simultaneously.
417

 The 2001 Quadrennial Defence Review suggested to move from a 

threat based approach to a capability based approach and the subsequent Global 

Defence Posture Review 2004 offered far reaching restructuring and measures on 

forward deployment of the US forces abroad. In the wake of draw down from 

Afghanistan and Iraq, President Obama announced ‘rebalancing’ towards Asia Pacific 

in view of the US economic and security interests and the rise of China. 

 

Table 5.4 

Major Stakeholder States’ Nuclear Forces-2012
* 

Country Deployed Warheads Other Warheads Total inventory 

USA 2 150 5 850 ~8 000 

Russia 1 800 8 200 10 000 

China  . . 200 ~240 

India  . . 80–100 80–100 

Pakistan  . . 90–110 90–110 

Total ~3 950 ~14 460 ~18 450 

 

Source: Adopted from SIPRI Year Book 2012. 
*
Note: All estimates are approximate and are as of January 2012. Information on 

nuclear forces is scant. 
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Out of the eight established NWS; Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and North Korea 

are located in Asia whereas the US that has major security and economic interests in 

the region is forging strategic partnership with India and, has one of the largest 

inventory of nuclear weapons. 

 

Indo-US strategic partnership prima facie, is linked to the US rebalancing to Asia 

Pacific region. Regional countries have already undertaken to readjust to the changing 

power dynamics in the region. In terms of resources, continuous economic growth 

over the last decade and aspiration to become a major world power, India is on the 

rise but given its strategic culture, ethnic and social strife, secession movements, 

territorial disputes with neighboring countries and almost half of the world’s poor 

population; it is uncertain if it would become a world class military power of 

reckoning. Regionally, as long as Pakistan’s military and nuclear capabilities are 

intact, India’s power projection in South Asia would be constrained. Nonetheless, 

increased military, political and economic capacities would strengthen its influence in 

the IOR and over smaller countries of South Asia. 

 

Currently, both China and India lack potent naval arm, which restrains them from 

effectively projecting power in distant areas. As theorized by Mearsheimer 

‘waterbodies’ are great limiting factor, unless they develop blue water navies their 

military influence in other regions would remain constrained. This notwithstanding, 

all countries are modernizing their defence forces including nuclear forces as evident 

from the percentage of GDP on defence spending, and the US tops the list. While 

Russia and the US have reduced their deployed nuclear warheads, modernization and 

development of new and sophisticated nuclear weapons continue. Similar 

advancements are discernable in case of India, Pakistan and Russia. China, Russia 

and India are also engaged in expanding their capabilities for force projection in 

distant locations. 

 

The post-Cold War expectations for peaceful and stable world order proved elusive as 

the countries entered into the vicious circle of power politics, and the world’s sole 



 

super power also ventured into military campaigns to seek absolute security. Power 

shift from the West to East and rise of other major powers as potential challengers 

have raised the specter of competition and possibly conflict. The region’s security 

structure is in flux and still uncertain as it is in the midst of transformation. The next 

chapter of the study tries to identify various scenarios on the emerging security 

paradigm and explores if the Indo-US strategic partnership is part of the perceived US 

strategies of containing China. 

  



 

CHAPTER 6 

THE EMERGING SECURITY PARADIGM 

Development of knowledge and technologies is relentless, and one often hears about 

innovative breakthroughs that impact the human life at a broad spectrum. One 

prominent feature of continuous evolution is the emergence of new threats resulting 

from major events and technological breakthroughs. The west’s accomplishment in 

triumphantly ending the Cold War with resulting collapse of the Soviet Union was 

one such watershed event that radically changed the existing world order, wherein the 

US seized the opportunity of unipolar moment and emerged as the most powerful 

state. Terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 altered the long held notion of US 

invulnerability and threat perception, and resulted in significant changes in the US 

approach to international relations. The US subsequently ventured into broadening its 

geostrategic and geo-economic interests abroad. Another defining feature of the post-

Cold War period, which became a hot topic of international discourse, was China’s 

rapid economic, political and military growth and its rise as potential challenger to the 

US global and regional influence. Power is not static and changes overtime, 

sometimes because of impromptu or unforeseen developments and so are the policies 

of actors to redefine their roles and adjust to the power shifts. As articulated by 

Robert Gilpin, “The emergent dominant states in the system attempt to extend their 

dominion to the limits of their economic, military and other capabilities.”
418

 Likewise, 

the US is rebalancing to Asia Pacific and fostering strategic partnership with India to 

counter balance China’s rise, secure its geo-economic interests and sustain its 

leadership role in the 21
st
 century. Opinion on whether or not China’s rise will be 

peaceful is divided. But certainly India and the US are cognizant of China’s growing 

power and assertiveness, which is bringing the two countries closer in a balancing act 

to constrain Chinese influence. 

 

End of the Cold War had raised the expectation for a more secure and stable ‘new 

world order’ as it was largely assumed that the East-West antagonism had withered 
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but in contrast to this, a new war of survival and threats masked in new attires have 

become visible. The ‘new world order’ has since been challenged by the ‘forces 

inherent in human nature’ thereby upholding the perception about perpetual relevance 

of realism. The new ‘great game’ played out in Asia and Asia Pacific region has 

enormous consequences for the regional and global security architecture. Experts of 

international politics believe that, “There is change in the Cold War, not from the 

Cold War.”
419

 This provides the backdrop for this chapter, which attempts to examine 

the Indo-US rapprochement as possible resurrection of the US ‘containment policy’ 

or encirclement effort of the Cold War era.  

 

6.1 Containment - Is it being resurrected? 

Oxford Dictionary defines the term as “The action of keeping something harmful 

under control or within limits” and in political science it is regarded as action or 

policy of preventing the expansion of a hostile country or influence.
420

 The term 

became synonymous with the US Cold War policy of containing communists’ 

expansion where ever it posed a risk to gain influence, a key objective of the US 

foreign policy agenda. This was a consequence of the perception that Soviet Union 

was an expansionist power. In contrast convincing arguments have been presented, 

which explain the logic for the Soviet expansion in Eastern Europe as part of 

deliberate attempts to create security zone or buffer owing to inadequate natural 

defensive barriers. During the Cold War, the US policy makers increasingly became 

upset about Soviet Union’s expansion into Europe and other areas. To prevent the 

spread of communists’ regime, the US followed ‘containment’ as a fundamental goal 

of its security policy towards the former USSR. The strategy was supported by 

building pivots and alliances around the communist countries. Some analysts saw it 

as a cause of the ensuing Cold War between the US and USSR, while others termed it 

a counter move against the Soviet expansion into Europe and other areas. Since then 

the debate over various aspects of the US containment policy has drawn attention of 

political and security observers alike. The US diplomat George Kennan is generally 
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considered to have coined the term. At the end of the World War-II Kennan was 

employed as a staff officer at the US Embassy in Moscow. In February 1946, he sent 

a secret cable to Washington. After analyzing the history and nature of the Soviet 

regime, he concluded that unless prevented; it would probably expand into the power 

vacuum in central and Western Europe.
421

 Occasionally the concept was challenged 

in the US political campaigns especially in 1952 with the Republican slogan ‘roll 

back the curtain,’ but in practice, containment remained order of the day.
422

 In fact, 

each side blamed the other for expanding its influence and adopted counter veiling 

strategies to ensure its security against the increasing power of the other. Both sides 

pushed for creating a system based on their respective ideology, a system which 

would empower one side over the other. 

 

The US overture to India and reciprocal warmth shown by India despite non-aligned 

rhetoric, are indicative of growing partnership between the two, which is being 

interpreted by many as part of the US grand strategy to contain China, although the 

US administration has not been explicit in saying so. The US rebalancing to Asia 

Pacific has political, economic and military components including reinforcing its 

military capabilities and missile defences in the region, expanding and reviving 

security relationships and enhancing defence cooperation with India, Singapore, 

Malaysia, Thailand, Japan, Korea, Australia, and the Philippines. India’s importance 

for the US rebalancing strategy is highlighted in NSS 2010 and 2015, which say, “We 

support India’s role as a regional provider of security and its expanded participation is 

critical for regional institutions. We see a strategic convergence with India’s ‘Look 

East Policy’ and our continued implementation of the rebalance to Asia and the 

Pacific.”
423

 Leone Panetta in his July 2012 visit to India, called defence cooperation 

with India as ‘linchpin’ in the US Asia Pacific strategy.
424
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Many in the US, India as well as in China see Indo-US relationship as part of the 

moves to contain China. Reporting about the prospective Indo-US nuclear deal, 

Dafna Linzer wrote, “For the Bush administration, the deal is part of a strategy to 

accelerate India’s rise as a regional counter weight to China.”
425

 In line with the 

assumptions of ‘offensive realism,’ India should logically be taking internal and 

external balancing measures to enhance its security by accumulating more power to 

be able to counter China’s ascending power, for which expanded defence cooperation 

with the US becomes understandable. Inclination towards the US could facilitate 

India in seeking wherewithal of power as a substitute to the support from its longtime 

ally, Russia. However, many Indian intellectuals such as Shiv Shankar Menon and 

Ashley Tellis oppose the point of India becoming a ‘linchpin’ or constituent in the US 

designed containment structure, which sounds more pragmatic. On the other hand, 

India is increasingly becoming important for the US to achieve its geopolitical 

interests in Asia and Asia Pacific region. President of the Chicago Council of Global 

Affairs has argued that a robust, sustained partnership will be a sine qua non of 

maintaining a global system that accords with US political and economic norms and 

sustains US global preeminence.
426

  

 

Partnerships emerge from commonalities and convergence of interests or sharing the 

same threat. Since the end of Cold War, Indo-US interests are fast converging, which 

is bringing the two countries closer and the US sees India as partner in shaping the 

potential international order that sustains its leadership into the 21
st
 century. Beside 

shared interest in countering terrorism/piracy, secure an orderly access to global 

commons, security of trade routes and most importantly the ‘China factor’ is 

becoming more prominent as both do not want domination of Asia by a single power. 

This does not mean that areas of divergence have disappeared. To describe it in the 

words of former Indian Ambassador, “They had been sidelined in favor of focusing 

on the larger, long-term objectives, in which, US and Indian interests happily 
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coincide.”
427

 India’s nuclear and missile programme, its relations with Pakistan and 

other neighboring countries, market protectionism, India’s relations with Russia and 

Iran, power struggle in the IOR, and approaches to international and regional issues 

are some areas where the two countries have contradictory positions.  

 

The US and China are already in competition and if they push their interests without 

accommodating each other, it may turn into rivalry and possibly conflict. Hugh White 

holds that, “Washington and Beijing are already sliding towards rivalry by default, 

seeing each other more and more as strategic competitors.”
428

 In line with ‘offensive 

realism’s’ suggestive preference, the US is trying to prevent the rise of potential peer 

competitor in order to preserve its dominant status, by courting India to take the 

responsibility as counter weight, and prevent the rise of any single power (read 

China) as the most dominant power of the region. This analogy holds good for India 

as well, which would desire to utilize the opportunity by ‘bandwagon’ with the US, 

and thus enhance its power to become a dominant regional power. The US has 

realized the limits to its economic, political and military power and has recognized 

that its ‘go alone’ policy as experienced in the war in Afghanistan, Iraq and financial 

crisis of 2008 did not work. To minimize its military commitment, cost and domestic 

opposition, the US needs partners in seeking geostrategic interests. India fits 

accurately in the larger frame of the US strategic rebalancing, though US officials are 

reluctant to explicitly say so for fear of provocation and reaction from China that may 

lead to costly arms race. On a visit to Manila in April 2014, during his trip to East 

Asia, the US President mentioned China as dominant power in the region and 

conveyed that the US wanted to be partner with China in upholding international law, 

and further said, “Our goal is not to contain China. Our goal is to make sure 

international rules and norms are respected and that includes in the area of 

international disputes.”
429

 Identical views were expressed by the US Secretary of 
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Defence (April 2014), Secretary of State (February 2014), and the Chairman Joint 

Chiefs (May 2014) during their visits to the region. Chinese are also aware that the 

US rebalancing to Asia is indeed aimed at containing China. Shi Yinhong, a Chinese 

expert on international relations said, "Although Washington denies its strategic shift 

is aimed at any one country, it is obvious that China is one of its concerns ... The shift 

shows that the US is taking strategic precautions against China."
430

 

 

The US military presence in Asia Pacific region and treaty partnerships in peripheral 

areas surrounding China, through a string of military bases, has intensified concern in 

China. Partnering India would envelope China from south westerly direction thus 

effectively plug the perceived opening through befriending a major and rising 

country. By implication this will expand the US influence over important navigation 

routes in the Indian Ocean. Map 6.1 below gives the US troops/deployment in East 

Asia, which reveals that the US has woven a net of partner countries located in 

China’s periphery. 

Map 6.1 

US Troops/Deployments in East Asia 

 

Source: Congressional Research Service, Report R42448, 28 March 2012. 
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States are engaged in a persistent struggle to seek power for realizing their interests in 

a system defined by anarchy. Yet that does not mean a ‘disorder.’ Being rationale 

actors states agree on some form of control and neutral organizations such as the UN 

system to regulate interstate relations and provide some form of control. In 

international politics there is a strong belief that dominant powers are status quo 

oriented as it benefits them the most. To sustain dominance, these states seek to 

capitalize on economic opportunities for attaining the capacity to bear the costs of 

maintaining status quo. On his nine day Asia visit, in November 2011, meant to 

reassert the US power and commitment to the region, the US President articulated the 

US commitment to preserving existing order in Asia and said that the US will resist 

China’s challenge to the existing order in Asia with all the elements of its power.
431

 

However, later the US leadership gave different statements as part of damage control 

and talked about cooperation and together building the future regional order that 

strikes balance between cooperation and competition.
432

 

 

The US increasing footprints in Asia coupled with political and defence engagements 

with regional countries, has made China and Russia uneasy. It has engendered a 

perception that the US wants to contain China and sustain its dominance in the 

region. This perception is reinforced by the growing US military capabilities and 

security ties with countries with which China has territorial and maritime disputes. 

On the US pivot to Asia Pacific, Dr. Maleeha Lodhi writes, “The pivot is widely seen 

here, as elsewhere in Asia, as aimed to contain China’s rise, even as America 

simultaneously pursues economic engagement with Beijing.”
433

 In the Asian context, 

the situation is uncertain, with the US growing relationship with India to support its 

rebalancing strategy and power shift due to rising China and India, and re-assertive 

Russia that is reordering security relationship across the regions. ‘Offensive Realism’ 

and ‘Power Transition’ theoretical paradigms foresee conflict and confrontation 

whereas optimists see cooperation and accommodation. 
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The forces of globalization, diffusion of technology, the rise of free markets, 

economic interdependence, and telecommunication advancements have made 

‘containment’ irrelevant as a principal foreign policy driver and as it is increasingly 

becoming difficult to address today’s geostrategic issues through the old strategies, 

which helped the US to emerge triumphant from the Cold War. This notwithstanding, 

the US is concerned about China’s growing military power and its assertive approach 

in East Asia, and looks for strategies to contain China’s growing influence without 

treading the path of confrontation. To avoid costly outcome, Ashley J. Tellis has 

offered a strategy to ‘balance China without containing.’
434

 Tellis favors balancing 

Beijing’s growing capabilities by pursuing policies that simultaneously increase 

China’s stake in the existing global system and raise the costs of abusing its power. 

More so, China now has the second largest economy after the US, enjoys 

considerable political and military power, has the capacity to influence other small 

states around it especially in East and Southeast Asia, that it has almost become 

impossible to execute containment like the Cold War era. On practicality of executing 

containment, Dr. William C. Martel contends:- 

“In the end, the West cannot contain states and the problems they 

cause, but it is well within our capacity to limit or restrain their more 

dangerous and destabilizing policies rather than relying on the 

obsolete strategy of trying to contain these states.”
435

   

 

US sees India as a huge consumer market and geopolitically important for the US 

pivot to Asia. The legacy of ‘non-alignment’ and growing pragmatism would dictate 

stable relationship with a big and powerful neighbor instead of confrontation and 

conflict that could seep its power and result in affirming China’s dominant position. 

The baggage of history and compulsion of geography will limit the extent of Indo-US 

strategic partnership and the distrust that existed during the Cold War has not been 

removed, nonetheless that gap has narrowed yet they are far away from aligning their 

approaches on confronting China. The US also has stakes as more than hundred US 
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multinational companies are doing business in China.
436

 China’s integration into the 

world system may also force a rethink about ‘containment’ as many observers argue 

that US perceives that “China could play a critical role in a number of global issues of 

importance to the US, such as nuclear non-proliferation involving North Korea and 

Iran, global economic recovery and climate change, and countering terrorism.”
437

 

Indo-US partnership may not be specifically against China as both have strategic 

interests with China, so containment like the Cold War model is less likely to happen. 

As long as nuclear weapons are present, the fear of escalation of small conflict into 

major catastrophe will oblige the parties to avoid actions that could take their 

competition to the next level. As identified by Arvind Gupta and Sanjeev K. 

Shrivastav, “It is likely that Asia-Pacific region would be a zone of contestation 

particularly between the United States and China and also between China and 

India.”
438

 History is replete with examples of spiral of competition going beyond 

control and leading to conflict. The US rebalancing to Asia, strengthening alliances 

with countries around China’s periphery, and the planned military redeployments are 

meant to break into that spiral of competition. 

 

6.2 What Did the US Achieve Through its Containment Policy during the 

Cold War? 

Implementation of ‘containment’, during the Cold War envisaged military, economic, 

and political tools to isolate the communists’ block and prevent its further expansion. 

Battling the communist socialist ideology was also part of the strategic tools. Creation 

of military alliances such as NATO, SEATO, CENTO, rehabilitation of Europe 

through massive economic assistance (under the rubric of Marshall Plan), were 

employed. The ‘Truman Doctrine’ enunciated that the US would provide political, 

military and economic assistance to all democratic nations under threat from external 
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or internal authoritarian forces.
439

 Kennan believed that the threat posed by the Soviet 

Union to US security was an economic and ideological one that should be met on 

those grounds.
440

 Sir Winston Churchill in his famous ‘Iron Curtain Speech’ of 1946 

highlighted the new realities and threat in the post war situation and perceived threats 

from communist expansion. This is widely believed to have laid the foundation for 

the US strategy to curb communism. 

 

In contrast, the Soviets believed that socialism will attract wide spread appeal and be 

accepted as alternate to capitalism. S. W. Hook and J. Spanier argue, “The Kremlin is 

under no ideological compulsion to accomplish its purposes in a hurry. Like the 

Church, it is dealing in ideological concepts which are of a long-term validity, and it 

can afford to be patient.”
441

 Kennan’s perception of ‘containment’ was not without 

critics for example; John Foster Dulles, who called it ‘too defensive’ and instead 

advocated the ‘roll back’ of the Soviet power and eventual liberation of Europe.
442

 

Nonetheless, containment served as the basic US strategy,
443

 with oscillating intensity 

until 1989 when President Mikhail Gorbachev initiated transformative changes in the 

Soviet strategic approach defined by accommodation and peaceful co-existence.  

 

The US concept of Cold War strategy on containing the communist threat featured 

calculated and gradual use of coercion by maintaining superior overall power 

including capabilities of allies, aimed at moderating the Soviet behavior while 

avoiding direct conflict and leaving open the doors for negotiation. The strategy also 

emphasized resort to use of economic and military assistance to build the capacity of 

allies against the Soviet power. Political support to friendly even autocratic states was 

practiced to wean away such states especially those in the Middle East and Asia, from 
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the Eastern bloc. Restriction on movement of military and hi-tech equipment was also 

implemented for maintaining military superiority, a harbinger for creation of 

COCOM, which has been explained in Chapter-4. The US renewed interest in 

building India as a major power by assisting to enhance its political, economic, and 

military power is analogous to the US containment policy of the Cold War time. 

 

The US statesmen and strategists could justifiably take credit for having contributed 

in the long struggle against the Soviets and coming out of the Cold War triumphantly. 

Francis Fukuyama, a noted scholar was so enthused with the victory in the half 

century struggle against the Soviet Union, which affirmed superiority of the US 

political and economic system and, its technological, industrial and military prowess, 

that he hypothesized the ‘End of History.’ He observed:- 

“What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or 

the passing of a particular period of history, but the end of a history as 

such, that is, the end point of mankind’s ideological revolution and 

the universalization of western liberal democracy, as the final form of 

human government.”
444

 

 

‘Containment’ as a strategic concept provided purpose to the US actions in 

confronting the Soviet challenge during the entire Cold War period. Some critics now 

debate if the US has a similar guiding principle for post-Cold War environment that 

provides strategic purpose for policies and actions. The US was able to foster 

alliances around the world, NATO being the most potent, which provided for 

collective defence of member states. The USSR responded with Warsaw Pact 

alliance.  The most convincing observation on the US containment strategy pertains 

to the US military intervention in other parts of the world such as Vietnam, Korea, 

Cambodia, and Cuba on the pretext of containing communism. Covert interventions 

in Latin America, Middle East, Asia and other parts around the world were 

systematically used against supposed communists’ encroachments thereby 

militarizing the containment and fuelling arms race in the process. In containing 

communism, the US contradicted its traditionally professed values of democracy, 

freedom and liberty by supporting dictatorships and authoritarian regimes, sparking 
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criticism of amorality. Euphemistically ‘containment’ had been used to secure 

politico-economic interests and ensure access to energy resources. 

 

6.3 The Search for Absolute Security 

Human nature is motivated by fear, which causes intrinsic sense of insecurity and 

thereby an impulse for achieving security. Since the end of the Cold War and later as 

a result of 9/11 attacks, the US has undertaken transformative measures to improve its 

security. However, a single minded effort to seek absolute security on the part of the 

US serves only to alienate its allies and make other countries potential adversaries. 

Such an approach is unlikely to make the US more secure, precisely because it makes 

rest of the world less secure.
445

 In search for absolute security the US has 

demonstrated that it can bypass established international norms, regimes and the UN 

and even ‘go alone’ if it fails to muster coalition of like-minded countries. On the flip 

side, the US has also worked to strengthen existing international instruments and 

spearhead efforts to institute new mechanisms on non-proliferation, terrorism, and 

securing orphan nuclear materials. The Nuclear Security Summit process, Container 

Security Initiative and Proliferation Security Initiative are some examples besides 

sponsoring numerous UN Security Council Resolutions on preventing terrorist 

activities. This explains a continuous contest between the liberal ideology and hard 

core realism. US wields the world’s most powerful, modern, well equipped and 

technologically advanced military machine yet it cannot guarantee absolute security 

in the face of multifaceted internal and external threats. The obsessive search for 

absolute security has cropped up little hesitation in preemptive or preventive use of 

force, if necessary unilaterally. This temptation may cause over reaction as 

demonstrated by the global war on terror with no end in sight and yet US feels more 

insecure than before. The US preference for offensively asserting its pre-eminence 

has urged some observers to call it a ‘hyper’ power.
446

 In the aftermath of 9/11, 

security became an obsession as the US traditional sense of invulnerability was 
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shattered. Since then protection against potential attacks from non-state actors has 

been predominant consideration in security policies of the US.  

 

Writing about implications of achieving absolute security during the Cold War, 

Steven Hook and John Spanier say, “Such a drive to achieve absolute security in a 

system in which no state could achieve that aim short of total domination left other 

states insecure and contributed to the volatility of the international system throughout 

the Cold War."
447

 The US desires to cease the post-Cold War order bestowed as a 

consequence for the success of its strategy of not only containing but gradually 

weakening the Soviet power, and remain as absolute leader in the 21
st
 century. Such 

attempts to sustain dominance over Asia and the Pacific region through extensive 

partnerships, has drawn reaction from other major regional powers as it aggravates 

the ‘security dilemma’ wherein one state’s gain is deemed a loss to the other. 

 

6.4 The US Ascendency – Contextualizing Contemporary Regional and 

World Order 

Vacuum created by the end of Cold War and collapse of the Soviet Union as rival 

pole of bipolar era, was quickly filled by the US, which became the sole super power. 

The ensuing international system was variously termed by some political analysts as 

‘unipolar’ and by others as ‘limited unipolar’ or ‘uni-multipolar.’
448

 Political Science 

experts are perplexed over the evolving international order. Many liberal leaning 

analysts quote examples of the US prominent role in accelerating departure of the 

former European colonial powers; there are others who regard the US as imperialistic 

and hegemonic.
449

 Mark Beeson says, “American power has been hegemonic rather 

than imperial.”
450

 Joseph Nye has a different view; he believes in the US primacy not 
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in its hegemony and contends that the era of US primacy is not over but it is set to 

change in important ways.
451

 He has described the contemporary US power with 

reference to three dimensional chess game. He has argued that on classic interstate 

military issues the US enjoys uni-polarity or hegemony, on economic issues the 

distribution of power is diffused and multipolar, and the third dimension of power 

structure, Nye notes, relates to transnational issues where power is widely distributed 

and chaotically organized. It makes little sense to call this a unipolar world; Nye 

noted.
452

 

 

Identical to the ambiguity about the post-Cold War direction of international security 

system, Asia’s regional security order is also in flux and still evolving due to 

transformational impact of major ongoing happenings such as; a) rise of China, India 

and re-assertive Russia; b) the US design to maintain pre-eminence in the region and 

rebalancing to Asia Pacific; c) growing Indo-US strategic partnership; d) center of 

power shifting to Asia Pacific region. If major powers push their own interest 

aggressively and in disregard to the complexities of power transition, contending 

states may land into an inescapable conflictual situation though different in character 

from the Cold War. US and China are cognizant of this and the US President in his 

address to the Australian Parliament, on 17 November 2011, said, “Asia will largely 

define whether the century ahead will be marked by conflict or cooperation.”
453

 

Sustaining its leadership role in the 21
st
 century is one of the core objectives of the 

US foreign policy. The importance that the US assigns to its leadership role can be 

gleaned from the President’s remarks on Security Strategy-2015 document wherein 

‘lead and leadership’ has been used thirteen times.
454

 Rebalancing to Asia Pacific is 

an essential element of the US strategy to maintain its leadership role by asserting 

primacy and preventing other powers from dominating the system. In case of Asia, 

India is considered a ‘linchpin’ in this US strategic reorientation. The desire to assert 
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its leadership role is worrisome for other rising powers who want to play influential 

role at the regional and global level.   

 

The US stands at the pinnacle of power in its history. It occupies unrivaled position 

since the end of Cold War, is a leading world economy, has the most modern, agile 

and well equipped military machine, it leads the world in technology, is the only 

power that has the capability to effectively project power and influence across oceans. 

It is the only country that has interests in numerous other regions of the world. 

Despite the entire wherewithal, it still struggles to bring order to Afghanistan, Iraq 

and the Middle East. It failed to intimidate France, Germany, Russia and other 

countries for positive nod over the question of UN authorization for use of force 

against Saddam Hussain’s regime in Iraq in 2003. States interact under certain order 

called the ‘international system.’ In reality, many internal and external factors work to 

constrain or limit states’ policy choices for example; because of economic 

interdependence states would avoid policies that may result in confrontation or the 

dispute over Iran’s nuclear issue could be resolved more easily if Russia cooperates 

and uses its influence to persuade Iran. This substantiates the argument that the US 

primacy is not boundless. Nevertheless, self-interest is the bedrock of states’ conduct 

and mutuality of interests will lead to cooperative efforts and formation of 

partnerships or alliances.   

 

As noted earlier, the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 profoundly affected the 

US approach to homeland security and international relations. Although it revealed 

the US vulnerability but as a consequence also showed the US reach and power 

projection in multiple areas as evinced through its response and initiation of long 

drawn out GWoT. Undoubtedly the US military power is second to none, it has a 

strong economy, its life style and democratic values are cherished, but there are limits 

to the US ascendancy and leading the path to crumble under its own weight. As Josef 

Joffe has put it, “The history books say that Mr. Big always invites his own demise. 

No. 2, 3, 4 will gang up on him, form countervailing alliances and plot his 



 

downfall.”
455

 This argument is based on the ‘balance of power’ paradigm however; as 

yet there are no indications of balancing coalition against the US power. Realists 

argue that in the cyclic nature of international order other powers will indulge in 

countering the US hegemony to correct the imbalance of the international order. 

Huntington and others are of the view that sooner or later the world will become 

multipolar. He argues that uni-polarity had already given way to a uni-multipolar 

structure, which in turn would soon become unambiguously multipolar.
456

 This in no 

way should suggest any revolutionary change but evolution to multi-polarity is 

obvious, and the US resort to hard power for containing China would fast track this 

evolutionary process. For the US to play a responsible role in the evolution of 21
st
 

century world order, Henry Kissinger suggests, “For the US, the quest for world order 

functions on two levels; the celebration of universal principles needs to be paired with 

recognition of the reality of other regions’ histories and cultures.”
457

 

 

6.5 The Search for Absolute Security (The Bush Doctrine, Rise of China) 

The ‘Bush Doctrine’ is widely regarded as real legacy of the 9/11 attacks especially in 

terms of legitimizing unilateral use of force. However, many scholars had picked up 

indicators of the US unilateralist inclinations even before it was epitomized in the 

Bush administration’s National Security Strategy 2002, and made public. As observed 

by Stephen Eric Bronner, “The real legacy of 9/11 can be found in the way that the 

most reactionary and militaristic tendencies of American history have congealed and 

been legitimated.”
458

 Scholars have linked the US unilateralism with the US walking 

away from the International Court of Justice, rejecting the Law of the Sea Treaty, 

approach to arms control instruments especially the verification issue of Biological 

and Toxin Weapons Convention, to invade Iraq without the UN approval and to make 

other hegemonic military-geopolitical-economic moves as evidence of the US 
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unilateralism.
459

 9/11 was a watershed moment for the US approach to national 

security and international relations. Not only had the tragedy overturned the US myth 

of invincible security, it redefined the US threat perception especially the fear from 

WMDs at the hands of non-state actors. The Bush administration unfolded its 

response strategy called the ‘Bush Doctrine’ to fight back with full military force. It 

fundamentally alters the way the US may act towards rest of the world and pledges to 

use power ‘to defend the peace by fighting terrorists and tyrants.’ Importantly, the 

doctrine justifies the preemptive use of force to prevent potential threats to the US 

security and declares, “We will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our 

right of self-defence by acting preemptively against such terrorists, to prevent them 

from doing harm against our people and our country.”
460

 Of singular importance is 

the inclination to ‘act unilaterally if international cooperation cannot be achieved.’ 

 

The doctrine immediately set off intense debate internationally and within the US. 

Critics equated it with imperialism and a source for creating anti Americanism and 

insecurity but those in favor termed it as “positive response to the likely proliferation 

of wildcat violence in a context of state disintegration and dangerously unpredictable 

states (such as North Korea and Iraq)…[with] insidious weapons.”
461

 The doctrine’s 

professed unilateralism was also adjudged as contrary to the UN Charter, which 

prohibits preemptive use of force by individual nations without the UN authorization. 

Robert Kagan observes that the doctrine shows, “A willingness to act without the 

sanction of international bodies such as the United Nations Security Council or the 

unanimous approval of its allies.”
462

 Excessive assertion of unilateral strategies in 

Asia Pacific region will breed confrontation and destabilize existing balance of 

power. From the perspective of ‘offensive realism,’ the US post 9/11 unilateralist 

policy allowing for expansion of hegemony, is part of the efforts to enhance its 

security, and the Iraq war of 2003 provides practical manifestation of enhancing 
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security in the Middle East.
463

 Successive US presidents have retained the most 

controversial self-entitled right of unilateral action as the NSS-2015 also proclaimed:- 

“The US will use military force, unilaterally if necessary, when our 

enduring interests demand it; when our people are threatened; when 

our livelihoods are at stake; and when the security of our allies is in 

danger.”
464

  

 

China’s rise as economic, political and military power is generally undisputed. 

Regional countries and the US are worried about the way this power will be used in 

interstate relations. Officially, Chinese leaders have declared its policy of co-

existence as reaffirmed by the statement of Chinese President on the 60
th

 Anniversary 

of initiation of the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence. President Xi Jinping in 

his statement said, “It is of great significance for carrying forward the Five Principles 

of Peaceful Coexistence, enhancing friendship and cooperation among peoples of 

various countries, and promoting world peace and development.”
465

 These five 

principles are; mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-

aggression, non-interference in each other's internal affairs, equality and mutual 

benefit, and peaceful coexistence. But Chinese position on its core interests in South 

and East China Seas has been very firm, which they will follow through even if it 

involves confrontation, and potentially the breakaway of Taiwan tops the agenda of 

its strategic direction. Responding to a question on the Indo-US joint statement 

(January 2015) and concern over disputes in the South China Sea, Chinese Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs Spokesperson said, “We maintain that relevant disputes in the 

South China Sea should be peacefully resolved through dialogue and consultation 

between countries directly concerned.”
466

 Specific mention of ‘countries directly 

concerned’ has almost unanimously been interpreted, in the outside world, as a signal 

to the US to keep away from meddling in the issue. 
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At the same time, the US is also circumspect in official statements for fear of 

provoking China, and projects cooperative and flexible approach however; the US 

strategists and officials have not hesitated in advocating aggressive posturing for 

preventing the rise of China. A Pentagon classified draft document of 1992 reportedly 

mentioned that “The Defence Department asserts that America’s political and military 

mission in the post-Cold War era will be to ensure that no rival superpower is allowed 

to emerge in Western Europe, Asia or the territories of the former Soviet Union.”
467

 

However, these remarks were later deleted and never made public. Recognizing 

China’s military capabilities, the US Defence Department Strategic Guidance 

Document has noted, “Over the long term, China’s emergence as a regional power 

will have the potential to affect the US economy and our security in a variety of 

ways.”
468

 To sustain hegemony and dominance over Asia Pacific region in order to 

prevent the rise of regional dominant power, the US undertook to act as off shore 

balancer. It ventured into renewing alliances and making new partnerships to counter 

balance China’s power and influence. In November 2011, in his address to the 

Australian Parliament, President Obama set out his strategy of rebalancing towards 

the Asia Pacific region and announced:- 

“The US will play a larger and a long-term role in shaping this region 

and its future...A secure and peaceful Asia is the foundation for the 

second area in which America is leading again—and that’s advancing 

our shared prosperity...This is the future we seek in the Asia Pacific 

security, prosperity and dignity for all. That’s what we stand for. 

That’s who we are. That’s the future we will pursue, in partnership 

with allies and friends, and with every element of American power. 

So let there be no doubt; in the Asia Pacific in the 21
st
 century, the 

United States of America is all in.”
469

 

 

The military, economic, political and ideological components were later elaborated by 

the US officials including Hillary Clinton, Tom Donilon, Leone Panetta, and John 

Kerry. 
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21
st
 century is regarded as the century of Asia. The US recognizes importance of the 

region for sustaining its economic growth and primacy as the world’s dominant 

power. Despite divided opinion on many issues, there is almost bipartisan support for 

active US role in the Asian region because of its importance for the US national 

interests. The US considers Asia vital for its sustained economic growth being its 

largest trading partner, and recognizes that peace and stability in the region are 

important for the achievement of geo-economic and geo-strategic interests. Asia’s 

importance also lies for the global war on terror, non-proliferation, piracy and the free 

flow of trade. The region is host to major powers who could potentially challenge the 

US hegemony and at the same time; hosts six treaty allies besides others with whom 

the US is reinvigorating its ties. From the security point of view, pivots of the US 

global dominance are located here as well as potential hotspots that could undermine 

regional and global security. The US Quadrennial Defence Review characterizes this 

region as the “Broad arc of instability that stretches from the Middle East to Northeast 

Asia, the region contains a volatile mix of rising and declining regional powers”
470

. 

China’s rise as potential dominant power of the region and challenger to the US 

primacy is widely seen as an important factor in the US rebalancing strategy.  

 

6.6 Geopolitics or Economic Drivers   

The US sees vital role for India in the execution of its strategy of rebalancing to Asia. 

This has been stated by the US Presidents and administration officials a number of 

times. The NSS 2015 is explicit on the US interest for closer relationship with India 

and notes, “We support India’s role as a regional provider of security and its 

expanded participation in critical regional institutions. We see a strategic convergence 

with India’s ‘Act East’ policy and our continued implementation of the rebalance to 

Asia and the Pacific.”
471

 As power of other major states grows, the US power will 

proportionately decline; not because of deterioration but because of others rise, who 

may challenge the US predominance. Inherent competitiveness of international 

politics may exacerbate suspicions into antagonism. For the US to counter balance 
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China’s rise and not provoke hostilities, Ashley J. Tellis points out that, “Washington 

needs a novel strategy to balance China without containing it and further says that by 

bolstering regional actors the US can constrain Beijing’s behavior and limit its 

capacity for aggressiveness.”
472

 However, this may seem farfetched as any move 

from one side will be counteracted by the other. Oscillating character of international 

relations is succinctly encapsulated in the following description by Christopher 

Coker:- 

“The course of international relations over the centuries is instead 

more akin to a pendulum swinging from good times to bad and from 

war to peace, and this pendulum may swing back once again.”
473

 

 

In the words of an Indian author the growing US-India strategic partnership comes at 

a time in which Asia is moving away from the “unipolar moment” of the last two 

decades and towards bipolarity or multi-polarity.
474

 This is testing time for Asia’s 

regional security order wherein the US primacy is increasingly coming under 

challenge from the rising Chinese and Indian power, and re-assertive Russia. Recent 

conflagration between Russia and the US is partly due to Russia’s increasingly 

assertive policies which are challenging the US unilateral actions in Europe over its 

plan for deploying missile shield, annexation of Crimea and backing for secessionist 

struggle in Ukraine.  

 

By virtue of its geostrategic location lying midway between the world’s choke points 

of Strait of Hormuz and Malacca, close proximity to other major powers like Russia 

and China, and imposing geographical position in the IOR, India has increasingly 

become important for other countries to partner with. The role a transformed India 

could play in Central Asia, Middle East, East and South East Asia and in post-2014 

Afghanistan makes it significant. India on its part sees strategic advantage in 

partnering with the US to draw support for its rise and recognition as a major power. 

In the opinion of former US ambassador to India, “In short, President Bush has a 
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global approach to US-Indian relations consistent with the rise of India as a world 

power.”
475

 India’s economy is growing rapidly and integrating with the global 

economy. It is actively engaged in WTO, G-6, G-20, BRICS and regional institutions 

like ASEAN, participates in ARF, an observer at the SCO, its relevance as trade 

partner has enhanced.
476

 Besides, the US looks at India as a huge consumer market 

for the US commercial and defence products for example; in 2004 Boeing announced 

the sale of $13 billion to India.
477

 All this lead up to the conclusion that the US policy 

to engage India into strategic relationship is motivated by economic as well as 

geopolitical reasons including the rise of China and India, more so Russia’s efforts to 

restore its position as major world power. One tends to agree with Stephen Blank’s 

assessment on the nature of Indo-US engagement when he says:- 

“It is clear that an India which is developing rapidly—and with 

American help that development is more likely than ever—represents 

what might be called an existential deterrent to or check upon Chinese 

expansionism or desire to stir up trouble in Asia.”
478

 

 

6.7 Origin of the Emerging Paradigm (Causes, Reasons, Indicators) 

The Asian security order is in transition but forecasting about the future is equally 

hard because of capricious nature of political dynamics. However, an unbiased 

assessment of states’ history and culture assist in discerning a general pattern of 

states’ behavior. Christopher Coker has said, “Unlike historians who have the 

advantage of knowing how the story ends, the only available guide to political 

scientists is the logical rules of the game, the patterns or regularities that can be 

discerned in human behavior over time.”
479

 The Indo-US roller coaster relationship is 

history. It is continuously ascending since the Cold War ended and has turned into 

strategic partnership. Nicholas Burns, the US former Undersecretary of State for 

Political Affairs wrote in an Article:- 
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“In the century ahead, the US strategic interests will align more 

closely with India's than they will with those of any other continental 

power in Asia. The US and India both seek to spread democracy, 

expand trade and investment, counter terrorism, and above all, keep 

the region peaceful by balancing China's growing military power.”
480

 

 

Will India afford to partner with the US in containing China; is an important question 

of contemporary debate. Change in international relations is a constant phenomenon. 

Dramatic political changes underpinned in the end of Cold War, emergence of new 

threats, remarkable increase in China’s power, resurgence of Russia and the US 

increased interest in Asia Pacific region have enormous consequences for the regional 

and global security order. Robert Gilpin has alluded to three types of changes in 

international system, as follow:-
481

 

a) Change in the nature of the actors or diverse entities that compose an 

international system, called Systems Change. 

b) Change in the form of control or governance, called Systemic Change. 

c) Change in the form of regular interactions or processes among the entities, 

called Interaction Change. 

 

An analogy of Gilpin’s interpretation leads to the conclusion that a Systems Change 

may occur over a period of time. As the US moves to assert its dominance across 

regions, in an attempt to sustain its leadership in the 21
st
 century and prevent the rise 

of peer competitors, other major powers would work to undermine the US dominance 

and move towards a configuration that recognizes their power status. China, Russia, 

India, Germany and France have declared their support for multipolar world.
482

 At the 

same time India, Russia and China have increased their engagement at various forums 

such as the SCO where the US has been kept out. They have also increased the 

intensity and scope of joint exercises. Concluding from this, Dilip Hero has claimed, 
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“Despite America's strong disapproval, a multi-polar global order is emerging – 

slowly but surely.”
483

 

 

Involvement of outside powers in the Asian security order is not new. Henry 

Kissinger says that contemporary Asian order includes outside powers as an integral 

feature.
484

   The Indo-US entente is part of the ‘great game’ of 21
st
 century played out 

in many theaters, Asia is one such theater. The entente is predominantly part of the 

US ‘contain China strategy’ besides commercial interests and entails building India as 

counter weight.  At the same time NATO Secretary General, after the Lisbon 

meeting, has called for expanded military and security dialogue with New Delhi.
485

 

This may be an early sign of a broader future engagement and as part of long term 

US-NATO plans for contesting China to impose the US dominance. However, a more 

formal strategic partnership is unlikely as both India and the US would not like to 

provoke China and secondly; India would more likely assert its sovereignty due to 

internal political pressures and preserve an assertive role as Asia’s major power. India 

would also cautiously engage with the US in the IOR because of deep seated 

suspicion on the US presence, which India perceives to undermine its influence. The 

Indo-US relations are directly proportional to Sino-Pak relations. As the US develops 

close relationship with India it would result in more tightening of relations between 

Pakistan and China. 

 

Some Indian conservative strategists have long held the view that India should 

expand its influence and develop a rim of friendly coalition to box China in a tit-for-

tat response. Such strategists also believe in India’s ‘distant defence’ with a view to 

restrict Chinese options by supporting Philippines and Indonesia’s military buildup.
486

 

With the onset of Narindra Modi’s BJP government, India has embarked on a more 

aggressive strategy manifested in renewed tension with neighbors. To execute its 
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geostrategic ambition of countering Chinese growing influence and limiting China’s 

options in Malacca and east of it, the new Indian government has tacitly agreed to 

supply Brahmos Cruise Missiles to Hanoi in a bid to improve India’s security 

position. It has also engaged Sri Lanka’s new government of President Maithripala 

Sirisena and inked a civil nuclear cooperation agreement in February 2015, and also 

plans to expand defence and strategic cooperation into a trilateral arrangement 

involving India, Sri Lanka and Maldives.
487

 This is being interpreted as preempting 

China and asserting influence over the IOR in response to China’s ‘string of pearls’ 

strategy. China’s ‘string of pearls’ strategy is largely perceived by the Indian 

strategists as an effort to encircle India through a chain of naval bases in the IOR 

including in Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Kenya and Pakistan.
488

 Civil nuclear 

cooperation pact with Sri Lanka demonstrates India’s capacity as nuclear supplier 

state and may further its cause of joining the NSG. Needless to say that the capability 

to supply nuclear related sensitive items and technologies, is a precondition for NSG 

membership. The US, which strongly supports India’s candidature, has promptly 

welcomed the signing of Indo-Sri Lankan civil nuclear pact. The US has already 

pronounced its support for India’s membership on the international export control 

regimes. 

 

Indian and the US mutual overtures to strengthen strategic ties and find areas of 

convergence in Asia including the IOR and Asia Pacific have exasperated Russia to 

rethink its relations with other countries and reach out to nurture bonds with regional 

countries like China and Pakistan. During his two days state visit to China, in May 

2014, President Putin of Russia vowed enhanced bilateral multifaceted cooperation 

with China. Ahead of his visit, the Russian President in his interview to leading media 

outlets said, “Now Russia-China cooperation is advancing to a new stage of 

comprehensive partnership and strategic interaction. It would not be wrong to say that 
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it has reached the highest level in all its centuries’ long history.”
489

 Prior to the 

Russian President’s visit, Chinese President had visited Moscow on his first state visit 

after installation in March 2013, to promote deeper cooperation with Russia while the 

US has been shoring up ties with its own allies across the Asia-Pacific region.
490

 

These high level visits are clear signals to the West that both countries could put their 

historical uneasy relations at the back burner and get into a new alliance. Some 

analysts see it as Russia’s deliberate policy of ‘pivot to Asia’ to counter the US 

moves in the region. Towards nurturing new bonds and groupings, the Russian 

Defence Minister visited Pakistan on 20 November 2014, on a short trip, to explore 

new vistas of cooperation especially in defence and security. This was the first visit 

by a Russian Defence Minister after the end of Cold War and disintegration of the 

Soviet Union. The two countries signed Defence Cooperation Agreement to enhance 

military cooperation and supply of defence equipment. Pakistan’s Ministry of 

Defence termed it a ‘milestone’ in defence ties between the two countries, and in 

reply to a question, the Spokesperson of Pakistan Ministry of Foreign Affairs said, 

“Pakistan looked at Russia as an important global player with a role in this region’s 

peace and stability.”
491

 The Russian Defence Minister’s visit to Pakistan came at the 

heels of his visit to China, where he reportedly said, “Defence Ministries of Russia 

and China were seeking to form a regional collective security system in the Asia-

Pacific due to concerns that the US was attempting to strengthen its military and 

political clout in the region.”
492

 Importantly, this visit came at a defining moment 

when the drawdown of NATO forces led by the US in Afghanistan, will begin by the 

end of the year, China and Pakistan are expanding their long standing strategic 

relations, China is pursuing ‘string of pearls’ policy including the Pakistani port of 

Gwadar amid the US rebalancing to Asia and efforts to court India into a strategic 

partnership.  
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To contextualize the interplay of ongoing political dynamics, it is important to briefly 

enumerate the circumstances that may affect a change in the existing regional order. 

Retrospectively, these conditions may include; a) hegemonic expansion; b) the search 

for absolute security; c) power maximization; d) perception that power of the state is 

being eclipsed. According to Robert Gilpin major political changes are the 

consequences of conjuncture of unique and unpredictable sets of development.
493

 The 

patterns and regularities of behavior and the guiding principles of ‘offensive realism’ 

as a theoretical paradigm suggest that Indo-US strategic partnership is predominantly 

aimed at containing China to prevent its rise as a dominant power.  

 

Undoubtedly the Asian geopolitical and security order is changing. The developments 

explained in the preceding sections and the contending states’ strategies could be 

suggestive of an evolving regional and global order that may be based on multiple 

power poles (see Figure 6.1) with small regional countries joining either of the poles. 

However, the absence of any formal security architecture in the region such as 

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the presence of 

longstanding territorial disputes underscore the need for continuing US role in the 

region for peace and stability. For this the US needs to recalibrate its Asia strategy 

and strategic partnerships with countries contending for regional dominance and 

articulate a strategy to meet challenges of a multipolar world. 

Figure 6.1 

Evolving Regional Order 
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Presuming that India is not persuaded to develop its existing partnership into an 

alliance against China as explained earlier, the likely regional power configuration 

will still be multipolar but with different power poles as shown in Figure 6.2 below:- 

 

Figure 6.2 

Alternative Regional Order  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.8  Limiting Factors on Evolving Indo-US Strategic Partnership 

Alliance is an agreement between two or more states to work together on mutual 

security issues.
494

 To maintain ‘balance of power’ states could adopt different 

strategies i.e. bandwagon, buck pass or enter into an alliance to increase security and 

relative power against a common challenge. However, alliances may cause counter 

actions by the perceived challenger and lead to arms race and possibly confrontation.  

India is gearing to rise as major regional power and the US is believed to take policy 

options indicative of ‘containing’ China thus prompt India as dominant power of the 

region. The official Indian stance towards China has been of cooperation and 

reconciliation but partnership with the US has revived India’s aspiration to become a 

major world power nevertheless; it is always challenging for a state to become a great 

power by riding over the shoulders of other powers. In realists’ view it is ultimately 

the self-help that matters. George Perkovich contends, “In reality, the United States 
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can only contribute marginally to India’s success or failure. The actions of Indians at 

home and abroad will determine which path India takes.”
495

 

 

The two countries may not have the same list of enemies and friends because of 

peculiar geopolitical environment for example; divergence of views on Iran, Russia, 

Pakistan, and China. India may also be uneasy over the presence of US forces in the 

IOR for a long haul. Many Indians still consider the US as not a reliable partner – 

may change its current approach towards China – India also is concerned that a pro 

US tilt will cause reaction from China and may jeopardize its ‘Act East’ policy and 

cooperation. Traditionally India and Russia have enjoyed close relationship. Despite 

warming ties with the US, India still regard Russia as indispensable for military and 

political support. India sees a wider role for itself in the world affairs especially in the 

Asian region. By demonstrating greater understanding and support for the US plans 

of managing the international security order, India desires to create space for 

becoming dominant power in Asia as it prefers a world order that is based on many 

poles instead of world that is dominated by a single power. 

 

India’s nuclear programme may become contentious issue if India decides to carry 

out further testing, as some opinions in the strategic and scientific community have 

suggested that India needs to carry out further nuclear testing to perfect the thermo-

nuclear technology required to make a hydrogen bomb.
496

 The US sees India’s 

nuclear Liability Law as controversial and unfairly biased towards the operator, 

which has prevented the US industry from investing in India. An Indian analyst has 

observed:- 

“The Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage (CLND) Act, 2010 which 

contains a speedy compensation mechanism for victims of a nuclear 

accident has been deemed responsible for this deadlock. Specifically 

the provisions on recourse liability on suppliers (Section 17(b) and 

concurrent, potentially unlimited liability under other laws (Section 
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46) have been viewed as major obstacles in operationalizing nuclear 

energy in India and bilateral relations with key supplier countries.”
497

 

 

At home, India’s political parties are against a closer relationship with the US, which 

they believe might create acrimony with neighboring China. “India’s left parties, who 

comprise an important source of support to the current government, are suspicious of 

the US intentions in South Asia.”
498

 The burden of history and ‘non-aligned’ legacy 

would keep India averse to entering into a formal alliance with the US. Brigadier 

General Feroz, in response to a question by the author commented, “India is loath to 

alliances and would be reluctant due to strong NAM constituency as it would 

contradict its own concept.”
499

 India remains important for the US Asia strategy, but 

it would be hard for the two countries to reconcile their divergent views. For India it 

would be difficult to draw balance between becoming a US surrogate and pursue 

independent foreign policy interests, and aspiration to become an influential power at 

global or regional level. The US wants to sustain its leadership role in the 21
st
 century 

and to preserve the status quo; India is keener in seeing a world order based on multi-

polarity, in which India itself is one of the poles. Because of China’s geo-strategic 

location and economic, political and military prowess, its rightful rise to great power 

status cannot be stopped. It would rather be more prudent to entice China’s 

cooperation for sustaining the regional and international peace and stability. Viping 

Narang and Paul Staniland contend, “We foresee an alignment of convenience aimed 

to a limited extent at China and regional stability but lacking deep institutional or 

domestic political roots.”
500

 On its part the US government has pledged that it will 

work to build India as major power and support its membership in international 

regimes of influence in a managed way. 
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The preceding discussion underlines that the changing political, economic and 

military dynamics of Asia are forcing reorientation in the regional security order. The 

US rebalancing to Asia is aimed at containing China’s power and asserting global 

leadership. India, being a potential major regional power and because of its rapidly 

developing economic and military capacity, has become important for the US counter 

balance China’s influence in the region. Expressing her opinion on the importance of 

India, Condoleezza Rice, former US Secretary of State has said, “The US should pay 

closer attention to India’s role in the regional balance…India is an element in China’s 

calculation and it should be in America’s too. India is not a great power yet, but it has 

the potential to emerge as one.”
501

 The US is, and will remain an influential player for 

Asia’s regional security order, but to maintain peace and stability in the region it 

should promote a cooperative and accommodative approach, recalibrate its Asia 

policy. Integration of the US geostrategic and commercial interests in the Asian 

region is the main driver behind the Indo-US growing partnership, which has 

profound implications for the regional security order that is the subject of discussion 

in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 7 

REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF INDO-US STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP 

According to Jack S. Levy, “Hegemony is a situation in which one state amasses so 

much power that it is able to dominate over the rest and thus put an end to the 

multistate system”
502

 and John J. Mearsheimer has defined hegemon as, “A state that 

is so powerful that it dominates all the other states in the system. No other state has 

the military wherewithal to put up a serious fight against it.”
503

 Enthused by the 

conviction in ‘Manifest Destiny,’ the US effectively set itself as hegemon in the 

western Hemisphere before the 19
th

 century came to close. This has put an end to 

emergence of a multipolar system in the western Hemisphere, which will remain so 

until a transformative shift in the distribution of power occurs. In the 20
th

 century, the 

US amassed exceptional power, extended its reach and influence, to become the 

architect of international order. Though its foreign policy oscillated between 

isolationism and internationalism yet its capacity as the most influential power grew. 

In the post-World War II period, the US effectively established its global influence by 

multiplying its capacity through rallying other major powers under its sway in the 

shape of NATO, establishing formal alliances in the Pacific region especially with 

Australia, New Zealand, Japan, South Korea, Philippines. Recently it has entered into 

strategic partnership with India, which is part of the US strategic response to the 

evolving correlates of power in Asia.
504

 The US has historically maintained military 

forces in the region as part of its strategy of ‘forward presence’ or ‘forward defence 

posture,’ this policy was the mainstay of the US containment strategy during the Cold 

War. Professor Michel Chossudovsky observes that various conflicts we are 

witnessing today in Ukraine, Syria, Iraq and Palestine are in fact inter-linked and 

inter-locked through a single-minded agenda in pursuit of global hegemony helmed 

by the US and buttressed by its allies in the west and in other regions of the world.
505
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‘Offensive Realism’ envisages that in an anarchic world where there is no 

‘government of the governments’ great powers are always in search for opportunity to 

maximize power vis-à-vis other states with hegemony as their final goal and that the 

great powers seek to prevent the rise of hegemon in other regions.
506

 This is rooted in 

the fear that the hegemon or preeminent power in other regions could potentially 

become peer competitor or challenger and therefore great powers keep a close eye on 

the balance of power mainly in their own neighborhood but also in other regions. As 

the Cold War ended and the Soviet power collapsed, the US found itself at a ‘unipolar 

moment,’
507

 which inspired the US administration to turn this opportunity into 

sustained US leadership in the 21
st
 century by preserving the newfound international 

order of its primacy. Inferring from the US preventive war notion contained in NSS- 

2002 and retained in subsequent strategy papers though relatively toned down, Noam 

Chomsky has said, “The US will rule the world by force, and if there is any challenge 

to its domination— whether it is perceived in the distance, invented, imagined, or 

whatever—then the US will have the right to destroy that challenge before it becomes 

a threat.”
508

 However, sustaining leadership especially in other regions has enormous 

cost, and this is why Asia becomes strategically important as it is widely regarded as 

the ‘power house’ of 21
st
 century.  

 

In the Asian context, regional and international security overlap because of competing 

interests involving major powers’ extra regional ambitions and stakes in the Asian 

region. How the US relates to India and China is important for the regional security of 

Asia. After examining the interests and patterns of interaction among major states of 

the region and the US, it is appropriate to explore the implications of Indo-US 

strategic partnership for the future regional security architecture and underscore 

possible effects on other stakeholders. Will the Indo-US strategic partnership lead to 

containment of China similar to the Cold War era containment of former Soviet 
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Union, be a portent of Sino-US confrontation, a harbinger of multipolar or bipolar 

world with the US and China leading opposing blocs consisting of likeminded 

countries or will the US step back from asserting its dominance in the region and 

allow space to China to establish regional hegemony or else opt to share space with 

China. In this mega game where does Pakistan stand, is the research focus of this 

chapter.   

 

7.1 The US Rebalancing to Asia – Broader Security Implications  

The Pentagon’s Quadrennial Defence Review (QDR) of 2006 and the 2006 Annual 

Reports to the Congress on China’s military power have concluded that, “China has 

the greatest potential to compete militarily with the US.”
509

 Similarly the US 

strategists see China’s growing military capabilities potentially averse to the US pre-

eminence and security interests in the Asian region. They have pointed out that the 

US interest entails preventing domination of Asia by any single power. The QDR 

2006 also asserts that the US will seek to ensure that no foreign power can dictate the 

terms of regional or global security, meaning thereby that it reserves for itself the 

choice of setting the terms of regional and global security in ways that favors its 

security interests. As Robert Gilpin has put it:- 

“Through the use of threat and coercion, the formation of alliances, 

and the creation of exclusive sphere of influence states attempt to 

create an international political environment and rules of the system 

that will be conducive to the fulfillment of their political, economic 

and ideological interests.”
510

 

 

At the same time, the US is facing challenge from Russia’s resurgence and more 

aggressive policies towards Central Asia and the Baltic region. In November 2014, a 

top US military commander for Europe Lieutenant General Ben Hodges said, “The 

US troops will remain in Poland and Baltic States through 2015 to deter Russian 
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aggression.”
511

 In order to boost its military presence in Poland and ex Soviets 

Republics, the US had sent a 600 troops strong military contingent to Baltic States in 

early 2014 in reaction to Russia’s forceful annexation of Crimea in 2014. 

 

One of the issue that strategists and policy makers, both in the US and China, are 

contemplating is how best to maintain peace and security in the Asian region, which 

is experiencing transformative changes in power distribution. The post-Cold War US 

dominated security order is being challenged by other major powers that are 

increasingly becoming more powerful. The future international security framework is 

thus being orchestrated in the Asian region. The US rebalancing to Asia and efforts to 

engage India and other countries of the Asia Pacific region derive from the US 

motivation to prevent China from tilting the Asian balance of power in its favor. This 

is resonance of the US preference for ‘offensive realism’ in confronting contemporary 

challenges. As balancer, the US is shifting its weight in India’s favor in order to 

create equilibrium. If the US pushes its influence through muscles, confrontation and 

conflict will be inevitable. As noted by Henry Kissinger, “This will inevitably draw 

all surrounding countries into a regional confrontation.”
512

 Hugh White says:- 

“Essentially America has three options. It can resist China’s challenge 

and try to preserve the status quo in Asia. It can step back from its 

dominant role in Asia, leaving China to attempt to establish 

hegemony. Or it can remain in Asia on a new basis, allowing China a 

larger role, but also maintaining a strong presence of its own.”
513

  

 

Ashley J. Tellis has also suggested three distinct approaches for managing the rise of 

China; a) war (most expensive and the most radical); b) shaping the country through 

internal transformation (difficult due to differing worldviews) and; c) balancing 

without containment (most practicable).
514

 Shift in the US focus to Asia is potentially 

infused with opportunities and costs. The opportunity lies in exploiting resources for 
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common good, maintaining existing order of the US dominance, fighting terrorism, 

security of trade routes and the costs involve the risk of confrontation, arms race, 

intensification of regional rivalries, and insecurity due to the fear of war and 

disturbance through covert means. 

 

The US new found partnership with India has intensified the debate over its strategy 

to rebalance to Asia vis-à-vis possible scenarios that may emerge as a result. One 

prediction is the reemergence of a multipolar international order as the US asserts its 

influence in Asia with the aim to prevent China from tilting the balance in its favor. 

For Russia, the region is important for development of its far eastern region, and trade 

relations with a number of Asian countries including India, whom it regards as close 

ally. As noted by David Pilling:- 

“Moscow’s fast-expanding trade with Beijing is already higher than 

its trade with Germany or the US, aiming to reach $200 billion by 

2020, while trade volume with Japan and South Korea has in the 

meantime doubled and tripled, respectively, in the five years up to 

2010.”
515

  

 

Russia’s recent interest in the region is also due to rising tension in Europe over the 

issue of support to Ukrainian separatists and annexation of Crimean Peninsula, which 

has resulted in the US and EU sanctions against Russia. As an alternative, Russia is 

attempting to tap investment opportunities and export market in the Asia Pacific 

region and attempting to increase its trade with China. Sino-Russian relations are 

directly proportional to the US growing relations with India and other Asia Pacific 

countries as Russia attempts to reassert its influence in the region. As US gravitates to 

India and other Asia Pacific countries, Russia and China would solidify their relations 

in a countervailing move against the US assertion. This co-relation is depicted in 

Figure 7.1 below. However, many analysts believe that Russia’s renewed overture to 

Asia Pacific is a ‘side show’, its primary interest lies to its west. Russia would 

actively seek to make Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building Measures 

in Asia (CICA) and SCO more effective in order to strengthen its bargaining position 
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for securing its interests in Central Asia and Western Europe and simultaneously 

pursue economic interest in East Asia. 

 

Figure 7.1 

Co-relation of Sino-Russia and Indo-US Relationship 

   

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

As noted in previous chapters, contending major powers i.e. China, Russia, France, 

Germany and India have declared their support for a multipolar world. If the US fails 

to draw balance between co-existence and dominance, in its policies towards Asia 

and the Pacific region, another Cold War will resurface that would eventually lead to 

reemergence of a multipolar era faster than expected. The conflict, if it erupts, it 

would be a ‘Cool War’, which is a little warmer than cold because it seems likely to 

involve almost constant offensive measures that, while falling short of actual warfare, 

regularly seek to damage or weaken rivals or gain an edge through violations of 

sovereignty and penetration of defences.
516

 

 

The US is already engaged in coping with the challenges posed by resurgent Russia in 

Western Europe and Central Asia, war in Syria and Iraq, and Iran’s defiance over its 

nuclear programme. The shift in focus to Asia will divert the US attention and cause 

concern in the allies who have traditionally relied on the US support. As Charles M. 

Perry and Bobby Andersen have pointed out:- 

                                                           
516

 Noah Feldman, Cool War: The Future of Global Competition, (New York: Random House, 2013). 

Sino-Russia 

US-India/other 
AP countries 



 

“This is likely to be especially true with respect to longstanding 

partners in Europe and the greater Middle East, many of whom still 

worry that a rebalance by Washington toward Asia could harm their 

own security and might require them to pick up a larger share of the 

defence burden normally shouldered by the US than they can easily 

handle.”
517

  

 

Russia has also turned towards Asia especially East Asia to boost up its faltering 

economy by taking compatible share of the pie in the trade market and find 

alternatives for energy export to China and other East Asian countries, mainly to 

compensate for the shrinking market in Europe due to the US and EU sanctions. 

Russia has also significantly increased joint military exercises with China and other 

SCO countries.
518

 The SCO provides a platform for Russia and China to synergize 

their desire for a multipolar world. Western analysts largely consider it antithetical to 

the US interests in Central Asia, though its current capabilities are limited. Eugene B. 

Rumer has noted, “As a political organization, it is an important vehicle for Russian 

and Chinese diplomacy aimed to counter US influence in the region.”
519

 

 

An assessment of the US defence budget suggests that there has been acute defence 

spending cut in the budget for FY 2013, 2014 and 2015, which has serious 

repercussions for implementing the military component of ‘pivot to Asia’ policy. For 

example the total amount of money requested by the DoD for FY 2015 is $495.6 

billion - down from a peak of $705 billion in 2011 when the pivot was first 

announced, that is a decline of nearly 30 percent.”
520

 While this has forced the DoD 

to invest in developing new technologies for maintaining a small, well equipped and 

agile combat force, it has also caused the temptation to enlist regional countries’ 

support in seeking its geostrategic objectives.  The US may also think of expanding 

NATO’s reach and out of area role in support of rebalancing to Asia for exploiting 

Article 5 of the treaty, which says that an attack on one member will be considered an 
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attack against all, for invoking collective action. NATO’s participation in ISAF in 

Afghanistan has already set a precedent. In his West Point address to the graduating 

cadets on 28 May 2014, referring to the issues of global concern that do not pose a 

direct threat to the US, the US President said, “We should not go it alone, instead we 

must mobilize allies and partners to take collective action.”
521

 This will reassure the 

US friends and allies in Asia against potential security threats from China. India 

might be one potential contender for NATO membership. This will not only provide 

security against Chinese military incursions in the disputed areas and enhance 

defence modernization but also raise India’s political clout, which will make it more 

belligerent towards the neighboring countries. To compensate for the downsizing of 

its military presence in Europe, the US will speed up the planned deployment of 

missile shield in Europe against perceived missile threats from Iran and North Korea. 

The US intended deployment of missile shield in Europe has already drawn ire of 

Russia,
522

 which has, in response, deployed tactical ballistic missiles near its borders 

with NATO member states.
523

 

 

As the US asserts its primacy in Asia, other powers will react by taking measures to 

enhance their security and influence in pursuit of their interests in an ‘action-reaction 

spiral.’ Asia holds six of the world’s largest militaries and hosts six NWS (not all 

recognized under the NPT) including the US, which has deployed nuclear weapons in 

other regions as part of its extended deterrence. In fact, an arms race is already 

brewing and all states are engaged in modernizing their forces. While defence 

budgets of China, Russia and India are showing gradual increase, as noted in Table 

5.1, that of the US has shown decrease in terms of percentage of GDP but overall it 

has the largest defence budget in the world and, would remain so for years to come.
524

 

For more than two decades, China has been investing heavily in enhancing its 
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military capabilities through modernization in all dimensions including air, ground, 

naval assets, and cyber warfare, space, C4ISR, and strategic missile forces.
525

 On its 

part, the US has engaged in bringing doctrinal and structural changes to counter 

China’s A2/AD (Anti Access/Area Denial) capabilities through ASBC (Air Sea Battle 

Concept).
526

 On the other hand, Russia has been raising its defence spending despite 

overall economic recession. 

 

The growing US engagement with Asia and the Pacific region has rung alarm bells 

especially in Europe and the Middle East as they are increasingly concerned over 

weakening of their security structure due to the US focus on the Asian region. Due to 

simmering disputes in the Middle East, civil wars in Syria and Iraq, and the new 

threat from Islamic State (IS), Middle Eastern countries are investing more for their 

security. Saudi Arabia is eager about Iran’s nuclear programme and might consider its 

own nuclear programme in case suspicion on Iran’s nuclear weapon programme 

continues and the Five plus One Group (five permanent UNSC members plus 

Germany) fails to clinch an acceptable outcome. Israel may run out of patience and 

strike Iran’s nuclear installations; simultaneously Iran will feel less pressured to 

negotiate. “The end result, in this scenario, could be highly destabilizing, perhaps 

triggering a wider regional conflict.”
527

 There are reports that Gulf countries intend to 

have a Joint Military Force of their own in line with NATO, to defend vital 

installations and confront potential security threats from Iran, spillover from the 

Syrian civil war, threats from IS, and sectarian divisions especially Shia’s and 

Sunnis.
528

 Recently, in the wake of Houthis’ uprising in Yemen, the Arab League, in 

a Summit Meeting at Cairo renewed the plans to form a joint force to intervene in the 
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region’s wars.
529

 However, observers believe that this might not see fruition due to 

lack of capacity, resolve and deep seated mistrust within countries of the Arab world. 

 

7.2 Impact on Regional Security Architecture/Stability 

The future of Asia’s regional security architecture hinges on how the US and China 

will see each other and other countries of the region. Sino-US relations are currently 

passing through a peculiar phase. Whereas at one level, there is mutual cooperation 

i.e. greater economic and societal interdependence at other level; there is distrust and 

intense competition i.e. assertiveness in areas traditionally under China’s wings. The 

US and China have divergent views on regional and international security order but 

they also have convergent interests as well as interactions that go far beyond mere 

Cold War–style coexistence.
530

 The US seeks to sustain its leadership role and 

primacy by preventing China from emerging as Asia’s dominant power, China seeks 

a regional order commensurate with its rising military, economic, and political 

strength and history of being a great civilization. Outlining his vision for the regional 

stability, in a speech at CICA meeting, Chinese President Xi Jinping underscored that 

“Asian countries should ‘pro-actively’ seek to build an Asian security concept with a 

regional framework.” Predictably China and Russia will seek to enhance 

effectiveness of CICA and SCO to address regional security issues. 

 

The US and China are locked in an inescapable competition for seeking dominant 

role in Asia’s geostrategic, economic and political order. Hegemony provides greater 

security than equality and in the Asian context both China and the US, are engaged in 

reconfiguring the order to suit their respective interests. The US rebalancing strategy 

envisages building the capacity and competence of the US, allied and partner forces 

for internal and external defence, to strengthen alliance cohesion and increase the US 
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influence.
531

 This will intensify regional tensions due to festering territorial and 

maritime disputes between China and other regional countries such as Japan, 

Vietnam, Philippines, Indonesia, and India but Taiwan issue will remain the focus of 

attention due to China’s firm position to prevent declaration of independence or 

breakaway of Taiwan. China and India have fought a war in 1962, over the disputed 

Himalayan border areas of Laddakh and North East Frontier Agency (NEFA), and 

there is growing fear among the Indians that China’s rise will threaten India’s growth, 

resultantly this will ensue an intense arms race. Given its rising power and the US 

support, India has become more aggressive towards China and other neighboring 

countries. Also, “Russia appears to be moving towards a closer relationship with 

China, partly in opposition to the US rebalance.”
532

 The US support to India is prone 

to creating instability at conventional, sub conventional and nuclear levels due to 

triangular competition between China, India and Pakistan. In their attempt to counter 

balance potential rival state, deterrence stability in Asia will become elusive. Michael 

Krepon has observed that, “It is even harder to stabilize a triangular nuclear 

competition, as in the case with China, India and Pakistan.”
533

 As China seeks to 

balance the US, India in turn measures its requirement against China, and Pakistan 

takes measures to balance against India. Reasserting his point in a follow up report, 

Michael Krepon said, “China knows that it must prepare for an eventual US-Indian 

alliance, which would put China at a strategic disadvantage.”
534

  

 

China has often strongly reacted to the US induction of military weapons in the 

Korean Peninsula, though the US has often used North Korean threats and missile 

launches as the main reasons for such deployments. The US has recently deployed X-

Band Radar in Japan right across the South China Sea, and plans to deploy radars and 

Terminal High Altitude Area Defence System (THAAD) in South Korea, professedly 

as part of its missile shield. Ostensibly, the US raises possible North Korean missile 
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launches as threat or, as some observers have noted, may be attempting to prevent 

South Korea from developing indigenous air and missile defence system; China 

perceives these measures as part of a larger game of squeezing it into a security box. 

According to an October 2014 report, China has told South Korea that joining the US 

missile defence system would cross a ‘red line’ in their bilateral relationship.
535

 On 

deployment of X-Band Radar, the Chinese Foreign Ministry Spokesperson in her 

remarks said:- 

‘The anti-missile deployment in the Asia-Pacific by certain country in 

the pursuit of unilateral security goes against regional strategic 

stability and mutual trust, as well as peace and stability in Northeast 

Asia.”
536

 

 

A pragmatic assessment may lead to the conclusion that the US pretends the North 

Korea excuse in order to pacify China. The US has also been augmenting its existing 

surveillance and intelligence capabilities at its bases in Japan. Many observers have 

noted these developments as the US efforts to forge a trilateral defence framework 

involving South Korea and Japan. This obviously would help the US in many ways 

i.e.; a) reduce its presence through strengthening allies’ capabilities; b) counter North 

Korean threats; c) prevent Seoul from developing advance military capabilities 

indigenously and thus remain reliant on the US support and presence and; d) forge 

stronger alliance to balance against China. Over the past few years the US has 

deployed enhanced capability radars in Japan and augmented the Japanese military 

capability in several ways. These efforts also serve to counter the growing 

cooperation between Russia and China with a view to avert possible alliance between 

the two. Presumably the US might try to deploy radar and anti-missile systems in the 

Philippines to complete the circle around China. Chinese exactly know that the US is 

building alliances around its periphery, as noted in the Chinese Defence White Paper, 
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“Some country has strengthened its Asia-Pacific military alliances, expanded its 

military presence in the region, and frequently makes the situation there tenser.”
537

 

 

The US rebalancing to Asia aims at fostering close relationship with India, which will 

boost India’s defence and economic capabilities. This will induce Russia into more 

cooperation with India in terms of weapons sales, on relatively soft terms, and 

positive inclination towards India’s membership in regional organizations in order to 

keep it away from forming an alliance partnership with the US. China is also 

enhancing trade and promoting peaceful resolution of disputes with India to constrain 

the US influence, as one analyst has put it, “It is the fact of Indo-American 

rapprochement that has most probably driven China to reduce tensions with India.”
538

 

They are also engaging India at multilateral forums such as BRICS and RIC (Russia, 

India, and China). On another level, Russia and China also gravitate to each other as 

the US grows its partnership with India, which is already becoming visible from the 

visit of the new Chinese President Xi Jinping to Moscow first, and their activism in 

regional organizations like SCO and CICA. This becomes significant when seen in 

the backdrop of power shifts from the West to East, and the US activism in asserting 

its primacy. Indo-US partnership will accelerate India’s growth in a bid to catch up 

with China but many experts believe that India will maintain its strategic autonomy 

and not play as subordinate however; there are fears in both countries about each 

other’s intentions and capabilities. Both India and China may engage in intense 

competition to gain complete control over natural resources in the Bay of Bengal. The 

US rebalancing to Asia envisages alliances and partnerships with countries around 

China’s periphery and as contended by Ashley Tellis increasing the national power of 

China’s neighbors to limit its capacity for aggressiveness.
539

 In response, China is 

warming to the Middle East, Central Asia and African countries besides promoting 

ties with Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Bangladesh through its ‘string of pearls’ strategy. 
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There is a strong perception in India that this is aimed at encircling India, which has 

induced it to tighten relations with the regional countries for example; defence, oil 

exploration and economic assistance agreement with Vietnam, and offering civil 

nuclear technology assistance to Sri Lanka.
540

  

 

As noted earlier Asia is host to six nuclear weapons states i.e. China, Russia, 

Pakistan, India, North Korea, and the US. In addition, possession of nuclear weapons 

by Israel is now an open secret though it remains ambivalent. The west alleges that 

Iran is pursuing nuclear weapon programme, in contrast Iran says that its nuclear 

programme is for peaceful purposes. In the context of Asia Pacific region, North 

Korea will pose the greatest danger to the US and its regional allies, and will be a 

litmus test for the US policy and stalled six party talks on finding ways for 

denuclearization of North Korea. UNSC sanctions and the US unilateral sanctions 

have so far failed to induce the North Korean regime and there are doubts if further 

isolation would accrue the desired outcome, instead it may harden North Korea’s 

stance. Japan and South Korea may decide to go nuclear to counter North Korea. 

Japanese leaders, on many occasions, have indicated of reviewing its current policy. 

Rajiv Nayan is of the view that:- 

“The combination of North Korean nuclearization and the 

apprehension of the US withdrawal of the extended deterrence seem 

to have triggered yet another round of discussions of South Korea and 

Japan going nuclear.”
541

 

 

Occasionally the debate on indigenous nuclear capability also finds favorable press in 

South Korea. China’s efforts for development of conventional, nuclear and missile 

capabilities are driven by the US strategy in the Asia Pacific region. Beijing is 

skeptical about ‘the US plans for expanded missile defence shield in Asia’
542

 to 

protect its allies. The initial missile defence plan was announced in 2002 by President 
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Bush. Though the US says that the missile shield is against potential missile threats 

from North Korea but experts warn that this is against China’s growing missile 

capabilities and may antagonize China. Some analysts are of the view that the use of 

North Korea and the use of China as usual scapegoats is only intended to provide 

more justification for the permanent and expanded US military presence in the 

region.
543

 Chinese official reaction is muted but concerns run deep as it undermines 

China’s relatively limited nuclear deterrence. Paul H. B. Godwin has noted, “It is 

certain that US BMD programme will result in Beijing deploying a more robust 

nuclear deterrent and preparing for an even more capable force structure.”
544

 China’s 

demonstration of anti-satellite (ASAT) capability and developing A2/AD capacity are 

some of the indicators of likely Chinese responses. The US DoD Annual Report to 

Congress on China’s military also reported:- 

“China is working on a range of technologies to attempt to counter 

US and other countries’ ballistic missile defence systems, including 

MIRVs, decoys, chaff, jamming, and thermal shielding.”
545

 

 

7.3 Impact on South Asia’s Deterrence Stability 

The concept of deterrence gained prominence with the advent of nuclear weapons. As 

a general concept, ‘deterrence’ is quite ancient. During the Cold War deterrence came 

to be associated with dissuading the adversary from attacking or using nuclear 

weapons for fear of retaliation by the adversary that would inflict unacceptable loss or 

damage. Lawrence Freedman writes, “Deterrence is concerned with deliberate 

attempts to manipulate the behavior of others through conditional threats.”
546

 Bernard 

Brodie, one of the Cold War architects of the concept, says, “Thus far the chief 

purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars; from now on its chief 

purpose must be to avert them.”
547

 Since then the discourse over impact of nuclear 

weapons on strategy and war has been dominated pre-eminently by nuclear 

                                                           
543

 Russia Today, 23 August 2012.  
544

 Paul H. B. Godwin, “Potential Chinese Responses to US Ballistic Missile Defence,” Washington 

D.C: The Henry L. Stimson Report No. 43, 17 January 2002, pp. 61-71. 
545

 Office of the Secretary of Defence, “Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security 

Developments Involving the Peoples’ Republic of China 2014,” 24 April 2014. 

http://www.defence.gov/pubs/2014_DoD_China_Report.pdf.  
546

 Lawrence Freedman, Deterrence, (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004), p. 6. 
547

 Bernard Brodie, ed., The Absolute Weapon, (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1946), p. 31. 

http://www.defence.gov/pubs/2014_DoD_China_Report.pdf


 

‘optimists’ who view nuclear weapons as panacea for averting war and nuclear 

‘pessimists’, who largely hold the opinion that spread of nuclear weapons is 

dangerous. Professor Zafar Iqbal Cheema has noted that deterrence discourse in South 

Asia is similarly dominated by ‘optimists and pessimists’ views wherein western 

specialists on South Asia have also extensively contributed to this debate. He 

concludes that there is general recognition that nuclear weapons have influenced 

strategic decision making by imposing restraint on the usually bellicose behaviors of 

India and Pakistan.
548

 

 

In reference to the crises of 1986/87, 1990, 1999, and 2001/2002 between India and 

Pakistan, observers agree that major war was averted due to deterrence of nuclear 

weapons. However, South Asian deterrence stability is fragile and it will be difficult 

to manage existing stability if either side acquires state of the art military hardware or 

transformative capability to tilt the balance or even attempts to initiate a limited war 

under the nuclear overhang. Acrimonious relation between India and Pakistan, the 

two major countries of South Asia, has been the defining feature of this sub region’s 

security environment. They have festering territorial disputes and have fought three 

major and a small scale war. They are locked in a ‘security dilemma’ resulting in 

huge defence spending at the cost of socio-economic development. In this 

background, the US current orientation towards India vis-à-vis rebalancing to the 

Asia Pacific region for geostrategic reasons is largely seen by Pakistani officials and 

think tanks as potentially destabilizing. In contrast, both India and the US emphasize 

that their engagement is not against Pakistan or any other country. As highlighted 

earlier, India is considered ‘linchpin’ in the US pivot to Asia, and the US has 

committed to build national capacities of its allies to confront and constrain China. 

US and India have renewed their bilateral ten years Defence Framework Agreement; 

have agreed to joint production and development of advance defence equipment and 

transformative defence technologies.
549

 In his earlier visit in 2010, the US President 

had declared his government’s support for India’s membership in the international 
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export control regimes including the NSG, and India’s candidature for UNSC 

permanent membership besides expanding US-India cooperation in civil space, 

defence, and other high-technology sectors.
550

 The US seeks to build long term 

strategic relationship with India as part of its new Asian strategic architecture that 

would balance rising China and sustain the US influence in the region. India has 

already started enjoying benefits from the US renewed interest not only because India 

is a rising power but mainly due to its geostrategic location that makes it important 

for the US ‘new great game.’  

 

Enhanced Indian defence capabilities not only undermine South Asian strategic 

deterrence it equally disturbs China, which will, as of necessity, take corrective 

measures to maintain edge over India. Pakistan’s threat perception has always been 

India centric, which has also been the primary motivation for it to acquire nuclear 

weapons. With regards to development of nuclear weapons by Pakistan, Naeem Salik, 

former Director of Arms Control and Disarmament Affairs at Pakistan’s Strategic 

Plans Division has noted, “The development programme was predominantly security 

driven and, based on the statements of its leaders and senior government officials, an 

India centric.”
551

 Other Pakistani security experts like Professor Zafar Iqbal Cheema 

and Kamal Matinuddin have also arrived at the same conclusion.
552

 As stated in 

Chapter-4, India’s membership of the NSG would sharply add to its nuclear 

capability, qualitatively and quantitatively, that will compel Pakistan and China to 

enhance their nuclear capabilities to restore balance and maintain stable environment 

in respective regions. To offset the growing power asymmetry, states undertake 

internal and external balancing, which is pertinent to Sino-Pakistan growing 

cooperation in civil nuclear technologies and defence field as well. This will lead to a 

triangular arms race between China, India and Pakistan and result in a costly arms 

race and destabilization of the region. Pakistan being economically poorer of the three 
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will be the most affected. In the opinion of Feroz Hassan Khan and Peter R. Lavoy, 

“Now that India and the US appear to be forging a strategic partnership, there is 

renewed fear in Pakistan.”
553

 In his remarks on the Indo-US nuclear agreement 

Advisor on National Security and Foreign Affairs of Pakistan said:- 

“India’s military build-up through large-scale acquisition of arms 

from the US and Russia; expansion of fissile material production 

facilities; and quest for advanced technology for missile and related 

delivery systems would accentuate the already existing conventional 

and nuclear imbalance in South Asia.”
554

 

 

Pakistan believes that acquisition of transformative defence technologies will widen 

existing asymmetry between India and Pakistan, in conventional forces, which will 

force it to increase its reliance on nuclear weapons. More so, India’s acquisition of 

ballistic missile defences and contemplation of new war doctrines like the ‘Cold 

Start’ are meant to undermine deterrence. Pakistan will, as of necessity, attempt to 

match India’s capabilities or else, lower the nuclear threshold. The Indo-US entente 

has encouraged India to introduce adventurous war fighting doctrines like the ‘Cold 

Start’ and ‘Proactive Operations.’ India’s ‘Cold Start’ doctrine envisages 

simultaneous initiation of swift and surprise attacks on multiple axes by integrated, 

mobile battle groups possibly under the cover of missile shield and supported by 

artillery and air force, to create sufficient penetration into vulnerable Pakistani 

territories in the shortest possible time and without crossing Pakistan’s nuclear 

threshold. This will be followed by the main offensive forces to exploit the initial 

success for further advance, thereafter. Development of battlefield missile ‘Nasr’ with 

a range of 60 Kilometers and cruise missile ‘Raad’ and ‘Babar’ are hailed by 

Pakistani defence officials as counter to India’s ‘Cold Start’ doctrine. The press 

release issued on the occasion of the first flight test of short range missile ‘Nasr’ said, 

“The test was a very important milestone in consolidating Pakistan’s strategic 
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deterrence capability at all levels of the threat spectrum.”
555

 This has generated an 

intense but inconclusive debate on the impact of short range nuclear capable missiles, 

with one school considering it as reinforcing deterrence and avoidance of war, while 

the other considers it as destabilizing. Another destabilizing trend that has crept into 

the Indian thinking after Indo-US relationship took a jump start pertains to limited 

war, which appears to have germinated from the Kargil War of 1999. Inspiration for 

limited war could have many reasons. Naeem Salik is of the view that:- 

“By propounding a limited war doctrine the Indian leadership was 

trying to achieve the twin objective of justifying the need to maintain 

a large conventional force, and sending a message to Pakistan that the 

nuclearization of South Asia had not completely foreclosed India’s 

options for the use of force.”
556

 

 

Even within India itself, opinion on the space for limited war is divided for example; 

former Defence Minister George Fernandez and former Army Chief V. P Malik see 

the plausibility of conventional war whereas Dr. P. R Chari and General Raghavan 

argue that limited war in a nuclearized environment is unwise. Those who cite the 

Kargil War of 1999 as precedent tend to forget that it largely remained limited for 

fear of international repercussions and involvement of the US. However, surgical 

strikes under any eventuality would place enormous pressure on Pakistan. 

 

India embarked on its BMD programme in the late 1980s but the progress remained 

slow due to serious technical glitches. Subsequently India received Israeli Arrow 

Missiles and Green Pine Radars, made possible after the US acquiesced to the Indian 

request. India is now perfecting its two tiered missile defence system. Experts are of 

the view that BMD raises false sense of security and may instigate pre-emptive 

tendencies for first strike. In the absence of elaborate confidence building measure 

and adequate mechanism to discuss and resolve differences, technical advancements 

and defence buildups will continuously keep the fragile stability under pressure. Zafar 

Nawaz Jaspal says, “The Indian strategic pundits believe that the BMD will 

effectively protect it against retaliatory or last resort Pakistan’s nuclear capable 
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ballistic missile strikes.”
557

 This will induce Pakistan to take counter measures by 

qualitatively and quantitatively improving its nuclear weapons and diversifying its 

delivery means. Undoubtedly Pakistan’s reluctance to stay away from the Fissile 

Material Cut off Treaty at the Conference on Disarmament at Geneva is motivated by 

such developments. Other measures that Pakistan could opt include increasing the 

number of missiles not to mention stealth and maneuverability features, developing 

multiple re-entry launch vehicles, adopting launch on warning strategy or going for 

limited deployment from the current status of keeping weapons and their delivery 

systems separately. Pakistan’s development of cruise missile is partly the result of 

Indian BMD. On transformative nature of developing BMD, Zafar Nawaz Jaspal has 

posited that, “The BMD being a new weapon could shift the balance of power in its 

holder’s advantage.”
558

 

 

7.4 Impact on India 

Advocating the concepts of extended neighborhood and expanded sphere of 

influence, India is trying to seek more defence cooperation with states in the Persian 

Gulf, Southeast and Central Asia, Israel, and Afghanistan presumably going beyond 

intelligence-sharing about terrorist activities. Recently there has been greater 

involvement of India in defence and security cooperation with Israel and European 

countries. It has also engaged in bilateral exchanges, military exercises and greater 

sharing of defence advice with other countries. In the obtaining international 

environment, Indian policy makers consider closer relationship with Washington as 

essential. In its relations with regional countries India promotes bilateral engagement 

for resolution of disputes. It has entered into bilateral agreement on security and 

economic cooperation with Nepal, Bhutan, Sri Lanka, and Maldives. Similar clause 

was also incorporated in the Simla Agreement to bind Pakistan bilaterally for not 

taking the Kashmir dispute to the UN. Mr. Niaz A. Naik, former Pakistani Foreign 

Secretary has said, “India has developed an extraordinary doctrine of bilateralism 
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which seeks to limit its neighbors to a one-to-one relationship with India and to the 

resolution of differences exclusively through bilateral negotiations.”
559

 

 

The US rebalancing to Asia Pacific and the plan to build India as counter weight to 

China have created favorable conditions for India to accelerate its economic growth 

and implement military modernization plans, yet opinion of Indian strategists on how 

far India should go at behest of the US is divided. A wide majority suggests that India 

should maintain its strategic autonomy and cautiously engage with the US, at the 

same time avoid entanglement with a major power next door. For example; India’s 

Ambassador to Washington in an address stated:- 

“India’s vision is to create a web of interlinkages for our shared 

prosperity and security. We want the Indian Ocean and Asia-Pacific 

regions to develop into a zone of cooperation rather than one of 

competition and domination.”
560

 

 

Yet there is a strong lobby which advocates more aggressive approach towards China 

especially the leadership of current ruling BJP. This is evident from the Indo-US Joint 

Strategic Vision for the Asia Pacific and IOR agreed during January 2015 visit of the 

US President, which says:- 

“We will develop a roadmap that leverages our respective efforts to 

increase ties among Asian powers, enabling both our nations to better 

respond to diplomatic, economic and security challenges in the 

region.”
561

  

 

India’s National Security Advisor Ajit Doval once told a packed audience of policy 

makers, diplomats and industrialists that, “India has two neighbors, both nuclear 

powers (which) share a strategic relationship and a shared adversarial view of 
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India.”
562

 This corroborates the Indian government’s bellicose stance towards China 

and Pakistan. 

 

India’s emergence as a great power depends on prevailing geostrategic environment. 

In the US rebalancing to Asia, India has already started enjoying benefits from 

partnering with the US. In the wake of NSG exemption, which became possible due 

to strong US backing, India has concluded nuclear cooperation agreements with more 

than a dozen countries while the US companies are still lurching over the liability 

issue. According to Teresita C. Schaffer, “India has limited uranium reserves and its 

current production capacity for nuclear power related equipment is also limited.”
563

 

NSG exemption is in India’s advantage as it has allowed other countries to provide 

uranium to India’s safeguarded facilities which would compensate for India’ inherent 

limitation and make indigenous uranium available for weapon use. Indo-US deal is 

not only about civil nuclear cooperation, it is of geopolitical significance that also 

aims at guaranteeing India’s energy security, which is fundamental for economic and 

industrial development. Within the NSG, the US has geared its political and 

diplomatic support for India’s membership. Affirming the US proactive approach to 

push India’s case for the NSG membership Dr. Maleeha Lodhi has said:- 

“The US circulated a ‘Food for Thought’ paper at last year’s plenary 

meeting of the forum in the Netherlands. The paper set out the case 

for India’s membership and ways to bring it into the NSG.”
564

  

 

The impact of India’s membership in the NSG has been discussed in detail in 

Chapter-4. Suffice it to say that this will open floodgates for India’s nuclear arms 

buildup at the cost of regional and global strategic stability.  

 

To counter balance potential threats from relatively powerful states, the weaker state 

resorts to internal and external balancing including forming partnerships and 

alliances. John J. Mearsheirmer proclaims that, “Alliances are only temporary 
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marriages of convenience: today’s alliance partner might be tomorrow’s enemy, and 

today’s enemy might be tomorrow’s alliance partner.”
565

 During the Cold War epoch, 

India was averse to alliances to maintain it’s so called non-aligned status but now it is 

favorably disposed to partner with the US. At the government level India seems 

willing to partner with the US to an extent and, has taken steps in that direction for 

example; protecting the US ships in Malacca, voting against Iran on the US sponsored 

sanction resolutions in IAEA, and signing of Additional Protocol, though it is yet to 

move on other important issues like signing of CTBT and amending its nuclear 

Liability Law to remove suspicions of the US companies. This has germinated a 

perception that India is playing off the US against China. Ashley Tellis in his 

testimony on Indo-US nuclear agreement, before the US Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee, stated:- 

“A strengthened bilateral relationship does not imply that India will 

become a treaty bound ally of the US at some time in the future. It 

also does not imply that India will become a meek, compliant and 

uncritical collaborator of the US in all its global endeavors. Rather 

India’s large size, its proud history, and its great ambitions, ensure 

that it will always pursue its own interests – just like any other great 

power.”
566

 

 

India will be able to acquire state of the art military technologies to modernize and 

equip its defence forces, and subsequently expand indigenous production using the 

US technologies. Increased arms sales to India would further increase asymmetry in 

conventional forces with neighboring countries. For the last one decade, the US is 

closely working with India on developing missile defences, which has accelerated the 

pace of India’s two tier ballistic missile defence programme. Such developments 

would most understandably induce Pakistan to enhance its defence spending thereby 

put further crunch on Pakistan’s weak economy, which will ultimately pressure and 

alienate the public who may turn resentful against the government’s policies. 

Pakistan-US engagement has traditionally been a source of worry for India. Under the 

current environment, India has been consistently portraying Pakistan as supporter and 
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instigator of militancy in Kashmir and other parts of India resultantly Kashmiri 

freedom struggle has come to be largely equated with terrorism. The Indo-US 

partnership also represents greater acceptance of India’s position as rising great 

power. With regards to the impact of India’s growing clout, Stephen Blank says, “By 

virtue of its capabilities and geostrategic setting, India is now a desirable partner that 

is sought after by both the great powers and middle powers alike.”
567

 Indo-US 

strategic partnership provides India the leverage to use the US backing for its 

candidature of the UNSC and phased entry into international export control regimes. 

The partnership has also enhanced international acceptability for India’s recognition 

as de jure nuclear weapon state, though it remains outside the NPT. At the NSG 

forum, the US has portrayed India as ‘likeminded’ country to promote it as a 

‘responsible’ nuclear weapon state. The positive environment resulting from the US 

backing may lead India to become member of the NSG in next two to three years 

provided the US is able to persuade China for casting a positive vote when the time 

comes. 

 

Indranil Banerjee has observed that, “In the wake of the bilateral agreement Indian 

analysts also concurred that one of its many dividends would be the enhanced 

attractiveness of India as a partner and an equal enhancement of its status as a great 

power and the reach of its influence in Asia if not beyond.”
568

 This underscores that 

the Indo-US partnership will facilitate India’s power projection capacity in the Indian 

Ocean and Pacific Region; give it more leverage to achieve its inspiration of 

becoming the security manager of South Asia and be able to influence foreign and 

security policies of small neighboring countries in a way that suits India’s interests. 

Sri Lanka, Maldives, Nepal, Bhutan, and Bangladesh are all considered by India to 

reside in its sphere of influence. As noted earlier other countries especially Russia, 

Japan and China are now warming to India and developing enhanced trade 

partnership with it. While Russia and China would like to wean it away from alliance 

with the US, Japan is interested to partner with India for squeezing China. Greater 
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trade interconnectivity between China and India may also result in reducing their 

mutual tension over the boundary dispute, provided either side does not push the 

other too far. Stephen Blank says that, “India’s desirability as a partner has already 

forced major interlocutors like China and Russia to assent to its observer status in the 

SCO, thereby recognizing its status.”
569

 India is also strengthening linkages with 

Central Asia, Africa and the Middle East to tap energy resources as alternative to the 

US pressure on curtailing oil imports from Iran. In fact, the US is stimulating India’s 

expanded role in Central Asia. In remarks to the Confederation of Indian Industries, 

the US Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia said, “In 2006 the US government 

launched a major diplomatic effort with India to tie together South Asia with Central 

Asia in order to give the states of Central Asia alternatives to Russian energy 

domination over them.”
570

 

 

7.5 Pakistan’s Choices/Options 

Indicators of building India as ‘policeman’ for guarding the US interests in the region 

including the IOR, South and Asia Pacific regions are discernable from expanding 

political, economic and defence cooperation between India and the US. Although the 

US administration officially does not refer to ‘containment of China’ yet it remains in 

the background of US entente with India. This has serious repercussions for the entire 

region especially Pakistan, which is relatively small and currently entangled in 

numerous internal challenges including poverty, illiteracy, energy shortage, law and 

order, and above all militancy in the North West and Balochistan Province. 

 

Undoubtedly Pakistan has important geostrategic position, which links West, Central 

and South East Asia. Traditionally its orientation has remained towards the US, 

though there have been difficult spells in bilateral relations. Pakistan and India 

possess nuclear weapons, are not party to NPT (NPT recognizes only five nuclear 

weapon states i.e. US, Russia, France, UK and China) or CTBT, have festering 
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territorial disputes with each other which have caused major wars between the two. 

Acrimony between Pakistan and India has been the defining feature of South Asia’s 

security landscape. Since Pakistan’s threat perception revolves around India 

therefore, Pakistani leadership and security experts keenly follow the developments in 

India. The growth of Indo-US strategic partnership and subsequent agreement on civil 

nuclear cooperation and successive announcement of the US plan to rebalance to Asia 

Pacific, have made Pakistani policy makers increasingly worried as they perceive that 

it would exponentially enhance India’s political, military, economic and diplomatic 

clout. Zafar Nawaz Jaspal is of the view that:- 

“The massive build-up of India’s conventional and nonconventional 

military capabilities – including advanced offensive aircraft, ballistic 

and cruise missiles, missile defence systems, nuclear submarines, and 

an aircraft carrier – and Pakistan’s less-developed indigenous 

armament-manufacturing capabilities aggravate the security 

puzzle.”
571

 

 

NSG works on the basis of consensus and unless all members agree the decision 

cannot be finalized. If India becomes a member of the NSG, the doors for Pakistan’s 

entry would be shut. Therefore, Pakistan must make diplomatic efforts to either 

prevent India’s entry into the NSG or maneuver simultaneous membership. In this 

case China, which is an NSG member and Pakistan’s close friend, could be the best 

bet. Pakistan needs to sensitize important capitals of NSG states on the downside of 

creating exceptions and decisions based on commercial interests rather than 

upholding non-proliferation norms. India’s adventurous war fighting doctrines such 

as ‘Cold Start’ and ‘Proactive Operations,’ finding space for ‘Limited War’ under the 

shadow of nuclear weapons, and intended deployment of BMD are areas that Pakistan 

has to factor in for reinforcing its deterrence credibility. A survivable second strike 

capability may provide the best chance to prevent aggression and maintain deterrence 

stability in the region.   
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Pakistan’s policy makers are also concerned on acquisition of transformative defence 

technologies by India, which will accentuate existing asymmetry in conventional and 

nuclear forces between the two countries. As summed up by Dr. Maleeha Lodhi:- 

“US plans to supply India advanced weaponry and technology will 

accentuate the growing conventional and strategic asymmetry 

between Pakistan and India and further undermine the delicate 

regional equilibrium.”
572

 

 

Pakistan will have to develop cost effective responses without indulging into an arms 

race or else it will face financial meltdown. Pakistan also needs to focus on improving 

its economy through attracting foreign direct investments and enhancing exports.  

Stronger economy is the panacea for a stronger military. But this requires favorable 

internal situation. As a top priority, Pakistan needs to deal with the enemy within i.e. 

militancy and terrorism through a ‘full spectrum’ response similar to the one 

announced in reaction to India’s adventurous war fighting doctrines.  

 

The US has always played a role in diffusing tension, between India and Pakistan, by 

persuading or at times compelling the two countries for scaling down rhetoric 

however; the US and other major countries remain impervious to resolving disputes 

or the root causes of tension between the two countries or even addressing moves that 

undermine regional stability. The Indo-US cooperation will buttress this perception as 

also observed by Zafar Nawaz Jaspal, “Indo-US strategic cooperation hinders 

Washington’s ability to resolve a conflict between New Delhi and Islamabad – the 

Kashmir dispute – that might lead to nuclear war.”
573

 The ‘new great game’ not only 

presents challenges, it equally provides opportunities for Pakistan to play its part for 

peace and stability of the region.  

 

At present, there are no institutional mechanisms that can control escalatory spiral 

and keep it manageable. Pakistan and India need to reach at some understanding and 

agree to initiate tangible confidence building measures including a restraint regime on 
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force posturing and deployment. Pakistan’s relationship with China can play 

significant role in counter balancing the negative impact of Indo-US partnership but 

this should not disengage Pakistan from the US. Pakistan will have to tread a fine line 

and draw balance in its relations with China and the US because both are 

‘indispensable pillars’
574

 of the regional and international ‘world order.’ Pakistan-

China cooperation on developing Gwadar Port and Economic Corridor would 

reinforce their bilateral relations and enhance economic development. As generally 

understood, foreign policy is about increasing one’s options based on an accurate and 

unbiased assessment of existing realities; Pakistan should diversify its relations and 

establish close ties with Russia and other centers of power. It should also seek full 

dialogue partnership status in ASEAN and membership of SCO. Instability in 

neighboring Afghanistan negatively affects Pakistan’s internal security situation. In 

concert with the US, Pakistan should play its role for a stable and peaceful 

Afghanistan.     

 

In retrospect, the post-Cold War international order is in search for stability. The US 

shift to Asia Pacific region and strategic partnership with India coupled with China’s 

rise, are re-orchestrating the regional security order, which will also profoundly 

impact international order. Many international analysts predict that the era of multi-

polarity is fast approaching. The US rebalancing to Asia Pacific is largely seen in the 

context of China’s containment. In contrast, the US perceives that China’s growing 

power will gradually undermine its security interests and potentially challenge its 

primacy. Sino-US interaction will define the future shape of Asia’s security 

framework. While there is all likelihood for competition, the chances for military 

conflicts are remote. However, the breakaway of Taiwan is one single important issue 

that could initiate extreme steps as noted by Peter Hough, “Most prominently, the 

status of Taiwan continues to be a source of tension and the island remains in a non-

sovereign limbo, being claimed by China but still assured by the USA of its 
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independence.”
575

 The US is seeking to build new partnerships and revitalize old 

alliances in order to build an arc of friendly countries around China, which has 

prompted China to take countervailing measures. The more Washington gravitates to 

Delhi; networking among other regional powers will grow. Indo-US strategic 

partnership and the US rebalancing to Asia Pacific have far reaching implications for 

the regional and global security order. Pakistan, by virtue of its geostrategic 

importance and sharing a long border with India will have to walk a tight rope in 

balancing its relationship with the US and China on the one hand and with 

neighboring India, on the other. 
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CONCLUSION 

This study was set to explore the changing dynamics of power politics in the Asian 

region with special focus on Indo-US growing strategic partnership and its 

implications on regional security architecture. Since regional and global security is 

interlinked and the US has remained integral to Asia’s security affairs, therefore the 

study has touched upon the implications at broader level also. The research has 

attempted to identify defining features of the Indo-US strategic partnership and its co-

relation with other independent variables viz China’s rise and Russia’s attempts to 

reassert its influence. Tracing the history of Indo-US relationship since 1947, the 

study has tried to cover glaring aspects of the culture, idiosyncrasies, interests, 

respective world views, military balance, and geopolitical preferences of the major 

stakeholders. Consequently, the study has brought out that the upswing in Indo-US 

bilateral relationship has been reinforced by the US plans for rebalancing to the Asia 

Pacific region that is aimed at checkmating China’s growing military and economic 

power. The study has also sought to know whether or not the growing strategic 

partnership will lead to a formal alliance for aggressively checking China’s influence 

in the region and beyond.  

 

Motivation for the present study lies in transformative changes at regional and global 

levels that are reordering relationships across the world. Collapse of the Soviet Union 

and concomitant end of the bipolar world order, globalization, the rise of China and 

other major powers, 9/11 terrorist attacks in the US, emergence of new threats and 

non-state actors with transnational reach, and anticipated power shift from West to 

East, which is still underway, all combined have induced uncertainties about the 

future international and regional order. How China and the US will interact with each 

other will not only affect the international order, it will re-orchestrate Asia’s regional 

security order. The nature of future global and regional order is thus, far more open. It 

is believed that the next Cold War or as some analysts have called it ‘Cool War’ is 

brewing on the eastern edges of ‘Mackinder’s Heartland,’ which could be prevented 

if contending powers learn to cooperate and co-exist. The price of cooperation for the 

US and other major powers is a stable and predictable regional order that flourishes 



 

peace and stability regionally and internationally as the region has adequate space for 

legitimate interests of the contestants without disturbing existing stability. According 

to David A. Lake, integrating China into the open world economy is likely to create 

compliance constituencies that support the US led order, and may actually serve to 

liberalize China over time. Fears of confrontation as a consequence of power 

transition and hegemonic expansion have strong logic however; the process of change 

is a constant political phenomenon yet smooth transitions have occurred in the past. 

Moderating effects of contemporary developments such as increasing 

interdependence and connectivity, and possession of nuclear weapons encourage 

peaceful evolution provided the states are also willing to adapt to the changing 

dynamics and incrementally adjust within the existing regional and international 

framework by accepting each other’s sphere of influence. 

 

The Cold War security paradigm, which revolved around intense rivalry between the 

capitalist and communist ideologies, has withered. Those who believed that stability 

and peace would take over are astonished by the recent events in Iraq, Syria, and 

Ukraine. The US increasingly assertive policies to sustain its influence in China’s 

peripheral region could lead to dangerous consequences and underpins the need for a 

new security paradigm that is based on new patterns of interstate relationship. In this 

backdrop, this study has attempted to capture some aspects of the momentous 

developments taking place in the Asian region, which are currently directing the 

international discourse. Overall, this study has contributed to the existing debate and 

provided an insight into the defining features of the ‘new great game’ in Asia Pacific 

region. Besides theoretical contribution, this study has real-world implications by 

virtue of presenting; a case study of the NSG, comparative military postures, 

repercussions of deploying ballistic missile defences and pushing forward strategies 

to ‘contain’ China through enhanced defence cooperation and building national power 

of partner countries. Generalized application of the findings of this study beyond the 

regional implications of Indo-US strategic partnership, to the US relations with other 

major powers, treaty alliance partners in Europe and Asia Pacific region such as 



 

Australia, Japan and South Korea, international efforts to prevent arms race and 

proliferation activities, is plausible.  

 

In retrospect, the study had four objectives; first, to analyze the implications of Indo-

US growing relations; second, to examine underlying variables such as the rise of 

China and rejuvenating Russia; three, to study implications of the interacting 

variables on the future regional security order and four; to identify options/choices for 

Pakistan. In the course of research, the study attempted to address the main 

hypothesis viz to examine the dynamics of power politics in the Asian region with 

focus on the Indo-US strategic partnership and its impact on the future outlook of 

regional security by focusing on key questions. 

 

Will the Indo-US partnership further India's long held inspirations to become a 

world power, strengthen Indian dominance and hegemony in the region 

especially with regards to South Asia (with special reference to Pakistan)? 

Official US documents are suggestive of India’s increasing importance for the US 

geostrategic and economic interests in the region, which has reenergized India’s 

aspiration to rise as a great power. India has already started enjoying benefits of its 

orientation towards the US; yet it has to traverse a long and arduous path to become a 

major world power. The study shares Stephen Cohen’s assessment about India’s 

growing power while it has also gathered that it would be much slow than expected 

and yet uncertain process. In addition, the study has concluded that India’s rise will 

stimulate regional tensions and arms race with China on the one hand and Pakistan on 

the other unless it manages its relations astutely, dispels the perception of being part 

of the US design of containing China, and resolves territorial disputes with 

neighboring countries through raising their stakes in peaceful co-existence.  

 

Will India maintain its strategic autonomy and decide not to be entangled in the 

US policy of containing China? It is difficult to judge the level of interaction under 

the rubric of strategic partnership, grouping or alliance. The study has tried to dissect 

various perspectives about ‘strategic partnership’ and has concluded that a widely 



 

accepted definition of the term ‘strategic partnership’ is yet to be agreed. Bruno 

Tertrais’s description of ‘strategic partnership’ comes within the broader definition of 

military alliance and Hans J. Morgenthau has considered ‘alliance’ as a function of 

balance of power. As inferred from the various perspectives, strategic partnership 

would entail formal or informal relationship for cooperation and mutual benefit in 

agreed areas of common interest which may include defence and security aspects. 

With specific reference to the Indo-US case, the leadership of both countries has 

referred to being ‘natural‘ or ‘strategic’ partners, yet they are far short of a formal 

alliance and single mindedly pursue respective interests. This also resonates in India’s 

proclivity for strategic autonomy and divergence in respective world views, the 

research has put forth. The baggage of history and compulsion of geography will be 

constraining factors. The study thus finds that this would be a managed partnership on 

part of the US as well as on India’s part. India would prefer to stay away from 

entanglement with a powerful neighbor and at best play off one against the other for 

enhancing its own power. 

 

What are the primary motivations behind growing partnership between India 

and the US? Importantly, the study has found that the US commercial and 

geostrategic interest of sustaining its primacy came in parallel in Asia and the Pacific 

region. The US has been alluding to the economic potentials of the region in official 

communiques nevertheless; it has avoided explicit reference to containing China’s 

growing clout. In hindsight, the US Cold War containment policy was supported by 

building pivots and alliances around erstwhile USSR, the US growing relations with 

India, rebalancing of forces, and renewed treaty alliance with Australia, Japan and 

other countries of the Pacific region are reminiscent of the Cold War containment 

policy and provide empirical evidence. Many Indian intellectuals such as Shiv 

Shankar Menon and Ashley Tellis disapprove of India becoming a ‘linchpin’ or 

constituent of the US designed containment structure. As gleaned from the writings of 

Chinese experts, China is aware that the US rebalancing is indeed aimed at containing 

China however, during the course of research no explicit reflection of this could be 

found in official statements. India’s motivation for closing in to the US is rooted in its 



 

desire to seek economic, political, military, and technological wherewithal to catch up 

with China.  

 

To what extent will the Indo-US partnership be enduring and what are the 

limiting factors? Many stumbling blocks have been identified during the course of 

the research, which work against an enduring Indo-US partnership. Mutual suspicions 

and divergence on many important issues suggest that it would be an engineered 

partnership and, may not go beyond a certain limit. After all, the US would logically 

stop short of building a regional hegemon and a potential challenger. While 

partnering with the US, India would avoid entanglement with a neighboring major 

power, will try to maintain its sovereign autonomy and not become subservient, the 

study has concluded. The increasing US footprints in Asia have made both China and 

Russia uneasy and the study found that as the US asserts influence in the region, 

China and Russia will gravitate to each other. Moreover, they would become 

relatively more accommodative towards India in order to wean it away from the US 

camp. Importantly, the study finds that the evolving situation contains early signs of 

multipolar regional and international order. This notwithstanding, India could partner 

with the US in containing China if there is threat of China’s expansion or military 

adventure in the disputed Himalayan region, the study has concluded. 

 

Is ‘containment’ policy of the Cold War era being resurrected? Over the last two 

decades Asia has been consistently high on the discussion agenda. A bipartisan 

realization of Asia’s importance for the US national interests has been prominent for 

a long time. Striking economic growth of East Asian countries along-with rising 

power of China, India and increasingly re-assertive Russia is shifting the distribution 

of power in the region. The US rebalancing to Asia is largely seen as part of the US 

design to checkmate the growing Chinese influence in the region. The US rebalancing 

to Asia policy, formally rolled out in 2011, has political, military and economic 

dimensions. Follow up studies, conducted by the US State Department and Pentagon, 

have concluded that the thrust of the rebalancing was right. China is convinced that 

the strategy is aimed at containing its growing power and has given a measured 



 

response officially but more vocal by media and public forums. It has also 

demonstrated its power by developing A2/AD capabilities, expansion of Air Defence 

Identification Zone in East Asia, and more assertive policies towards the US 

traditional allies in the region. India’s perception of the US rebalance to Asia has 

largely been amenable as partnering with the US enables India’s military 

modernization, economic and technological developments more rapidly.    

 

What would be the pros and cons of US attempts to build India as counter 

weight to China? The US has remained integral to Asia’s security for a long time 

and its continuous role, for some time into the future, is considered important for 

peace and stability of the region. However, policies based on hegemonic expansion 

and building national capacities of allies and partners especially those who contest for 

regional dominance will not bode well for regional stability. Retrospectively looking 

at India’s history, strategic culture, and aspiration for regional hegemony, relative 

growth in India’s power will accentuate the ‘security dilemma’ and compel other 

regional countries for taking appropriate measures to offset power asymmetry thereby 

convert the so called arms competition into a never ending triangular arms race 

between China, India, and Pakistan.    

 

How and to what extent will India’s NSG membership impact the regional 

stability and international non-proliferation efforts? The case study of India’s 

prospective membership of the NSG is indicative of the US efforts to court India into 

strategic partnership as ‘counter weight’ to China and gradually build India’s national 

capacities to become a major world power. Through empirical evidence the case 

study has concluded that it will not only undermine international non-proliferation 

efforts, it has the ingredient of disturbing the strategic balance and generating a 

triangular arms race between China, India and Pakistan. Moreover, if India undercuts 

its non-proliferation commitments including further nuclear testing as agreed in the 

Indo-US civil nuclear cooperation agreement, by virtue of NSG membership it would 

still be entitled to nuclear commerce while commitments under the bilateral 



 

agreement are disregarded. Additionally, India derides to join the CTBT and 

continues to produce fissile material for weapons use.  

 

About the impact of 9/11 on the US policies, the study has underscored four 

important features; one, it exposed the US invulnerability and resulted in bolstering 

the US proclivity for aggressive policies and more amenability to use of hard power; 

two, redefined the role of NATO; three, resulted in initiation of an unending GWoT; 

and four, buttressed the fight against proliferation of WMDs. In contrast to the widely 

believed notion about the 9/11 attacks, the study has concluded that empirical 

evidence did not suggest significant change in the trajectory of the US long term 

foreign and security grand strategy, persistent preference for sustaining primacy in a 

unipolar world, lead the world in technology and defence capability including the 

tenacity for unilateral use of force, if necessary.  

 

In addressing the main hypothesis and subsidiary questions, this study has used John 

J. Mearsheirmer’s ‘offensive realism’ as the main theoretical framework regardless of 

the criticism that this precept has drawn. ‘Offensive Realism’ is premised on 

Morgenthau and Waltz’s basic assumptions of realism. According to ‘offensive 

realism’ a regional hegemon will prevent the rise of peer competitor or dominant 

power in other regions by acting as ‘offshore balancer.’ Further, it theorizes that great 

power can achieve the aims of its security by pitching other major powers against 

each other. Post-Cold War international order of the US pre-eminence especially 

aggressive overtones in its policies after 9/11, and projection of power in other 

regions can be comprehensively captured by ‘offensive realism’ as this theoretical 

model conceives that states are power maximizers and engender aggressive intentions 

to seek absolute security. Whether the US wants to contain China or prevent the rise 

of any dominant power in the Asian region can be studied by applying Mearsheimer’s 

model of preventing the rise of peer competitor in distant regions. 

 

International politics is manifestation of the way nation states pursue their interests 

(read enhancing power including military, economic and political), and who remain 



 

the principle actors in international affairs. Applying his main theoretical framework, 

Measheimer has contended that the rise of China will be un-peaceful. In contrast, this 

study has concluded that intense competition and cooperation will go in parallel and 

protagonists will avoid direct confrontation due to risks of escalation. Nevertheless, 

Taiwan would remain potential flashpoint. Mearsheimer’s theory also provides 

elaborate insight into when and how alliances are formed, which is inciting for 

measuring the endurance of Indo-US strategic relationship vis-à-vis divergence of 

interests on important issues. The applied theoretical framework is also considered 

valuable for examining how India ‘as local power’ is being propped up to checkmate 

a rising China. This theoretical model provides adequate explanation for 

understanding many complex dimensions of the US rebalancing to Asia and growing 

Indo-US strategic relationship including the context of the US attempts to sustain its 

global leadership in the 21
st
 century.  

 

This study has used empirical findings to show that the Indo-US strategic partnership, 

a corollary of the US geostrategic interests, has dramatic consequences for regional 

and global security. It would be worthwhile for international and regional peace and 

stability if the US partners with the main player viz China and contributes in its 

peaceful rise instead of partnering with relatively lesser power viz India and 

resultantly accentuating regional rivalries. Balance between influence and co-

existence will lead to win-win for the contending powers. Pakistan being 

economically weaker needs to undertake a policy review and recalibrate its strategy 

for diversification of defence, economy, security and foreign policy options to 

achieve its security interests. 

 

Asia’s economic boom is transforming into political and military power and so is the 

US reorienting its position to the region. Interaction between a rising power and an 

established power in the past has mostly resulted in wars. A Harvard Study by 

Graham Allison shows that in 11 of 15 cases over the last 500 years; the result was 

war. Stakes become high in the presence of territorial disputes and conflicting claims 

such as Taiwan, Kashmir, Korean Peninsula or numerous islands in South and East 



 

China Seas. The ‘new great game’ has profound implications for the future regional 

and international security order. It is difficult to predict if this transition would be 

peaceful as was the case when the US replaced UK in the late 19
th

 century or be a 

repeat of conflict as experienced in the case of UK and rising powers of Japan and 

Germany in the 20
th

 century. To maintain regional peace and stability the US, China 

and India must enhance their understanding, avoid antagonizing actions, and learn to 

co-exist as zero sum approach will infest rivalry and possibly conflict. A stable peace 

could prevail if the states do not adopt strategies of political aggrandizement or seek 

domination over others. 
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