


















1
Introduction

S.D. Muni

The role of a security provider is generally assigned to or expected out of the
great and capable powers that can deploy their surplus national assets for the
safety and stability of other countries. The buzz of India being a security provider
in the Asian– particularly the Indian Ocean region – has been growing louder
in the official and intellectual strategic discourse in Asia for the past decade and
a half. Officially, the US policy makers were the first to clearly articulate it.
Addressing the Shangrila Dialogue in Singapore on May 30, 2009, the US
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said: “In coming years, we look to India to
be a partner and net provider of security in the Indian Ocean and beyond”.
This theme has continuously been reiterated by many other US leaders and
officials in recent years. The perception in the US and elsewhere, about India
emerging as a security provider in Asia, must have been prompted by the ground
reality of developments in India’s military capabilities and political will. India
offering to escort US ships passing through the Malacca Strait in 2002, and
providing a credible response to the Tsunami of December 2004, were significant
pointers in this respect. In both these cases, the US had a chance to be a witness
to India’s capabilities and strategic intent. With China proving to be a growing
strategic challenge to its hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region, the US has also
been looking for strategic partners and military allies who could share the burden
of meeting the Chinese challenge. It made considerable sense to US policy makers
to encourage India –given its great geo-strategic advantage of location—as a ‘pivot’
in the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean regions (India’s first Prime Minister Nehru
used this term for India as early as in 1944), to play the role of a security provider
in this respect.1

This is not to say that India was not itself aware of its potential and growing
capabilities to be an Asian security provider. India has, in fact, always been a
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security provider to its willing immediate neighbours like Nepal, Bhutan,
Myanmar (then Burma) and Indonesia, since its own independence in 1947. It
continued to play this role throughout the 1970s and 1980s in relation to
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Maldives. With the rise in its economic strength and
military capabilities from the late 1990s onwards, India has, since the beginning
of this century, been openly expressing its aspirations and willingness to be a
dependable security partner to its immediate and extended neighbours, as stability
and order in Asia has been in its own intrinsic interests. The statements made by
the then Defence Minister Pranab Mukherjee in 2006 and the then National
Security Adviser Shivshankar Menon in 2010 at the Shangrila Dialogue in
Singapore, where top honchos of the Asian strategic community gather for serious
policy discussions every year, bear strong testimony to this. India’s maritime
military strategy, officially outlined in May 2007, stipulated:

Smaller nations in our neighbourhood as well as nations that depend on
the waters of the Indian Ocean for their trade and energy supplies have
come to expect that the Indian Navy will ensure a measure of stability
and tranquillity in the waters around our shores. Ensuring good order at
sea is therefore a legitimate duty of the Indian Navy. This task will require
enhanced capabilities, cooperation and interoperability with regional and
extra-regional navies.2

Highlighting the thrust of this strategy, India’s then Defence Minister A.K.
Antony, in a conference of Naval Commanders on October 12, 2011, said: “Indian
Navy has been mandated to be a net security provider to island nations in the
Indian Ocean Region…most of the major international shipping lanes are located
along our island territories. This bestows on us the ability to be a potent and
stabilising force in the region”. India’s realisation of its growing capabilities and
aspirations has, however, not remained confined to the role of the Indian Navy.
It includes army and air force as well. This was disclosed to the nation by the
then Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh, while laying the foundation stone
for the Indian National Defence University on May 23, 2013. He said: “We
have added…Army’s firepower…We have enhanced the full spectrum of
capabilities of our Air Force…We have placed special emphasis on strengthening
the capabilities of our Navy…” All this, he added has made India “conscious of
our strategic opportunities…to become a net provider of security in our immediate
region and beyond”.3 India’s new government under Prime Minister Narendra
Modi, has taken initiatives to enhance FDI in India’s defence industry to make
it more self-reliant and capable of exporting arms which will go a long way towards
reinforcing India’s security provider’s role. Launching India’s upgraded aircraft
carrier INS Vikramaditya, in June 2014, Prime Minister Modi, barely a month
after assuming power, said:“Indian -made arms and equipment’s should also serve
as protectors for small nations across the world.”4
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Security Provider: A Conceptual Range

A country, being a security provider, is not meant to be a provider of total and
comprehensive traditional and/or non-traditional security, though this is evident
in some cases, particularly where military alliances are in operation. The concept
of providing a nuclear umbrella was seen as a part of comprehensive security, as
was promised by the US to its close allies like Japan, Australia and Israel. Thus,
the security role of the US in relation to Europe or chosen allies like Japan and
Australia border on that holistic meaning of a security provider, as the US stands
as almost a guarantor of security to its allies. For other countries like India,
providing of any security related goods or services may define the security
providing role more in the nature of security cooperation... Anit Mukherjee
suggests four categories of activities that should be included in such a role. They
are:

(i) Capacity building,
(ii) Military diplomacy,

(iii) Military assistance, and
(iv) Direct deployment of military forces to aid and stabilise a situation.5

This is a reasonably workable categorisation, though one can easily find an
overlap among these categories. For instance, supplying of arms, which has been
clubbed under ‘Military Assistance’ could also be a part of building capacity,
where arms are either supplied as a grant or under specially favourable terms. It
is also a very significant commercial exercise, as in the case of major arms suppliers
of the world. Even there, the consideration of the implications of arms sold in
terms of building capabilities is taken into account for strategic interests. In the
US, the State exercises tight control on what weapons can be transferred to a
given country and what cannot. In attempting to analyse India’s role as a regional
security provider, Harsh V. Pant has argued that this role has been performed by
India through four sets of policies: First, “Assurance Policies”, that included sending
troops during situations like the liberation of Bangladesh (1971) and Peacekeeping
in Sri Lanka (1987). India’s role in Nepal, Maldives and Myanmar could also be
included here. Pant also includes India’s role in economic reconstruction and its
assistance during natural disasters as a part of its assurance policies. Second, under
“Prevention Policies, issues such as democratisation, mediation in conflicts and
immigration” are included. Third, through its “Protection Policies”, India extends
support to the neighbours in the areas of “health, organised crime, terrorism and
environmental degradation”. And last, under “Compellence Policies”, India extends
significant support to the UN Peacekeeping activities.6 This categorisation is
somewhat confusing and deals with the subject matter primarily from India’s
vantage point and not for its impact on the recipients of India’s security support.
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All such analyses however, underline the fact that the role of a security provider
has much wider scope, as the concept of security has widened immensely to
cover traditional and non-traditional as well as military and human security.
Accordingly, the security providing role may be in the form of concluding security-
related treaties and agreements, providing all forms of military assistance, extending
economic and political support and rescue operations during natural disasters
and even pandemics. A broad idea about some of these activities by India can be
had from the Annexure attached to this volume.

Dynamics of Security Providing

International strategic engagements are seldom acts of philanthropy. India is no
exception in this respect. Its role as a security provider therefore, is primarily
driven by its own security interests and concerns. No policy that does not enhance
India’s security in the short or long run, directly or indirectly, can be framed in
this respect. With the changing times and evolving strategic context, the
parameters of what constitutes security interests and concerns may change, may
be reviewed and redefined. India’s self-security perception may also not exclude
denial of economic and strategic space to adversarial and/or rival powers in
security-sensitive areas like the immediate neighbourhood and the Indian Ocean.
With regard to the latter, the former Naval Chief, Admiral Nirmal Verma said:
“There are ample opportunities for us to cooperate with countries in the Indian
Ocean Region and beyond.... It is important to realise that if one nation does
not meet a need, there will always be another ready to fill the vacuum. Such
cooperation drives the strategic balance between friendly and other influences in
the region”. Analysts have interpreted such statements as “not merely a response
to prevent polarization by promoting a more consensual approach, but is also
driven by a desire to deny China opportunities to further expand its footprint in
the Indian Ocean”.7

The recipient of India’s security role will be one where a basic minimum
security synergy exists between India and the given recipient. The more the synergy
the closer the security engagement. There are occasional instances where adversarial
countries or even those that are considered a direct threat to India may be offered
security support, at least in the area of non-traditional security. The example of
India offering assistance to Pakistan during the floods in Pakistan Occupied
Kashmir and other areas in 2014, may be recalled as a reference. Such gestures
may be seen as moves to either blunt the adversarial impact of a relationship in
the long run or to send a diplomatic message to the people of that country as also
to the international community at large, that India gives priority to humanitarian
values over the prevailing nature of strategic relations.

India’s security providing role has evolved depending upon the context of its
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security as well as the nature and level of its capabilities. One can see this evolution
broadly in three phases. During the late Forties and early Fifties, India saw the
Cold War-led military blocs as a source of threat to world peace and stability. In
its foreign policy, military engagement with other countries was not considered
a desirable or an ethically preferable activity. India also had no capabilities during
this phase, economically or militarily, to extend support to any country. Having
brought to experience wars and conflicts by its two adversarial neighbours Pakistan
(in 1947, 1965 and 1971) and China (in 1962), India was more of a recipient
than a provider of security support. In the aftermath of a humiliating defeat at
the hands of China, India sought military support not only from its dependable
friend, the former Soviet Union, but also from its reluctant sympathisers, the US
and the UK. Following China’s acquisition of nuclear weapons in 1964, questions
were raised in India if the country should seek a nuclear umbrella from any of
the two then prevailing super powers.

Immediate neighbouring countries where India assumed the role of a security
provider, were an exception to that however, as their security, particularly those
of Nepal, Bhutan, Myanmar (then Burma) and Sri Lanka were perceived as closely
linked to India’s own. India also came to the rescue of the legitimate governments
of Mauritius, Seychelles and Maldives in the face of attempted coups in 1983,
1986 and 1988 respectively. India was offering security support to its immediate
neighbours since its independence and particularly after the rise of a Communist
China on its northern frontier. India joined the UN peacekeeping operations
during this phase and has since been contributing towards its global responsibilities
through this channel. During the Fifties, India also played a stabilising role beyond
its immediate neighbourhood like in Korea(s) and Indo-China, under the UN
and the international community’s obligations. This may not measure up to the
conventional standards of a security providing role but it did help in advancing
the cause of global peace and security.

The second phase in the evolution of India’s role as a security provider in
Asia evolved with the end of the Cold War, which also coincided with the gradual
rise of China and a new shift in India’s approach to the world marked by greater
economic and strategic engagement. India initiated its ‘Look East’ Policy which
made it a member of ASEAN and its related organisations like the ASEAN
Regional Forum, where regional security issues were being addressed. India’s
agreements with countries like Malaysia, Vietnam and Laos to service Soviet-
supplied MIG fighter aircraft, indicated its slow but steadily expanding security
partnership in the region. In 1995, the Indian Navy also launched its MILAN
initiative to build ‘friendship across the seas’ and military exercises with friendly
countries in the region were also initiated. In 1999, India safely escorted a Japanese
pirated cargo ship. With the opening up of India’s economy and increasing trade
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and investment ties, its growth story also started, registering an average growth
rate of 6 per cent during the Nineties, and thus helped it to move in the direction
of its military modernisation. In view of these developments, the Southeast Asian
countries encouraged India to integrate with the region more closely and play a
greater and active role in Asian security affairs, as they were gradually becoming
anxious about China’s growing economic and military clout. Recall the statement
made by the ASEAN Secretary General Rodolfo C. Severino when, in his India-
ASEAN Lecture in New Delhi on January 09, 2001, he said: “I am confident
that I speak for ASEAN when I say that ASEAN values immensely India’s strategic
engagement in our part of the world. I am sure that India will also find its
involvement with Southeast Asia useful to itself ”.8 A year later, addressing the
ASEAN Summit in Kampuchea in 2002, Singapore’s Prime Minister compared
ASEAN with an aircraft that had two wings of Japan, China and Korea on the
east and India on the west to keep it in balance.9 The characteristic feature of this
phase was that India’s security providing role expanded beyond its immediate
neighbours and to the countries where India’s own security interests were not
directly involved. India was now willing to include the balancing of the activities
of its adversarial countries and seeking a strategic space in the extended
neighbourhood as a part of its security concerns. The scope of the security
providing role had also widened from being bilateral to multilateral, within the
framework of regional groupings and organisations.

The third phase may be seen as having begun with the early years of the
twenty-first century. The then Foreign Minister Yashwant Sinha, in his address
at the Harvard University on September, 29, 2003, announced that a new phase
in India’s ‘Look East’ Policy had begun, which was characterised not only by ‘an
expanded definition of East’ but also a “shift from trade to wider economic and
security issues including joint efforts to protect the sea-lanes and coordinate
counter-terrorism activities”.10 In the previous year, India provided escort to US
ships passing through the Malacca Strait, as noted earlier. During this phase,
India not only registered high growth until 2009, but had also carried out overall,
specially naval, military modernisation at a faster pace. The development of
Andaman and Nicobar Islands as a unified tri-Service base since 2001, will give
India a long reach beyond the Malacca Strait and in the Bay of Bengal region.
Similarly, the launching of a large naval base, INS Kadamba, in Karwar (Goa)
in 2005, has reinforced India’s naval sway over the Western Indian Ocean. Such
facilities have considerably augmented India’s security providing role to its Asian
neighbours. It is during this phase that the Indian political and military leadership
has started openly articulating India’s role as a security provider in Asia, as already
noted. It is also during this phase that other countries have started urging upon
India to play this role. We noted some of the US statements earlier in this respect.
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In this third phase, India has established “strategic partnerships” with a number
of Asian and other countries. In substance, all these partnerships differ from
each other, underlining varying levels of security cooperation between India and
a given strategic partner. The security providing role is, however, not confined
only to the strategic partners. Some of the strategic partnerships also help in
building India’s own capabilities that eventually may reinforce its security providing
role. Within the bilateral and multilateral parameters, India’s security providing
role is being cast in collaboration with major Asian players. The Indo-US joint
statement during President Obama’s visit to India in January 2015, is particularly
notable in this respect:

Over the next five years, we will strengthen our regional dialogues, invest
in making trilateral consultations with third countries in the region more
robust, deepen regional integration, strengthen regional forums, explore
additional multilateral opportunities for engagement, and pursue areas
where we can build capacity in the region that bolster long-term peace
and prosperity for all.11

India’s promised thrust towards defence production and exports under the
new government, is bound to give an impetus to India’s security providing
capacities and role.

The Present Volume

Looking at the evolution of India’s security providing role, one can mark out
three distinct areas where this role has been played, namely, the immediate
neighbours considered an integral part of India’s own security, the extended
neighbourhood in the east and the west (India’s role has been far more active
and involved on the eastern front of the Asian neighbourhood than the western
front), and through UN Peacekeeping in Africa and elsewhere. In this volume,
an attempt has been made to critically evaluate this role in the first two areas,
i.e., the immediate and the extended neighbourhood. Since there is considerable
literature already available on the UN Peacekeeping role and India’s contribution
thereof, we have left that unsaid in this volume. This being the first attempt of
its own kind, all the contributions may not fully satisfy the readers’ curiosities
and quests on India’s regional and global emergence as a security player. But
this role is evolving and hopefully, there will be further attempts to map it out
with greater precision and depth.
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2
Political Will and Military Capacity to

Provide Security

Brig Rumel Dahiya (Retd)

The nature of conflict and competition is changing at the same time when
national boundaries are being blurred by deepening global integration.
Therefore, while defending and securing our homeland, we also have to be
prepared to preserve India’s expanding international assets...we have
unprecedented access to high technology, capital and partnerships. We have
also sought to assume our responsibility for stability in the Indian Ocean Region
(IOR). We are well positioned, therefore, to become a net provider of security
in our immediate region and beyond.1

—Dr Manmohan Singh, India’s former Prime Minister

India’s political, economic, diplomatic, and military profile is rising simultaneously
with the growing aversion in the developed countries to commit resources for
enforcing peace and stability in the world. There is an increasing demand on
India to fill the gap and take on greater responsibility towards the security of
common goods. Some analysts may see this as an outsider’s attempt at altercasting2

and forcing India into a role it is ill-prepared to shoulder, but Indian leaders
themselves of late have been talking about India’s responsibilities in contributing
to regional, if not global, security.3 India’s vital interests in the Indian Ocean
Region (IOR), the military and diplomatic measures being adopted to ensure
security of its maritime trade and challenges such as piracy, narcotics, arms trade
and terrorism are well recognised.4 Indian policymakers, since 2003 at least, also
understand the importance of the Indian Ocean for its economic and security
interests and the need for joining hands with other countries for common good.5

The Indian Armed Forces have been employed in the past for peace and
stability operations away from its territories and may have to be employed again
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if India’s vital interests are threatened. India is also increasingly being seen as a
benign security provider. This expectation raises the question of not only military
capacities but also structural issues which enable response in a manner and time
frame that defines India’s stature and capability.6 But can India be considered as
a security provider in the region and beyond?

India’s capability to conduct operations outside its territory were examined
by the scholars of Institute of Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) in 2012
without specifying the contingencies or possible scenarios. Their report concluded
that “...as India’s interests extend beyond its borders, it will have to enhance its
capability to safeguard them”.7 The report detailed India’s energy security
vulnerability and the need for providing safety to its migrant population,
particularly in the Gulf region, and concluded that India is likely to continue
supporting peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations only under the United
Nations (UN) mandate. It also made some valuable recommendations8 regarding
organisations; coordination mechanism; robust contingency planning and war
gaming exercises by the military; preparation of Out-Of-Area-Contingency
(OOAC) doctrine and policies; enhancement of intelligence and situational
awareness functions and building regional expertise; and the military related
imperatives, such as logistical and sustainment issues.

This paper attempts to define the concept of a security provider and examines
India’s readiness for such a role, India’s experience in military involvement outside
its territories in different types of operations/missions, readiness of India’s military
to undertake such operations and imperative of protection and evacuation of
Indian migrants and the likely areas where India may have to get involved.

Engagements outside country’s borders are described differently by different
scholars. Assistance in the aftermath of disasters normally comes under the rubric
of humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. This is normally considered a benign
assistance. Some others refer to all kinds of assistance including military
involvement as ‘Operations-Other-Than-War’ (OOTW). Some scholars would
like to use the term ‘Regional Stability Operations’.9

Who Is a Security Provider?

A security provider has to have the capacity to solve or manage the conflicts that
exist on its periphery or in area of interest either by itself or in cooperation with
other countries. To tackle these issues, the country has to possess and be prepared
to deploy a vast array of instruments to manage crises. Kerry Longhurst, a scholar
at the European Research Institute, University of Birmingham, outlines the key
attributes of security providers thus:

In order to be providers or producers of security states must have a full
range of military and non-military tools to carry out a variety of crisis
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management tasks. In turn, in order to work, these attributes require steady
and predictable national defence budgets grounded in a broad domestic
consensus to ensure continuity of strategic priorities. Tied to this, security
producers need to be able to focus a greater proportion of their defence
spending on research and development, to be able to have at hand modern
and well-equipped readily deployable forces.10

A security provider also needs to be able to guarantee stability, prevent conflicts
and manage crises at its own doorstep. Barbe and Keienzle explain the distinction
between security provider and security consumer in terms of interest and action
thus:

...a security provider has a stronger interest in the immediate security of
a third party rather than in direct security gains for itself. Nevertheless, a
security provider is also interested in its own security improvements. The
prospect of own security gains—often rather indirect and in the long
term—are even a significant incentive for security providers to act, which
is why the action of a security provider easily lead to a win-win situation,
where both the third party and the security provider gain in security. A
security consumer, on the other hand, is primarily interested in its own
security and is largely indifferent towards the security needs of third
parties.11

Some analysts consider India to be a relatively passive player regionally and
globally, despite the capacities it enjoys in terms of manpower, democracy,
emerging economics and technological capabilities.12

Is India Prepared for the Role of a Security Provider?

There are also frequent references and exhortations for India—mainly from the
US—to take on the role of a security provider. It would be in the interest of the
US, as Ashley Tellis recently commented, “If India can achieve the economic
and geopolitical success it seeks for its own development, it could in time become
a security provider in the Indian Ocean basin, easing US burdens there”.13 The
US Secretary of the Navy, Donald Winter commented in 2008 that the US
welcomed India “taking up the responsibility to ensure security in (this) part of
the world”.14 The then Secretary of Defence, Robert Gates, declared in 2009,
“In coming years, we look to India to be a partner and net provider of security
in the Indian Ocean and beyond”.15 The 2010 US Quadrennial Defense Review
explained this American view:

India’s military capabilities are rapidly improving through increased defence
acquisitions, and they now include long-range maritime surveillance,
maritime interdiction and patrolling, air interdiction, and strategic airlift.
India has already established its worldwide military influence through
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counter-piracy, peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief
efforts. As its military capabilities grow, India will contribute to Asia as a
net provider of security in the Indian Ocean and beyond.16

Similar averments were also made by the US Ambassador designate to India,
Nancy Powell,17 and the US Assistant Secretary of State for Political Military
Affairs, Puneet Talwar, on September 1, 2014.18

David Brewster, a scholar with Maritime Studies Programme at Gateway
House, Australia, opines,

It is natural to expect that India’s area of strategic interest will grow as its
economic and political influence expands. This means that in coming years
India will have a growing interest in encouraging regional stability,
including in containing problems that emanate from the many failed or
fragile states in our region. Many countries see India in benign terms and
welcome its rise as a regional security provider. There is a growing
expectation that India will shoulder more of the responsibilities of
providing the so-called ‘public goods’ of security.19

Analysing India’s current strategic position, Donald L Berlin states that “...
its ascent now seems assured in light of changes in India’s economic and political
mind-set, especially the advent of better economic policies and a diplomacy
emphasizing realism. India also is no longer geopolitically contained in South
Asia, as it was in the Cold War....”20 In his opinion, India is on path to achieve,
potentially, the regional influence in the Indian Ocean and to this end, New
Delhi has raised its profile and strengthened its position in a variety of nations
on the littoral, especially Iran, Sri Lanka, Burma, Singapore, Thailand and most
of the ocean’s small island nations but that it will need to strengthen further its
hand in coastal Africa and the Arabian Peninsula.21

How India’s image in its extended neighbourhood has undergone a change
can be seen from its defence relationship with countries in South East Asia, many
of whom were apprehensive about its growing military power in the 1980s and
1990s, particularly on the issue of military establishments in Andaman and
Nicobar Islands.22

However, there is also scepticism in some quarters. S. Amer Latif, former
Director in the Office of the US Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, has noted
that “knowledgeable people inside the Pentagon and at Pacific Command know
it will take a long time for India to emerge as a credible provider of security in
Asia”,23 and that “despite the impressive progress in recent years, questions still
remain about India’s commitment and ability to be a security provider in Asia”.24

Elsewhere, Amer Latif talks about key lacunas like public apathy, personnel
challenges and policy incoherence affecting India’s defence modernisation that
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prevent it from becoming a credible security provider. He also advocates the need
for procurement reforms for speedy acquisition of military capabilities. 25

Despite scepticism about India assuming the role of a security provider and
apprehensions about altercasting by outsiders, there is growing domestic acceptance
of the fact that India will have to take on a larger role in maintaining peace and
stability in the region. Well-known commentator on strategic affairs, C. Raja
Mohan opines that there appears to be new political will in Delhi to see itself as
a regional security provider. He talks about the domestic logic of securing its
vital interests and growing international interest in India’s possible contribution
to collective goods in Indian Ocean region beyond being responsible for this
change.26

Rory Medcalf, from the Lowy Institute, Australia, in his scholarly article,
“Unselfish Giants? Understanding China and India as Security Providers”,aptly
summarises the growing inclination in both India and China of becoming
increasingly active as contributors of public goods in international security.27

Also there are indications of the Indian leadership’s desire to project India as
a ‘net security provider’.28 India’s then Prime Minister, Manmohan Singh, while
addressing the Annual Combined Commanders’ Conference in 2009 said, “The
[country’s] armed forces must be fully equipped to deal with all threat scenarios.
Our troops should be trained to fight anywhere, anytime and under any
conditions... their ability to deal with non-traditional threats must receive [even]
greater attention.”29 Similar views were expressed by then Defence Minister, A K
Antony, while addressing the Naval Commanders in 2011. He assured India’s
maritime neighbours of the country’s “unstinted support for their security and
economic prosperity” and that the Indian Navy had been “mandated to be a net
security provider to island nations in the IOR”.30

In assuming the role of a security provider, however, India needs to be cautious
and careful in responding to the expectations. Delivering a lecture on “India in
the 21st Century World”, the then National Security Adviser, Shiv Shankar Menon
said: “There is a demand that India be a net provider of security and we need to
take a call on that... The demand is that we step in, in terms of maritime security
and help in building maritime capabilities.” But India will have to “take the
basic decision on how far we are willing to assume these functions... we have not
decided”.31 It seems he was perhaps responding to the expectations from others
about a more robust role than the Indian Armed Forces had been performing
since independence.

How Do the Armed Forces Look at the Peace and
Stability Operations?

Of all the three Services in India, it is the Indian Navy that has been most explicit
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in enunciating a doctrine that encapsulates India’s regional interests and its role
in safeguarding these. Indian Maritime Doctrine clearly spell out the roles and
tasks with regard to operations beyond India’s shores. Among the principal roles
of the Indian Navy, the two that indicate India’s desire and willingness to provide
security away from its shores are: project influence in India’s maritime area of
interest to further the nation’s political, economic and security objectives; and
provide maritime assistance (including disaster relief ) in India’s maritime
neighbourhood.32 This is rightly so because navy has some characteristics that
make it suitable for carrying out such roles.33 One of India’s national security
objectives listed in Indian Navy’s Maritime Doctrine is to “strengthen co-operation
and friendship with other countries to promote regional and global stability”.34

The Doctrine also specifies military objectives and missions that indicate the
Armed Forces’, and particularly Navy’s, plans if not the readiness for providing
security in the region. Relevant for the purpose of this discussion are: objective—
safeguard India’s national interests and maritime security; missions—power
projection and expeditionary operations.35 The Doctrine also specifies the Navy’s
missions in diplomatic role, with the objective of promoting regional and global
security such as maritime assistance and support, presence to display credible
defence posture and capacity and peace support operations, besides the diplomatic
and military task of OOAC and Non-combatant Evacuation Operations
(NEOs).36 It also lists Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR)
and hydrography as some of its missions besides explaining the expeditionary
operations, distant operations and conflict scenarios for which the Navy should
be prepared.37

India has established an expanded maritime security cooperation framework
with various island countries in the Indian Ocean, namely, Sri Lanka, Maldives,
Mauritius and Seychelles as a mutual acknowledgement of the commonality of
the sea-borne security challenges and the need for cooperative approaches.38

Military equipment has also been gifted to a number of countries in the past,
including helicopters, landing craft, survey vessels, etc.39 India also has a robust
defence cooperation with many countries in the region and beyond. This involves
training exchanges, joint exercises, surveillance and hydrography and anti-piracy
operations and exercises.40

Iskander Rehman while analysing India’s Naval Doctrine has commented
that “over the past decade the Indian Navy has frequently displayed with a certain
panache its desire and capacity to be viewed as a provider of public goods as well
as a reliable partner”.41 In April 2002, as part of their bilateral cooperation, Indian
and US naval ships had engaged in joint escort duties in Malacca Straits.42

India’s then Chief of Air Staff, Air Chief Marshal NAK Browne, in a nuanced
statement mentioned that “India’s military was not preparing to fight other peoples’
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wars. There is a big difference in expanding strategic reach and being
expeditionary... Earlier, we have been talking of our strategic interests starting
from the Gulf of Aden to the Malacca Straits. But as the global footprint of India
increases, certainly the Indian Air Force [IAF] will be called upon to serve India’s
interests based on our capabilities”.43 Admiral Sureesh Mehta had also said that
“...contingencies can be envisioned where we may be compelled to cross the seas
to protect our own island territories, or even reach “out of area” to safeguard the
interests of our friends”. 44

Basic Doctrine of the IAF 2012 defines its vision as: “To acquire strategic
reach and capabilities across the spectrum of conflict that serve the ends of military
diplomacy, nation building and enable force projection within India’s strategic
area of influence.”45 Among its various role the doctrine lists: deploying and
employing forces to protect and project the national interests in any out of country
contingency operation.46 The main tasks that the Indian Air Force may be involved
in are: airborne operations, air transported operations,47 suppressing air defences,
transportation and logistics support including air supply and casualty evacuation
and suppression of hostile fire besides assistance in disaster management or
humanitarian relief tasks.

The Indian Army has not made its doctrine public, but it has taken part in
various UN Peacekeeping Operations (UNPKO) and combat operations as a
lead force in Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Maldives; therefore, it goes without saying
that the Army factors the overseas tasks in its planning. At one stage, the Indian
Peace-Keeping Force (IPKF) had 70,000 troops operating in Sri Lanka;48 four
army divisions including 4, 36 and 54 Infantry Divisions and 57 Mountain
Division and more than 100 infantry battalions saw action in Sri Lanka in two
and a half years as a result of normal turn over.49 Many specialised units were also
deployed.

Acquisition of assets like the C17 Globemaster III heavy-lift aircraft, C 130J
Super Hercules, IL-78 air-to-air refuelling tankers, long-range maritime
surveillance aircraft P8I Poseidon, aircraft carrier INS Vikarmaditya, remote
sensing satellites, amphibian ship INS Jalashwa,50 and continuing acquisition of
Mi-17 V5 helicopters, proposed new landing crafts, Chinook heavy-lift helicopters,
A330 multi-role tankers and Japanese-origin US 2i amphibious aircraft fits into
the overall capability development plans to make the armed forces modern and
well equipped readily deployable forces. Since Operation (Op) Pawan, the Indian
Army has grown in size and the other services have seen sizeable increase in assets
required for regional stability operations. India possesses a significant air borne
and air transported operations capability and amphibious capability51 which can
be employed at short notice at long distances. Therefore, the question of military
surplus to undertake such operations is not a constraint. It is also to be noted
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that the India has never recalled its troops from UNPKO even during conflicts
with its neighbours.

India’s Experience of Military Operations in the Neighbourhood

Indian soldiers had been participating in large numbers in operations overseas
during the colonial period.52 After independence India has participated in the
UNPKO the world over. But of all the engagements outside India, the ones that
had the largest footprint of Indian Armed Forces were the Bangladesh Liberation
War in 1971 and IPKF operation named Op Pawan, 1987-89, in Sri Lanka.
Op Cactus, undertaken at a much smaller scale to restore the legitimate
government in Maldives in 1988 was another operation which involved all three
services; army, navy and air force. Sri Lanka had also sought military assistance
from India in the past wherein in early 1971 about 500 Indian troops were sent
to secure the Colombo airport during a Communist (The Janatha Vimukthi
Peramuna) uprising.53 There were some smaller interventions in the past which
were important all the same. The aerial evacuation of King Tribhuvan of Nepal
in 1950 and his subsequent restoration to the throne was one such operation.54

Each of these operations had some unique characteristics which have been
well documented. Deeper analyses of these operations are beyond the scope of
this paper, except to highlight some important lessons which the government
and the Armed Forces need to consider for their planning and execution of
operations in future.

India’s involvement in the Bangladesh Liberation War was perhaps one of
the most significant exercise in responsibility-to-protect (R2P) when the citizens
of East Pakistan (now Bangladesh) were subjected to mass-scale atrocities55

resulting in the exodus of 10 million refugees to India56 and the displacement of
30 million people. The main aim was to enable 10 million refugees to return in
safety to Bangladesh and to ensure the security of India’s own borders.57 It was
characterised by: display of political will by India in the face of opposition by
powerful states like the US and China; diplomatic adroitness in signing The
Indo-Soviet Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation on August 197158  that
specified mutual strategic cooperation; and close cooperation between the Indian
Army and the Mukti Bahini.59 Also on display were coordination between the
political leadership, military and various agencies of the state in India, clarity of
objectives and a quick withdrawal after the politico-military objectives were
achieved. All three services employed their assets to achieve the common
objective.60

Some of the very same characteristics that led to the success of India’s
engagement in Bangladesh were sadly missing from the conceptualisation,
planning and conduct of Op Pawan. India’s then High Commissioner in Sri
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Lanka and later India’s Foreign Secretary as well as National Security Adviser, J
N Dixit opines that in glaringly negative contrast to the harmony, cohesiveness
and coordination which characterised Indian policies related to the Bangladesh
crisis in 1971, there was no cohesion in operational aspects of Indian policies
and harmonious coordination between agencies of the Government of India
dealing with the Sri Lankan crisis.61 Inter-departmental rivalries in the Government
of India resulted in lack of cohesion and coordination between these different
agencies.62 There was communication gap between the political leadership that
made the decisions and those who were required to implement them on the
ground.63 That adversely affected the outcome in Op Pawan.64 The inadequacy
of intelligence also had a serious impact on operations65 and the command and
control set up left much to be desired.66

India’s vital interests were of course at stake that influenced India’s decision
to get involved in Sri Lanka.67 These included India’s sensitivity to the involvement
of outside powers in its area of interest.68 Some analysts argue that neither the
political nor military objectives were achieved in the end; however, the inability
to achieve them was not on account of the failure of the IPKF but due to political
and diplomatic handling which was wrong from the start.69 Nevertheless, there
is no denying the fact that by the time IPKF withdrew, the Liberation Tigers of
Tamil Eelam (LTTE) was marginalised and provincial elections were successfully
held in the North and the East. There was the problem of the functional levels
of the Armed Forces not being kept in the loop before Op Pawan was launched.
Non-availability of political or military guidelines and insufficient intelligence
about the situation in Sri Lanka made the contingency planning by the Indian
Armed Forces difficult.70 Besides, the IPKF did not have full backing of the
Indian public opinion and faced hostilities from Sinhalese public opinion, while
it was viewed with an amount of reservation and suspicion by the Sri Lankan
Tamil population.71 The sensitivity to domestic politics notwithstanding, India
provided help to Sri Lanka even in 2009.72

J N Dixit also touches upon the important point about India’s loss of
credibility—not being able to fulfil the commitments given to a smaller neighbour
(Sri Lanka) by withdrawing troops suddenly—although the move got the
government a “good conduct certificate from different countries, at their own
motives”.73 It needs to be appreciated, however, that after the open call for
withdrawal of IPKF from then Sri Lankan President, Ranasinghe Premadasa, it
would have been impossible for IPKF to sustain the operations in Sri Lanka.
India’s former Chief of Army Staff, General VP Malik says, “After two years of
fighting and suffering heavy casualties, there was little support from the political
leadership and the country.”74 These factors will need to be taken into consideration
while planning for any future involvement abroad by Indian Armed Forces.
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About India’s broad approach to external involvements, J N Dixit opines
that:

... the withdrawal proves the point that India had no desire to maintain
a military presence in Sri Lanka beyond the timeframe desired by the Sri
Lankan Government... the induction and withdrawal of the Indian Armed
Forces from Sri Lanka were in conformity with the basic principle of India’s
foreign policy that the Indian Armed Forces would go abroad only for
peace keeping [sic] operations on the basis of the request from the parties
concerned, whether the parties concerned are the United Nations or an
individual political entity,... This was so in case of Bangladesh and
Maldives.75

This broad approach is likely to continue.

There were important lessons that emerged from Op Pawan which the policy
planners must pay attention to. Dr S Kalyanaraman writing in the Journal of
Defence Studies has cogently brought out major lessons from Op Pawan, which
remain relevant for future as well. These are: the imperative of a clear mandate;
the need for an effective military contingency planning process; the need of clarity
on command and control; the need for robust intelligence, planning and co-
ordination; and the importance of civil affairs to be integrated into the operational
planning.76

Op Cactus was launched in Maldives to foil a coup d’état by rebel forces
against President Gayoom in November 1988 while the Indian Armed Forces
were still involved in Op Pawan. The operation itself was small in comparison.
However, involving air assault at Hulhule and foiling an armed coup was India’s
first such rapid action strategic mission at the request of a neighbour. Swift
decision-making with the involvement of all stakeholders, speedy planning,
mounting and executing the operation with optimal resources assigned for the
task were the reasons for success.77 However, even during Operation Cactus, the
surveyed maps of Maldives were unavailable—a shortcoming that resurfaced.78

Concurrence by the US and Sri Lanka simplified decision-making. Successful
conduct of operations and immediate withdrawal of combat troops, except for a
small component retained at the request of the President of Maldives earned the
country appreciation. The operation also highlighted the need for a rapid action
force at national level which can undertake operations at short notice.

Anti-Piracy, NCE, HADR and UNPKO

During its anti-piracy patrols in the Horn of Africa, the Indian Navy has thwarted
40 attacks on Indian and foreign merchant ships since October 23, 2008. Indian
warships have been carrying out patrol in the Gulf of Aden along the
Internationally Recognised Transit Corridor (IRTC). So far over 2,671 merchant
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ships of varying nationalities, including 311 Indian flagged vessels, have been
escorted safely by Indian warships. To optimise the escort operations, the Indian
Navy coordinates patrol by its warship with that of the other navies.79 In the
past India has collaborated with Malaysia and Indonesia in controlling piracy in
the Malacca Straits, and is now regularly also carrying out anti-piracy exercises
with the countries in the Persian Gulf, countries of the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) and island states in the Indian Ocean.

The Indian Government uses the terms HADR for activities that assuage
human suffering caused by natural disasters like cyclones, droughts, earthquakes
or floods. This definition is narrower than the Western donors’ conception of
humanitarian assistance, which also includes helping civilian populations affected
by armed conflicts.80

The Indian Navy and Indian Air force have been involved in the NCE
operations on a number of occasions in the past. Three notable instances in this
regard were the evacuation of Indian citizens from Kuwait in 1990, from Lebanon
in 2006 and from Libya in 2011.81 Op Sukoon undertaken to evacuate the Indian
nationals from Lebanon, in which four ships of the Indian Navy were deployed
after the outbreak of hostilities between Israel and Lebanon in 2006, was unique
in that besides evacuating 2280 Indian citizens, the evacuated persons included
69 Nepalese, 436 Sri Lankan and seven Lebanese Nationals.82 The evacuation of
people of other nationalities was, however, not a deliberate exercise of being a
security provider.

The importance of HADR and the challenges that many countries in Asia-
Pacific face from natural disasters was brought out by the tsunami of 2004 during
which 2,89,944 lives were lost in India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka and Thailand alone.83

Besides the 2004 tsunami,84 many other disasters have taken place in India’s
neighbourhood such as floods in Sri Lanka in 2003,85 earthquake in Indonesia
in 2006, mudslides in Philippines in 2006, cyclone Nargis in Myanmar in 2008,
floods in Sri Lanka in 2011,86 floods in Thailand in 2011 and flash floods in
Philippines in December 2011.87 India provided help after most of these disasters.
India also airlifted relief material to Port Louis in the US in the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina in 2005,88 and provided humanitarian assistance to Kyrgyzstan
in the year 2010.89 The most dramatic display of India’s readiness to help its
neighbours was when Rajiv Gandhi took along the visiting Sri Lankan President,
J R Jayawardene, to the marooned Bangladeshi Island, Uri Char in 1985 to
show solidarity with the affected people.90

Of particular significance was the role of the Indian Armed Forces in their
response to requests for assistance after the December 26, 2004 tsunami. The
Indian Navy, Indian Air Force, Coast Guard and Army deployed some 20,000
troops, 40 ships and 32 aircraft (including helicopters) in the national and
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international effort that included Sri Lanka, Maldives and Indonesia. For the
international effort alone, the Air Force lifted 500 tonnes of relief material and
1,750 personnel by air; Navy delivered 735 tonnes and conducted 1,063 sorties
by sea, and the Armed Forces as a whole, provided medical aid to nearly 15,000
people. Indian Air Force helicopters and a naval ship were dispatched with relief
supplies within hours of request by Sri Lanka. The Indian Armed Forces were
able to demonstrate speed, proficiency at man-power intensive tasks, specialised
skills and a humanitarian approach in responding to the crisis that included search
and rescue, evacuation, relief supplies including food and water, shelter, medical,
diving and salvage operations, clearing of harbours, repair, restoration or services
and rehabilitation and reconstruction activities, including the laying of Bailey
bridges.91 India’s involvement in HADR operations is likely to continue in the
future as well.

One of the areas in which India has contributed significantly towards restoring
peace and stability globally, is the United Nations Peacekeeping Missions.
Discussing India’s approach to peacekeeping in the early years after its
independence, Francis Parakatil says, “When faced with any international dispute,
India’s first reaction was to attempt to settle it by peaceful means. It is patent,
then, that in principle it was against the use of armed forces by the United
Nations....”92 While speaking in the Parliament on August 3, 1950 about the
Korean crisis and India’s reluctance to send the troops there, Pandit Nehru declared
that to provide military assistance was beyond India’s capacity and that such
assistance, further, would make little difference. He reiterated the defensive
character of India’s military organisation by saying that “our whole defence
organisation has been built up and is looked upon as a defence organisation and
not from the point of view of service and not in distant theatres of war”.93 The
military capabilities have grown manifold since then.

Despite this assertion India sent a sizable Custodian Force to Korea (1953),
and also took part in various peacekeeping operations in Middle East (1948 and
1956), Congo (1960-64), Cyprus (1964) and West Irian operations (1962-63),
primarily because of its faith in UN as the only organisation which can play an
effective role in preserving peace.94

Since the inception of the UN Peacekeeping in 1950, India has contributed
more than1,60,000 troops, the largest number from any country, and has
participated in more than 43 missions globally, 156 Indian peace-keepers have
also made the supreme sacrifice while serving in the UN Missions.95 Presently,
India is the third largest troop contributor with 7,860 personnel deployed with
10 United Nations Peacekeeping missions.96 Involvement in peacekeeping
operations has increased Indian military’s situational awareness and the ability to
work with militaries of other countries in various regions of the world which can
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be leveraged in future if it has to undertake operations in any of these areas by
itself or, which is more likely, in conjunction with militaries of others countries.

India also provides training to personnel belonging to all the three services
of many countries in various defence institutions in India.97 Indian military
training teams have also been deputed, at different times, to undertake training
programmes in foreign countries such as Lesotho, Zambia, Seychelles, Bhutan,
Kampuchea, Iraq and Tanzania, under bilateral arrangements.

Bilateral and Multilateral Security Cooperation

David Brewster, Visiting Fellow at the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre,
Australian National University, opines:

In conjunction with an expansion of India’s naval capabilities, there has
been a significant extension of India’s maritime security relationships
throughout the region. Much of the emphasis has been in developing
relationships with small states at or near the key points of entry into the
Indian Ocean (including, Mauritius, Seychelles, Oman, Qatar and
Singapore).... Some of these states have long seen India as a benign security
provider and have maritime policing needs that India can usefully fulfil.
In some cases, India may not only be a cooperative security provider, but
may also effectively act as a security guarantor, as is arguably the case
with Mauritius and the Maldives.98

In the past, India has been a security guarantor to Nepal and Bhutan as well.
On a bilateral basis, India has provided assistance to Mauritius in protecting its
Exclusive Economic Zone from time to time; Mozambique for ensuring security
of the maritime frontiers during the African Union Summit held at Maputo in
July 2003 and for coastal security during the World Economic Forum Summit
and Afro-Pacific-Caribbean (APC) Heads of State from May 23 to July 13, 2004;
hydrographic and anti-piracy assistance to Seychelles besides holding a Joint Army
Exercise ‘Lamitye-11’ in 2011; and joint exercises with Sri Lanka, Maldives and
Seychelles Coast Guards in November 2010. Other ships have been making regular
visits for joint exercises with the Coast Guards of Singapore, Sri Lanka and
Maldives.99 Regular exercises are also held with some other ASEAN countries.
Such visits provide the Indian Navy and Coast Guard the situational awareness
and opportunity to forge linkages with the navies and coast guards of maritime
states. But India has to go beyond its motion of defence diplomacy100 and get
more closely involved in substantive military to military engagements like joint
exercises with the countries where the Indian Armed Forces may have to be
involved in future. Agreements on intelligence sharing, attending each other’s
military exercises, frequent interaction amongst service officers on either side,
export of military equipment, assistance in maintenance facilities, assistance in
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hydrography in coastal waters, help and development of seaports and airfields,
etc. need to be encouraged.

Conclusion

Analysis of India’s involvement in different types of operations in the past and
statements made by India’s political and military leadership provide an
understanding of the likely manner of involvement of India’s Armed Forces in
regional stability operations and the measures required to be taken to succeed.

Firstly, Indian Armed Forces will continue to participate in UNPKO, HADR
and NCE operations without much reservation anywhere, but definitely within
its extended neighbourhood and the IOR.

Secondly, it will get involved in all kinds of operations within its ‘sphere of
responsibility’101 to assure the countries involved of India’s commitment to their
security and stability. India has the ‘military surplus’ and is building up attendant
capabilities for undertaking such operations successfully and India’s benign
intentions are well recognised globally. However, the operational, organisational,
logistical and coordination related lessons learnt during the previous operations
will need to be implemented. A rapid reaction capability in all its dimensions
will have to be put in place.

Thirdly, it will need to have detailed contingency plans in place for large-
scale evacuation of its citizens with or without the consent of host countries.

Fourthly, before making the decision to get involved militarily, the leadership
will have to ask some fundamental questions to itself such as:

(a) Are India’s vital interests involved requiring Indian military’s involvement?
(b) Are objectives of the mission clear enough?
(c) Does the mission have public support at home and in the receiving

country?
(d) Do we have adequate intelligence about the operational area and the

situational awareness?
(e) Have adequate consultations between the government and the Armed

Forces been held and operational plans coordinated?
(f ) Are the military, diplomacy and the intelligence agencies on the same

page?
(g) Are the forces prepared to be employed combat ready and command

and control issues resolved?
(h) Are the logistics tied up, particularly if the operations are likely to be

prolonged beyond the initial planning period?
(i) How are current developments affecting India’s power, do we have enough

power to protect our vital interests and, how much of our power are we
willing to use to defend them?102
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Most importantly, as General Malik says, “Sending the forces outside our
own country for enforcing peace is an important national security decision. It
requires multi-institutional handling, political consensus and continuity.”103

ENDNOTES

1. Press Release by Prime Minister’s Office, “PM’s Speech at the Foundation Stone Laying
Ceremony for the Indian National Defence University at Gurgaon”, May 23, 2013, at
http://pib.nic.in/newsite/erelease.aspx?relid=96146 (Accessed August 11, 2014).

2. Altercasting is defined as projecting an identity, to be assumed by other(s) with whom one
is in interaction, which is congruent with one’s own goals. It is posited as a basic technique
of interpersonal control. When confronted with negative and attacking responses, subjects
tend to accord alter evaluative superiority at the task at hand and actively place the mantle
of responsibility on his shoulders. For a full discussion, see Eugene A Weinstein and Paul
Deutschberger, “Some Dimensions of Altercasting”, Sociometry, 26(4), Dec 1963, American
Sociological Association, Washington DC, p. 454, at http://www.jstor.org/stable/2786148
(Accessed August 9, 2014).

3. For details, see Davis Scott, “India’s Aspirations and Strategy for the Indian Ocean—Securing
the Waves?” Journal of Strategic Studies, 2013, at http://www.d-scott.com/wp-content/
uploads/2013/09/india-indianocean.pdf (Accessed August 11, 2014).

4. Colin Geraghty, “India in the Indian Ocean Region Re-calibrating U.S. Expectations”,
American Security Project, Washington DC, October 2012, at http://www.americansecurity
project.org/ASP%20Reports/Ref%200091%20-%20India%20in%20the%20Indian%20
Ocean%20Region.pdf (Accessed August 16, 2014).

5. See Transcript of the lecture on “Maritime Imperatives of Indian Foreign Policy”, delivered
by Mr Shiv Shankar Menon, then National Security Adviser of India on September 11,
2009, organised by National Maritime Foundation, New Delhi, at http://
www.indiahabitat.org/download/Maritime_Imperatives.pdf (Accessed September 4, 2014);
Also see Davis Scott, No. 3; Arun Prakash, “Maritime Security Of India: Future Challenges”,
November 26, 2013, at http://www.idsa.in/keyspeeches/MaritimeSecurityOfIndiaFuture
Challenges.html (Accessed September 1, 2014) and Admiral Nirmal Verma, then Chief of
Naval Staff, “India’s Role in the Indian Ocean—Strategic Challenges and Opportunities in
the Decades Ahead”, at http://www.maritimeindia.org/Eminent%20Person/Address-
CNS.html (Accessed July 8, 2014).0

6. Deliberations of a Working Group on Military and Diplomacy, Report of the IDSA Working
Group, under the Chairmanship of Lt Gen Satish Nambiar (Retd) and involving 17 ex-
diplomats, soldiers and scholars, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi,
2013, at http://www.idsa.in/book/DeliberationsofaWorkingGrouponMilitaryandDiplomacy.
html (Accessed August 11, 2014).

7. Net Security Provider: India’s Out-of-Area Contingency Operations, IDSA Task Force Report,
Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis, New Delhi, October 2012, at http://idsa.in/
book/NetSecurityProviderIndiasOutofAreaContingencyOperations, p. 71.

8. Ibid., p. 72.
9. S. Kalyanaraman, “Major Lessons from Operation Pawan for Regional Security Operations”,

Journal of Defence Studies, 6(3), New Delhi, July 2012, p. 29.
10. Kerry Longhurst, “From Security Consumer to Security Provider—Poland and Transatlantic

Security in the Twenty-First Century”, Defence Studies, 2(2), Taylor & Francis, UK, June
2002, pp. 50-62.

11. E. Barbe and B. Kienzle, “Security Provider or Security Consumer? The European Union
and Conflict Management, European Foreign Affairs Review, 12(4), The Netherlands, 2007,
p. 517-36.



Asian Strategic Review 201524

12. Jamal Sanad Al-Suwaidi, Prospects for the American Age Sovereignty and Influence in the New
World Order, Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research, Abu Dhabi, 2014, p.
508.

13. Ashley J. Tellis, Kick-Starting the U.S.-Indian Strategic Partnership, Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, Washington D.C., September 22, 2014, at http://
carnegieendowment.org/2014/09/22/kick-starting-u.s.-indian-strategic-partnership/
hpoa?reloadFlag=1 (Accessed September 24, 2014).

14. Sandeep Dikshit, “No Strings Attached to Sale of Ships”, The Hindu, Chennai, March 29,
2008.

15. Robert Gates, “America’s Role in the Asia-Pacific”, speech at the Shangri-La Dialogue,
Singapore, May 30, 2009, at http://www.iiss.org/conferences/the-shangri-la-dialogue/shangri-
la-dialogue (Accessed July 9, 2014).

16. US Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2010, Washington DC,
February 2010, p. 60.

17. Chidanand Rajghatta, “Senators Irked by India’s Iran’s Ties, Stalled Nuclear Trade”, The
Times of India, New Delhi, February 8, 2012, at http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/
us/Senators-irked-by-Indias-Iran-ties-stalled-nuclear-trade/articleshow/11809273.cms
(Accessed August 10, 2014).

18. “Stronger India Is Beneficial for World Peace: US”, The Economic Times, at http://
economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/stronger-india-is-beneficial-for-
world-peace-us/articleshow/41512374.cms (Accessed September 2, 2014).

19. David Brewster, “India: Regional Net Security Provider”, Gateway House, Mumbai,
November 5, 2013, at http://mea.gov.in/articles-in-indian-media.htm?dtl/22468/
India+Regional+net+security+provider (Accessed July 10, 2014).

20. Donald L Berlin, “India in the Indian Ocean”, US Naval War College Review, 59(2), Spring
2006, p. 59, at https://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/cc7b0300-af3a-47be-99c4-
4dd3cb9c801a/India-in-the-Indian-Ocean—Berlin,-Donald-L (Accessed August 12, 2014).

21. Ibid., p. 84.
22. For a discussion on the subject of India’s defence relationship with South East Asian

countries, see Pankaj Kumar Jha, “India’s Defence Diplomacy in South East Asia”, Journal
of Defence Studies, 5(1), New Delhi, January 2011, pp. 47-63.

23. S. Amer Latif, “India and the New U.S. Defense Strategy”, Center for Strategic and
International Studies, Washington DC, February 23, 2012, at http://csis.org/publication/
india-and-new-us-defense-strategy (Accessed July 9, 2014).

24. Ibid.
25. S. Amer Latif, “India Military Must Fill Gaps to Become Top Pacific Power: The Four P’s”,

Breaking Defence, at http://breakingdefense.com/2012/11/india-military-must-fill-gaps-to-
become-top-pacific-power-the-f/ (Accessed July 9, 2014).

26. C. Raja Mohan, “India as a Security Provider: Reconsidering the Raj Legacy”, ISAS Working
Paper No. 146, Institute for South Asian Studies, National University of Singapore,
Singapore, March 19, 2012.

27. Rory Medcalf, “Unselfish giants? Understanding China and India as security providers”,
Australian Journal of International Affairs, 66(5), Canberra, 2012, at http://
www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10357718.2011.570244 (Accessed July 9, 2014).

28. Simply defined, a country can be termed as a ‘net security provider’ if it provides more
security than it consumes the security provided by another country or by the international
system.

29. Quoted in Harinder Singh, Establishing India’s Military Readiness Concerns and Strategy,
IDSA Monograph Series No. 5, November 2011, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses,
New Delhi, p. 12. Also see Press Release, No. 1.

30. “Indian Navy-Net Security Provider to Island Nations in IOR: Antony”, October 12, 2011,



Political Will and Military Capacity to Provide Security 25

MoD Release, Press Information Bureau, Govt of India, at http://pib.nic.in/newsite/
erelease.aspx?relid=76590 (Accessed August 11, 2014).

31. “India Needs to Decide on Net Security Provider Role: NSA”, Indo Asian News Service,
at https://in.news.yahoo.com/india-needs-decide-net-security-provider-role-nsa-
170804307.html (Accessed August 11, 2014).

32. See Indian Navy’s official website, http://indiannavy.nic.in/about-indian-navy/roles-indian-
navy (Accessed September 1, 2014).

33. Sureesh Mehta, “The Indian Ocean Region Shaping India’s Maritime Strategy—
Opportunities & Challenges”, speech delivered at National Defence College, New Delhi,
November 2005, at http://tamilnation.co/intframe/indian_ocean/0511indian_maritime_
strategy.htm (Accessed September 5, 2014).

34. “Indian Maritime Doctrine 2009”, Integrated Headquarters, Ministry of Defence, Navy,
New Delhi, 2009, p. 6.

35. Ibid., p. 92.
36. Ibid., pp. 108-115.
37. Ibid., p. 84
38. Ministry of Defence, New Delhi, Annual Report 2013-14, p. 6, at http://mod.nic.in/

writereaddata/AnnualReport2013-14-ENG.pdf (Accessed September 4, 2014).
39. Ibid., p. 37.
40. Ibid., pp.184-94.
41. Rehman Iskander, “India’s Aspirational Naval Doctrine”, in Harsh V Pant (ed.), The Rise

of the Indian Navy Internal Vulnerabilities, External Challenges, Corbett Centre for Maritime
Policy Studies Series, London, at http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Indias_Aspirational_
Naval_Doctrine.pdf (Accessed August 12, 2014).

42. Vijay Sakhuja, “Challenging Pirates in Malacca Straits”, Society for the Study for Peace
and Conflict, New Delhi, at http://www.sspconline.org/opinion/ChallengingPiratesinMalacca
Straits_Vijay%20Sakhuja%20_200904 (Accessed September 4, 2014).

43. Sujan Dutta, “Military to Expand Strategic Footprint Rejig to Guard India Interests”, The
Telegraph, Calcutta, October 4, 2011, at http://www.telegraphindia.com/1111004/jsp/nation/
story_14586060.jsp (Accessed September 2, 2014).

44. Indian Navy, No. 32.
45. “Basic Doctrine of Indian Air Force 2012”, issued by Air Headquarters, New Delhi, p. 1,

at http://www.scribd.com/doc/109721067/Basic-Doctrine-of-Indian-Air-Force-2012-PDF
(Accessed August 10, 2014).

46. Ibid., p. 38.
47. Simply defined, air transported operations mean “the movement by aircraft of troops and their

equipment for an operation”. See http://www.thefreedictionary.com/air+transported+
operations. This requires landing of the aircraft at an airfield/air strip. Airborne operations
on the other hand generally means movement of trained paratroopers from a take-off point
and insertion/dropping in the chosen area of operation by using parachutes.

48. “India’s Vietnam: The IPKF in Sri Lanka, 10 years on”, interview of Lt Gen AS Kalkat
with Josy Joseph, Part 4, at http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/mar/27lanka.htm.

49. S.C. Sirdeshpande, Assignment Jaffna, Lancer Publishers, New Delhi, 1992, pp. 66 and
140.

50. Sarabjit Singh Parmar, “Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) in India’s
Natural Strategy”, Journal of Defence Studies, 6(1), January 2012, New Delhi, p. 94.

51. For details of manpower and equipment of Indian Armed Forces, see The Military Balance
2014, The International Institute for Strategic Studies, London, 2014, pp. 241-46.

52. C. Raja Mohan, No. 26.
53. V.P. Malik, India’s Military Conflict and Diplomacy: An Inside View of Decision Making,

HarperCollins India, New Delhi, 2013, p. 3.



Asian Strategic Review 201526

54. Air Headquarters, No. 45.
55. For details, see Yatindra Bhatnagar, Bangla Desh—Birth of a Nation, Indian School Supply

Depot, Delhi, 1971, pp. 121-140.
56. Gareth Price, “Diversity in Donorship: The Changing Landscape of Official Humanitarian

Aid”, The Humanitarian Policy Group, Overseas Development Institute, London, September
2005, p. 9, at http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk /files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/
416.pdf (Accessed September 11, 2014).

57. Lachhman Singh, “Letter from Mrs Indira Gandhi”, Victory in Bangladesh, Natraj Publishers,
Dehradun, 1981, Appendix-2, p. 297.

58. Richard Sisson and Leo E. Rose, War and Secession Pakistan, India, and the Creation of
Bangladesh, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1990, p. 242.

59. For details, see http://historypak.com/mukti-bahini/ (Accessed August 12, 2014).
60. Lachhman Singh, No. 57, p. 41.
61. V.P. Malik, No. 53, pp. 48-49.
62. J.N. Dixit, Assignment Colombo, Konark Publishers, New Delhi, 1998, p. 348.
63. V.P. Malik, No. 53, p. 25.
64. Ibid.
65. Ibid., p. 26.
66. S.C. Sirdeshpande, No. 49, pp. 142-43.
67. Ibid., pp. 6-7.
68. J.N. Dixit, No. 62, pp. 116-17. Also see Depinder Singh, IPKF in Sri Lanka, Trishul

Publications, Noida, 1991, pp. 24-25.
69. Ibid.
70. Ibid., p. 8.
71. Ibid., p. 347.
72. Arun Kumar, “Indian Government Offers Full Support for Sri Lankan War”, World Socialist

Web Site, February 21, 2009, at http://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2009/02/insl-f21.html
(Accessed September 14, 2014). Also see, Nitin Gokhale, “How India Secretly Helped Lanka
Destroy the LTTE”, August 21, 2009, at http://news.rediff.com/slide-show/2009/aug/20/
slide-show-1-how-india-helped-lanka-destroy-the-ltte.htm (Accessed September 14, 2014).

73. J.N. Dixit, No. 62, p. 294.
74. V.P. Malik, No. 53, p. 3.
75. Ibid., p. 3.
76. S. Kalyanaraman, No. 9, pp. 34-47.
77. V.P. Malik, No. 53, p.78.
78. Ibid., p. 63.
79. Annual Report 2013-14, p. 31, Ministry of Defence, New Delhi, at http://mod.nic.in/

writereaddata/AnnualReport2013-14-ENG.pdf (Accessed September 4, 2014).
80. Claudia Meier and C.S.R Murthy, “India’s Growing Involvement in Humanitarian

Assistance”, GPPI Research Paper No. 13, March 2011, p. 6, at http://www.gppi.net/
fileadmin/media/pub/2011/meier-murthy_2011_india_growing-involvement-humanitarian-
assistance_gppi.pdf (Accessed September 8, 2014).

81. For details of NCE operations and recommendations for improvement, see Net Security
Provider: India’s Out-of-Area Contingency Operations, Institute for Defence Studies and
Analyses, New Delhi, 2012, at http://www.idsa.in/book/NetSecurityProviderIndiasOutofArea
ContingencyOperations.html (Accessed September 10, 2014).

82. Information given by the then Defence Minister Mr. Pranab Mukherjee in a written reply
to a question raised by Mr. Assaduddin Owaisi in the Lok Sabha, August 24, 2006, at
http://pib.nic.in/newsite/erelease.aspx?relid=20224 (Accessed August 12, 2014).

83. R.P. Pruthi, “Tsunami and Their Impact on Human Civilization”, Agni, VIII (1), New
Delhi, January-March 2005.



Political Will and Military Capacity to Provide Security 27

84. Role of the IAF in the Tsunami Relief 2004 Op Sea Wave; Op Rainbow; Op Castor, at http:/
/indianairforce.nic.in/show_page.php?pg_id=115 (Accessed September 11, 2014).

85. Gareth Price, No. 56, p. 9.
86. “U.S., India send help to flood-battered Sri Lanka”, CNN, at http:// edition.cnn.com/

2011/WORLD /asiapcf/01/15/sri.lanka.floods (Accessed September 11, 2014).
87. Udai Bhanu Singh, “Disaster Management in South-east Asia”, Journal of Defence Studies,

6(1), New Delhi, January 2012.
88. Air Headquarters, No. 45.
89. “Indian Aid Flown to Kyrgyzstan”, IANS, July 6, 2010, at http://www.sify.com/news/indian-

aid-flown-to-kyrgyzstan-news-national-khgruccjedesi.html (Accessed July 17, 2014).
90. “Gandhi in Tour of Cyclone Zone”, Glasgow Herald, Glasgow, June 3, 1985, at http://

news.google.com/ newspapers?nid=2507&dat=19850601&id=mO89AAAAIBAJ&sjid=2Ug
MAAAAI BAJ&pg=2501,284038 (Accessed September 11, 2014).

91. Ministry of Defence, New Delhi, Annual Report 2004-05, p. 202, at http://mod.nic.in/
writereaddata/MOD-English2005.pdf (Accessed August 11, 2014).

92. Francis Parakatil, India and United Nations Peace-Keeping Operations, S. Chand & Co, New
Delhi, 1975, p. 192.

93. India, Parliamentary Debates, vol. 5 of 1950, pp 2, 3 August 1950, col. 371.
94. Satish Nambiar, For the History of India: History on Indian Peace Keeping, Centre for Armed

Forces Historical Research, The United Service Institution of India, New Delhi, 2009, p.
81.

95. For details, see https//www.pminewyork.org/pages.php?id=5 (Accessed August 25, 2014).
96. C. Raja Mohan, No. 26.
97. See http://www.itec.mea.gov.in/?1320?000. For details, see C. Raja Mohan, “India’s Military

Diplomacy: Legacy of International Peacekeeping”, ISAS Working Paper No.190, Institute
for South Asian Studies, National University of Singapore, Singapore, June 13, 2014,
Annexure 1, pp. 19-32.

98. David Brewster, “An Indian Sphere of Influence in the Indian Ocean?” Security Challenges,
6(3), Kingston, Australia, Spring 2010, pp. 1-20, at http://securitychallenges.org.au/
ArticlePDFs/vol6no3Brewster.pdf (Accessed August 10, 2014).

99. For details of Indian Naval Ships visiting these countries, see Government of India, Ministry
of Defence, Annual Report 2003-2004, p. 40; Annual Report 2011-2012, pp. 35-36, 198;
Annual Report 2010-2011, pp. 33, 37; Annual Report 2004-2005, pp. 40-41;; 2010-2011;
“Indian Naval Ship ‘Kalpeni’ in Maldives on Five-Day Joint Exercise Visit”, ANI News, at
http://aninews.in/newsdetail2/story98954/ indian-naval-ship-039-kalpeni-039-in-maldives-
on-five-day-joint-exercise-visit.html (Accessed August 16, 2014).

100. K.A. Muthanna, “Military Diplomacy”, Journal of Defence Studies, 5(1), January 2011, New
Delhi, pp. 1-15.

101. The author would define it as the immediate neighbourhood and small island states in the
IOR wherein the countries genuinely look for India’s help and the international community
expects India to provide help for restoring peace and stability, and wherein India’s vital
interests are involved.

102. Gautam Sen, “Defining National Interest”, speech at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies,
New Delhi, during Annual Internal Security Conference 2014, on September 12, 2014.

103. V.P. Malik, No. 30, p. 41.





INDIA AND ITS IMMEDIATE

NEIGHBOURS





3
Can India be a Security Provider to its

Neighbours: Competing Interests, Dichotomical
Expectations, Challenges and Constraints

Smruti S Pattanaik

India’s role in the region and its perception of its neighbourhood has seen
normative shifts in the recent past. First shift happened with the end of Cold
War when regional and local issues that received less priority due to the great
power rivalry, attracted focus and attention. This prompted certain foreign policy
choices. For the first time the concept of mutual security gained traction. Non-
traditional security became core rallying point for the countries in the region.
The second shift was discernable after the year 2000, when its neighbourhood
policy received a neoliberal thrust and there was a general movement towards
reinvigoration of its policy. Thereafter, trade and connectivity emerged as new
buzzwords. This change in approach was influenced by a confident India that
emerged in the aftermath of India’s nuclear test, coupled with its growing
economic prowess. Defence cooperation and joint military exercises emerged as
new thrust area. There was perceptible change in the manner in which India
looked at the world. While Indira Gandhi, writing in the Foreign Affairs on “India
and the World”; had argued, “We are not tied to the traditional concepts of
foreign policy designed to safeguard overseas possessions, investments, and carving
out of spheres of influence and creation of cordons sanitaires. We are not interested
in exporting ideologies,”1 India’s policy witnessed a significant shift. India in
2005 was not hesitant to articulate that it would prefer democracy though would
not impose on anyone against its wish.2 It openly articulated that it can play a
role of security provider indicating a new thrust in its foreign policy. This was
evident, when the then Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, laying the foundation
stone for the National Defence University in Gurgaon, said, “Our defence
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cooperation has grown and today we have unprecedented access to high
technology, capital and partnerships....We are well positioned, therefore, to
become a net provider of security in our immediate region and beyond’’.3 Though
the Ministry of Defence defines defence cooperation as a “tool in strengthening
bilateral relations”,4 yet, India is not seen as a reliable defence partner when it
comes to delivering military equipment. Its domestic constraints severely cripples
its external outreach. This was evident in the context of Sri Lanka during the
last phase of its war while New Delhi watched with concern the blossoming
defence cooperation of Sri Lanka with Pakistan and China. New Delhi’s
sluggishness in implementing its promise to deliver ammunition to Afghanistan
also puts a question mark on its role as a security provider especially in the context
of strategic partnership that this country has signed with Afghanistan. In spite
of such domestic constraints India’s growing international stature would require
New Delhi to assume a leadership role in the region. However, there will be
limits to its exercise of hardpower.

Several challenges would constrain India’s role, including bureaucratic and
institutional hurdles5 that cripple the prospect of any such role that it is aspires
for and is a primary contender in the region. However, to succeed as a country
that can provide security in the region, a reinvigoration of foreign policy in general
and neighbourhood policy in particular is required. MEA, which defines its role,
“to secure the country’s fundamental security and strategic objectives under the
dynamic circumstances and challenges of global politics and international relations”
has a budget which does not reflect the foreign policy aspiration or the goal set
out for the diplomats by the Indian state. Out of the Budget Estimate for 2014-
15 of Rs. 14730 crores ($ 2.43 billion), the Ministry of External Affairs is provided
with Rs. 9630.39 crores ($1.59 billion) under Non-Plan and Rs. 5100 crores
($0.84 billion) under Plan budget severely constraining its role.6 Commenting
on the resource constraint, the Parliament Standing Committee on External Affairs
expressed “their concern at serious under-resourcing of the Ministry of External
Affairs whose budgetary allocation and staff strength do not commensurate with
the global nature of its responsibility and emerging & expanding arenas of
engagement. The Committee notes that there is a vast gap between the
requirements and actual resources available at the disposal of the Ministry...it is
dismally inappropriate as compared to the mandate assigned to the Ministry.”7

The Ministry of Defence budget stands at Rs 229,000 crore ($37.9 billion) which
is inadequate for India’s Defence modernisation.8

Taking historical view, this chapter discusses what has shaped India’s role in
the region? How do neighbours perceive India and what defines the expectation
of the ruling elite, opposition and other stakeholders in the immediate
neighbourhood? What are the challenges that India faces in augmenting its
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neighbourhood policy in meeting expectation in the neighbourhood? Given the
emerging transnational challenges the chapter will discuss various bilateral treaties
and agreements that India has signed and the effort it is making in terms of
defence cooperation. The question is can India make a case for mutual security
with its neighbours since nature of threat has undergone change? Taking all these
factors into consideration this chapter assesses whether India can play the role of
a net security provider. It needs to be clarified here that India’s role as a security
provider as defined in this chapter does not imply military security only; it has
several dimensions which includes India’s developmental aid, its role in
implementing developmental projects and its role as a stabiliser in a region that
is witnessing several ethno-religious conflicts and struggling to consolidate
democracy.9 Though India’s role has been limited there is vast potential for India
to emerge as a security provider as it undergoes change given the evolving security
dynamics and challenges they pose to the region.

Augmenting Mutual Security: India’s Changing Role in
South Asia

Driven by security centric approach, which it inherited largely from the British,
India’s frontier policy, New Delhi concluded treaties with the neighbouring
countries as a means to protect its larger strategic interest in the region and that
of its neighbours. The role of external power and their attitude towards the
subcontinent is intimately connected to India’s security perceptions and the
bilateral relations that India share with its neighbours.10 The treaties and
agreements that India signed with Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka11

also catered to the security of these countries and not just that of India’s. For
example, India sent its navy to help the Sri Lankan Government, when such a
request was made, to fight the JVP insurgency in 1971.12 Since Sri Lanka was
unable to deal with the LTTE violence in North and the JVP violence in the
south it decided to invite the IPKF to enforce peace in the north. The aircraft
that was used to drop the IPKF for its peace mission in Northern Sri Lanka was
used to airlift Sri Lankan forces from North and East to the South to fight the
JVP insurgency.13 In these Treaties/Agreements two components of providing
security to its neighbours remained important. First, providing training to the
armed forces in the neighbourhood, including joint exercises and equipping them
as per their requirements based on specific requests and second, direct military
support if there is a request for such support from the host government as it
happened in the cases of Sri Lanka and Maldives.

China’s occupation of Tibet in 1950 influenced both India and Nepal to
sign a treaty that takes care of the concerns of the two countries.14 After the
signing of the 1950 treaty with Nepal, defence of Nepal became part of India’s
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security.15 India also advised Nepal on defence and foreign policy matters as Nehru
argued, “because both the matters are common to us”.16 Emphasising on mutual
security, Rana Prime Minister Mohun Shamser of Nepal, while speaking to the
Gorkha soldiers in Dehradun, said, “there are unbroken ties and traditional
friendship with our great neighbour India and this friendship has now become
more profound in that you are making valuable contribution in safeguarding the
security of India which is vitally important for Nepal also”.17 Both the countries
took steps to establish border check posts in the Nepal-China border, which was
jointly manned by Nepalese Army personnel and Indian wireless operators. India
also helped in the reorganisation of Nepalese Army under the Indian Military
Mission, which was converted to Indian Military Training and Advisory Group
(IMTAG). This mission was appointed on the request of Nepal in 1952 and was
finally withdrawn in 1969. Nepal’s old Treaty with Tibet was no more valid.
New Delhi also made it clear to Nepal that in case it wanted to negotiate a new
treaty with China to replace its old Treaty with Tibet; India must be made a part
of the negotiating team and such negotiation would only be held either in
Kathmandu or Delhi. It needs to be mentioned that the 1954 treaty with India
helped China to consolidate its position over Chumbi valley and for the first
time made China India’s neighbor. India also represented Nepalese interest through
the India Missions in the countries where Nepal did not have diplomatic
representation.

India and Bhutan shared similar concerns with regard to China. Developments
in Tibet in 1949 compelled the two countries to continue with the relationship
that British India had shared with Bhutan. The two countries therefore decided
to sign the 1949 treaty of Peace and Friendship. As a part of the treaty, Bhutan’s
foreign policy was to be guided by India. However, Bhutan pursued an
independent foreign policy and was a member of UN in 1971. Both the countries
have now signed a new treaty, which presumably constitute core security concerns
of the two countries. Though Nepal-China border dispute is settled; Bhutan is
negotiating a border agreement with China. The manner in which this border
dispute would be resolved would have strategic consequences for India.18 As a
Bhutanese analyst argued, “Bhutan’s greatest threat came from its northern
borders—be it suzerainty claims, cartographic invasion, territorial intrusion,
enclaves occupation etc...all was quiet on its southern front because an excellent
Indo-Bhutan friendship was thought to have guaranteed it. There was not a
single security post along the southern border.”19

It needs to be mentioned here that Beijing has constantly tried to undermine
India’s relations with Nepal and Bhutan while trying to expand its own relation
with them. It questioned their status as independent states due to the treaties
these countries had signed with India.20 China also aided and abetted insurgents
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groups in the North East. Its reluctance to resolve the border dispute with India
only heightens New Delhi’s suspicion. All these were seen as attempt to keep
India engaged in the region and curtail its emergence as a major player in the
world affair. Its refusal to recognise Bangladesh under Mujib as an independent
country also points to the pattern of Chinese engagement in South Asia.21

The 1972 treaty signed between India and Bangladesh also embodied “the
will of the two governments to pursue common policies in matters of interest to
both countries...”.22 Soon after Bangladesh’s liberation, India provided defence
equipment and also trained the Jatiyo Rakhi Bahini at the request of Bangladesh
Government.23 The mutual security concerns of the governments of India and
Sri Lanka was represented in the letter exchanged between Prime Minister Rajiv
Gandhi and President Jayewardene along with the Indo-Lanka Accord of 1987.
India continues to provide training to the armies of Nepal, Bhutan and Sri Lanka.

During the cold war; India looked at the region primarily from the military
security point of view taking into account the threats that external powers posed
to India’s security and stability. Neighbouring countries relations and engagement
with the great powers, China-Pakistan strategic and military nexus to counter
India, U.S. intention and interest in South Asia and its decision to arm Pakistan
were some of the major concerns for India. Subsequently, Sino-India war and
India’s military defeat in 1962 was followed by Pakistan-China Boundary
Agreement which laid the foundation of ‘all weather friendship’ with a clear
objective to counter-balance India. The 1962 war was also a serious setback to
India’s role as a security provider to the Himalayan countries of Nepal, Sikkim
and Bhutan.

The 1971 war and defeat of Pakistan which led to the creation of Bangladesh
reconfigured the new geo-politics of South Asia in which India emerged as an
unchallenged regional power. Its regional challenger Pakistan was weakened
substantially, though it started reasserting itself after the U.S. military aid to
confront the communist intervention in Afghanistan. U.S. relationship with
Pakistan and India’s relations with the Soviet Union were major factors that
influenced the approach of external actors to South Asia in general and India
and Pakistan in particular. India was extremely sensitive about the growing interest
and presence of the external powers in the neighbourhood. Whether it is the
U.S. listening post in Trincomalee, the fear of nuclearisation of Indian Ocean or
political instability and ethno-sectarian and religious conflicts in the
neighbourhood; India remained concerned about the implications that these
developments may have on its security and internal stability. The Janatha Vimukthi
Peramuna (JVP) revolt in 1971 and 1987 in southern Sri Lanka which received
some funding from North Korea and the Tamil rebellion in the North created a
situation of political instability in Sri Lanka. Sri Lanka Government also requested
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military aid from U.S., UK, China, Israel and other countries to crush Tamil
rebellion further compounding India’s apprehension regarding external powers
intervention and stability in its strategic neighbourhood. Further, the military
coup in Bangladesh where the U.S. and Pakistan played a behind the scene role
also raised concerns in India.24 Moreover, its policy of non-alignment was not
likened by major powers that saw it as direct affront to their power and influence.
The Indo-Lanka accord facilitated the Indian Peace Keeping Force presence in
Sri Lanka at the request of the Sri Lankan Government. Unfortunately its well-
intended mission, in which 1200 Indian soldiers lost their lives, could not produce
political dividends that New Delhi aspired for. In 1988, it successfully countered
a small rebellion that threatened President Gayoom’s regime at the request of
Maldivian Government. It was only towards the end of the cold war India’s regional
primacy was recognised by countries like the U.S. However, the end of cold war
brought alive many ‘simmering regional conflicts and bilateral rivalries’ and made
them geopolitically relevant.25

The Changing Matrix in the Post-Cold War Period

With the end of the phase of peace keeping mission in Sri Lanka, preventing
coup in Maldives, conflict resolution and mediation in the neighbourhood; India
adopted a policy of distancing itself from domestic political developments though
it kept a close watch on the evolving situation and engaging its neighbours
through a series of economic initiatives. New Delhi projected India as an
‘opportunity not a threat’.26 Coalition politics and associated instability kept India
embroiled in its internal politics. In addition, the balance of payment crisis in
the early nineties, the bitter experience in Sri Lanka and subsequent assassination
of Rajiv Gandhi informed India’s neighbourhood policy. The 1990s also witnessed
an emphasis on economic aspect of international relations that placed primacy
on trade liberalisation, market access and development of communication network
to facilitate trade. Globalisation also transformed the manner in which the nation-
states looked at their security. India signed Free Trade agreement with Sri Lanka
and took several measures to improve its trading relations with its neighbours.
This also brought economic issues to the agenda of SAARC in a vigorous manner.
India’s Look East Policy27 also required an emphasis on its regional policy in
which Myanmar and Bangladesh became important components.28 Its
relationship with China improved significantly after 1988 Rajiv Gandhi’s visit
and China also tried to distance itself from India’s bilateral conflict with
neighbours.29 With the India-U.S. rapprochement, in the post nuclearisation
phase; a degree of synergy on strategic issues emerged between India and the
U.S.

Democratic transition in the neighbourhood in the 1990s also had an impact
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on India’s approach. The new democratic dispensations were extremely weak and
in spite of political transition, the old ruling elites continued to hold their sway.
For example: in Pakistan, the Army remained a major player and thus anti-India
rhetoric peaked as successive democratically elected governments wanted to please
the army to prove their nationalistic credentials. The Bangladesh Nationalist Party
which is ideologically opposed to pluralism and secularism adopted anti-Indianism
as a vote bank strategy given the relationship the party shares with India in the
historical context; in Nepal in spite of democratic political transition the palace
retained its effective control over Nepal politics and there was bitter struggle for
power among the political parties; in Bhutan the refugee crisis unfolded drawing
the attention of the world community to a country that is considered as ‘Shangri-
La’; in Sri Lanka after the IPKF withdrawal, the failure of Colombo to reach a
political settlement contributed to the intensification of fight between the LTTE
and the Sri Lankan Security forces. Soon after the Soviet withdrawal, Afghanistan
witnessed civil war and power struggle ensued to control Kabul. One of the issues
that heightened India’s concern was cross border terrorism that was pursued by
Pakistan as a strategy. While tension related to terrorism in Punjab which Pakistan
was fuelling was on a wane, Kashmir drew international attention. Towards the
end of 1990s; India’s relations with the U.S. was tensed as it raked up the Kashmir
issue and actively encouraged separatist groups like the Hurriyat Conference.

India’s policy also witnessed a transition—from an emphasis on reciprocity
to unilateral concession under Gujral doctrine in 1997 and a transition from a
realistic thrust to a neo-liberal orientation after India’s economic reform propelled
a growth rate of 8-9 per cent which was previously unimaginable. It could thus
afford to invest, even in a limited way, in the neighbourhood. India focused on
infrastructure development and connectivity in the neighbourhood to lubricate
its growth engine. Former Prime Minister Manmohan Singh speaking in the
14th SAARC summit in 2005 accepted this as ‘India’s asymmetric responsibility’
in the region. Improvement of Indo-U.S. relations especially after the visit of
President Clinton’s reduced the mutual mistrust and suspicion.30 The growing
synergy provided India with strategic space in South Asia.

There was also a shift from over-emphasising bilateralism to multilateral
regionalism to engage neighbours at different levels. Moreover this economic
dimension of foreign policy also grew out of New Delhi’s aspiration to play a
global role and therefore needed to be rooted in a successful regional policy.
Moreover, India’s own growth is also linked to its neighbourhood policy. Realising
the obvious constraints that New Delhi faces in the region its neighbours want
to maximise their benefit and warn that India cannot be a regional leader unless
it resolve all outstanding issues with them to their satisfaction. However, India
cooperated with the governments that were willing to synergise their economy
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through Indian investment as connectivity emerged as a key that would drive the
economy. In this context, India extended $ 1 billion credit line to Bangladesh in
2011. It has more than $ 2 billion investment in Afghanistan and now $ 1 billion
credit line has also been provided to Nepal during Prime Minister Modi’s visit
in 2014.

The neighbourhood also saw the reactivation of external powers interest in
the region even though India retained its regional primacy. Sometimes India was
consulted or briefed by them. For example: the Norwegian mediation in Sri Lanka
where India stuck “to its role behind the scenes”.31 Considering continuing
instability in Nepal, India also facilitated political transition by bringing the seven
political parties and the Maoist together. India however watched with caution
the presence of UNMIN in Nepal, as a watchdog of surrendered arms and
combatants32 and increased social intervention of the EU in the NGO sectors in
both Nepal and Bangladesh. In Afghanistan, India supported the Karzai
Government and Afghan led dialogue with Taliban and signed a strategic
partnership agreement. But it was cautious to supply military equipment to
Afghanistan given the regional dynamics. (See Annex-I for India’s arms supply
to its neighbours). In spite of greatest provocation from Pakistan after 26/11
India restrained itself. This ensured that Pakistan troops remain engaged in their
western frontier with Afghanistan to fight the militants in the tribal area. During
Op Parakram in 2001 deployment of Pakistan troop in its border with India
allowed the Taliban and al-Qaeda to escape to Pakistan tribal area in search of
safe heavens.33 The two decades of 1990 and 2000 witnessed India’s deepening
economic engagement and continuation of its role as a country that would ensure
political stability through mediation, negotiation and if necessary defeating the
forces of instability by providing military aid and intelligence inputs to the
governments in the region.

This period also saw competing interest and re-emergence of Chinese factor
in the neighbourhood. China’s increasing presence in the neighbourhood is being
watched by India closely. Though the two countries are likely to compete to
increase their trade and economic linkages in South Asia; its strategic engagement
in terms of strengthening military ties (refer Annex II) and building strategic
ports would be a matter of concern and would affect India’s regional profile. The
Chinese interests in South Asia also became perceptively visible after 2000. Its
regional profile got a boost after it decided to supply weapons to Nepal and Sri
Lanka to enable the governments there to fight internal challenges taking advantage
of India’s constraint. Ethnic conflict and contestation, undermining the plural
character of the society or intrusive role of military is seen in the larger context
of India’s security. Because each one of them can lead to instability and considering
multi-cultural and plural character of Indian society; New Delhi cannot remain
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immune to these developments in the neighbourhood. India’s role however would
be severely limited since defence preparedness of many countries in the region is
based on a perception of threat from India, which includes military, political
interference and fear of economic and political domination.

Factors that Shape India’s Role: Expectations of Regimes,
Opposition Political Parties and Civil Society in the
Neighbourhood

India’s own conception of regional primacy or to treat South Asia as a strategic
unity is intertwined with neighbour’s sovereignty consciousness. The treaties that
India signed with neighbouring countries were deliberately undermined by
regimes that took over power subsequently.34 The more India tried to define its
security and stability in terms of a frontier policy; the ruling elites neighbouring
countries were less inclined to become part of that system.

While Pakistan’s approach to India was defined by two-nation theory that
resulted in permanent hostility between the two ideological rivals; other
neighbours’ approaches to India were defined by their perception of India,35 their
geophysical location, domestic elite contestation and their power equation with
India and most importantly their own approaches to their frontiers which are
inhabited by people who share affinities with their ethnic compatriots living across
the border in India.36 Authoritarian, military and undemocratic regimes have
also dominated the politics in the neighbourhood for significant period of time.
India emerged as a threat to those ruling elites who wanted to establish monolithic
states disregarding plurality of its populace. They perceived India’s credential as
a democratic polity and its political leaders’ sympathetic attitude towards
democratic movement within their country as a threat. Democratic forces in
these countries also maintain links with Indian political leadership. They look
towards India for political and moral support. Though India is not in the forefront
of exporting ideology to other countries, it has generally empathised with
democratic movements in the neighbourhood.37 However it has preferred stability
than democracy in the neighbourhood.38 India also played a role in Bhutan’s
democratic transition when Nehru visited Bhutan in 1958 and for the first time
Nepali migrants living in the southern part of Bhutan were given citizenship.
India’s role in restoration of monarchy and the institution of multiparty democracy
by helping in the overthrow of the autocratic Rana regime though was hailed
initially, but soon the monarchy’s decision to take over power brought discordant
note in the relations between the Nepal and India.39

Elite competition also affects India’s role; for example, the Indo-Sri Lanka
accord was sabotaged by Sri Lankan Prime Minister R. Premadasa who supplied
arms to the LTTE to fight the IPKF since he had a disagreement with President
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Jayewardene over the 1987 Indo-Lanka Accord.40 Similarly though Indian soldiers
sacrificed their lives in the Bangladesh’s liberation war; India’s contribution to
the liberation war is often questioned by conservative and anti-Indian forces that
attribute various motives to India’s role and its decision to help Mujib bahini.
This reflects the limitation of India’s role to provide stability and establish order
in a regional environment where significant elite remain hostile to India and
perceive its intervention in the context of domestic elite competition. Therefore
one observes a dichotomy between the desire of the ruling elites’ in the
neighbouring countries for India’s non-interference in their domestic matter and
a converse expectation from civil society groups, opposition political parties and
politically marginalised minorities that look for India’s support to mitigate their
grievances. Therefore, India has involved itself to seek inclusive and representative
government in the neighbouring countries.41

Examples of these contrasting expectation and political zero sum game in
the neighbourhood are many. Given the difficult political and democratic
transition in the neighbourhood, the Madhesis in Nepal expect India to pressurise
the Nepal Government for their larger political rights; the ruling regime in Nepal
wants India to exercise its political leverage over various groups to break political
deadlock and help in a successful political transition.42 In Bangladesh, the main
opposition political party want India to support its position on Care Taker
Government; whereas the civil society, other opposition political parties and
intellectuals want India to play a role in influencing Awami League government
to provide political space to the opposition citing their apprehension that rightist
elements would occupy the space vacated by a weakened opposition.43 India’s
inability to meet the contradictory expectations in the neighbouring countries
due to competing elite interest is perceived as a failure. For example: any truck
with BNP would make AL unhappy in Bangladesh and BNP resents AL’s close
relations with India;44 any support to Nepali Congress makes the Madhesi political
parties unhappy in Nepal. India has struggled to protect its interests sometimes
at the cost of democracy and political aspirations of the people in the
neighbourhood.45 In Sri Lanka, while the government wants India not to pressurise
them to devolve powers to the Tamil under the Indo-Lanka Accord of 1987; the
Tamils want India to put pressure on Sri Lanka to deliver the long promised
devolution of power. Yet, India was instrumental and provided support to the Sri
Lankan Government to eliminate the LTTE. State’s interest to protect its security
and maintain its internal stability sometimes comes as a disappointment to various
democratic and civil society movements which look for India’s support and
leadership role in promoting a plural and democratic society. Therefore, while
India’s role is seen as a factor of stability by the opposition, the ruling elites
perceive it as a potential factor of instability. This situation may change in Sri
Lanka with a new government assuming power.
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While there is a heightened expectation from India in the neighbouring
countries, vested interests continue to project and couch India’s role as ‘hegemonic
and big brotherly’, hampering any positive engagement. Looking at bilateral
relations from a nationalist perspective makes such engagement a zero sum game.
Ironically, enormous expectation from India to help the neighbouring countries
in fulfilling their developmental agenda, providing their product market access
is not matched with an assurance not to undermine India’s security by fostering
forces that can destabilise India. Rather, China card becomes a useful instrument
to counter India. This is justified as their freedom of choice in exercising foreign
policy. Dichotomical approaches, exaggeration of Indian threat and imaginary
grievances are used to justify foreign policy choices of the countries in the
neighbourhood.46

At the same time there are countries that criticise India’s reluctance to take
stance in resolving the problem or help them to overcome the security situation
they are facing. India’s refusal to intervene in the Bhutanese refuges issue which
drew criticism from Nepali political elites, though India advised Nepal and Bhutan
to bilaterally negotiate and settle the issue. India’s refusal to get directly involved
in the Sri Lankan ethnic conflict after 1990 and its refusal to send military help
when Sri Lanka forces faced debacle in the war to control Jaffna in 2000, New
Delhi’s inability to directly supply weapons to Afghanistan in 2013 after signing
strategic partnership agreement with Kabul are some of the instances.

Another factor that impacts on India’s role is the identity politics in the
neighbourhood that often portrays India as the ‘Other’. Most of the states in
South Asia have constructed a national identity that emphasises on their
distinctness from India.47 Socio-cultural commonality sometimes is frowned upon
by elements within these states that also have been at the forefront of fomenting
anti-India sentiments constraining India’s role. Projecting India as an ‘enemy’ or
a ‘hegemon’ do not create conducive atmosphere for India to play a role
commensurating to its political and economic strength.

Consolidating Cooperation in the Neighbourhood: Bilateral
Treaties, Agreements and Bilateral Aid

To consolidate security and keep the external powers out of the region, India
replicated some of the treaties of the British India Empire especially in its
relationship with Nepal and Bhutan. It also tried to forge new ties with other
countries of the region. With Afghanistan, it concluded a Treaty of Peace and
Friendship in 1950. It also offered a Treaty of Peace and Friendship and no war
pact to Pakistan. The Treaty of Peace and Friendship which India signed with
Sheikh Mujb’s Government is a case in point. This treaty was one of the most
controversial treaties, extremely politicised and never operationalised; it was seen



Asian Strategic Review 201542

as an affront to the sovereignty of the newly liberated nation which lapsed unsung
in 1996. Except for Nepal, where India has agreed to revise the 1950 Peace and
Friendship Treaty; India has signed new treaties that takes into account the
aspirations of the nation states in an emerging global order. Economic security,
partnership and connectivity have found emphasis compared to the elaborate
security centric features of the past treaties which were framed in the cold war
period and based on the apprehensions of the post-colonial state. Brief analysis
of various agreements India has signed with the neighbouring countries points
out towards the new thrust in India’s neighbourhood policy. For example,
terrorism has found mention in most of these bilateral cooperation mechanisms.

India has signed a revised Peace and Friendship Treaty with Bhutan in 2007,
Development Partnership Agreement with Bangladesh and Maldives in 2011,
Strategic Partnership Agreement with Afghanistan in 2011.

Framework Agreement on Cooperation for Development between India and
Maldives, which was signed in 2011, takes into account the aspirations of the
people of both the countries. It includes trade, connectivity, environment, disaster
management, training and capacity building. Article five takes into consideration
the geographical location of both the countries and promises cooperation on the
issues of piracy, maritime security, terrorism, coordinated patrolling and undertakes
to train and build the capacity of police and security forces.48 The agreement
attests the advantage they have in cooperating in identified issues of mutual
concerns.

It has trilateral maritime cooperation mechanism with Sri Lanka and Maldives
taking into account the emerging challenges of piracy and terrorism. Under the
trilateral maritime cooperation the three countries have agreed,

“to enhance Maritime Domain Awareness (MDA) through access to
systems run under the aegis of the International Maritime Organisation
(IMO), such as Long Range Identification and Tracking (LRIT) services
and sharing of Automatic Identification System (AIS) data; Training and
capacity building initiatives in areas of MDA, Search and Rescue and Oil
Pollution Response; and Joint activities including trilateral exercises,
maintaining lines of communication on illegal maritime activities,
formulation of marine oil pollution response contingency plans and
cooperation in legal and policy issues related to piracy”.49

The letter exchanged between the Prime Minister of India Rajiv Gandhi and
President Jayawardene of Sri Lanka along with the Indo-Lanka accord, provides
an insight into mutual security concerns of the two states. Sri Lanka pledged to
meet India’s security concerns arising out of the employment of foreign military
and intelligence personnel, not allowing Trincomalee or any other ports to be
used by any other country which may be considered prejudicial to India’s interest,
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not allowing foreign broadcasting corporations for any military and intelligence
purpose. India also agreed to deport all Sri Lankan citizens engaged in terrorism
or advocating separatism from Indian soil as well agreed to provide training and
military supplies to Sri Lankan security forces. It has annual defence dialogue
with Sri Lanka

India’s relations with Nepal are guided by the 1950 treaty. India shares an
open border with Nepal which is marked by layers of relations between the people,
political elites and armies of the two countries. India has close defence cooperation
with Nepal. The chief of army staff in one country is also honorary chief of staff
in the other country. The most significant aspect of the treaty is that it provides
resident status to the Nepalese citizens in India, allowing them to work in India
and vice versa is also applicable to the Indian citizens. However, Nepalese have
benefitted more in terms of employment in India such that Nepalis can seek jobs
in all the fields except for Indian Foreign Service, Indian Administrative Service
and Indian Police Service.50 India also recruits Gorkhas to the Indian Army, a
unique feature in the relations between the two countries. Both the countries
have institutionalised India-Nepal Bilateral Consultative Group (BCG) on security
issues that have been meeting regularly. Some of the issues that the two countries
discuss are military training, defence hardware and information sharing.

India signed a new treaty with Bhutan in 2007. This treaty replaced the
1949 treaty which made Bhutan’s foreign policy a subset of India’s foreign policy.
The revision of this treaty was in the interest of both the countries. Article two,
of the revised India-Bhutan Friendship Treaty envisages close cooperation on
issues relating to their national interests. Both the countries also pledge not to
“allow the use of its territory for activities harmful to the national security and
interest of the other.”51 Article four, allows Bhutan to import arms, ammunition
and warlike material through the Indian territory, subjected to India’s satisfaction
that these would not pose any sort of danger to India. Both the countries also
undertake to provide equal justice to each other’s citizens. Indian Military Training
Team (IMTRAT) was established in 1963 that provides training to the Royal
Bhutanese Army.

India signed Framework Agreement on Cooperation for Development
Bangladesh in 2011. Article nine of this agreement provides an assurance that
the territory of the two countries would not be used for activities harmful to the
other. This new treaty also endorses cooperation on entire gamut of issues which
include trade through road, rail, inland waterways, air and shipping, river water
sharing, flood forecasting and control, natural disaster management, sharing of
electricity, sub-regional cooperation in the power sector.52 This treaty reflects India’s
concerns as insurgent groups were provided shelter in Bangladesh in the past.

Unlike other countries in the region, India’s relationship with Afghanistan
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is based on strategic partnership. Both the countries are facing terrorism emanating
from Pakistan that threatens to destabilise the countries. An agreement was signed
in October 2011, which has clear provision for training, equipping and capacity
building of Afghan security forces to face the post transition challenges. Both the
countries also intend to fight international terrorism, organised crime, trafficking
in narcotics, money laundering etc. The agreement provides strategic dialogue at
the level of national security advisor and summit level consultations between the
foreign ministries once a year. It has now been able to train 1,050 Afghan National
Army officers at various military establishments in the country. It is also training
officers in counter-terrorism operation, counter IED, information technology
and battle field nursing assistance.53 India is mulling the option of sending military
advisors to train Afghan troops in their home terrain to make the training more
effective. It has undertaken to finance Russia to supply military equipment like
armoured vehicles, artillery, tanks and helicopters to Afghanistan as a part of
post 2014 stabilisation effort. This payment also includes repair of old Soviet
weapons. Interestingly, when Hamid Karzai made a request to India to supply
weapons T-72 battle tanks, 105mn howitzer and some transport helicopters India
was non-committal. At present, India’s decision to finance sale of weapon from
Russia to Afghanistan has been suspended which many people believe is a change
of policy of the new Afghan Government. India is committed to Afghan stability
and would not like to see an emergence of radical elements which will have security
implications for India.

India’s role as security provider in the region does not include Pakistan due
to the state of bilateral relations between the two countries. As an affirmation to
not use force to settle disputes, Nehru had proposed a no-war pact to Pakistan
in 1949 to keep Islamabad and the sub-continent away from the cold war politics.54

Subsequently, other political leaders like Indira Gandhi and Morarji Desai also
offered ‘no war’ pact and peace and friendship treaty. Pakistan also proposed no
war and non-aggression pacts to India in the early eighties only to silence Delhi
over U.S. arms supply to it in the aftermath of Soviet intervention in Afghanistan.55

In 2005, the then Prime Minister Manmohan Singh again evoked the desire that
both countries can think of signing a Treaty of Peace and Friendship. Without
mutual trust and confidence such treaties are just letters lacking the spirit which
is the soul of any treaty.

Both the countries have signed the Simla Agreement and Lahore Declaration
as a framework of bilateral relations which has components to enhance bilateral
relations.56 Simla Agreement prevents hostile propaganda targeting each other,
territorial integrity and non-interference. Article one also prevents organisation,
assistance or encouragement of any acts detrimental to the maintenance of peaceful
and harmonious relations.”57 Lahore declaration of 1999 makes it contingent
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upon the two countries to recognise, “that the nuclear dimension of the security
environment of the two countries adds to their responsibility for avoidance of
conflict between the two countries.”58 The two countries agreed to reduce the
risk of nuclear accident and unauthorised use of nuclear weapon and make a
joint effort to combat terrorism. The MoU also envisages bilateral consultations
on security concepts and nuclear doctrine for peace and stability.

Pakistan in the past, under Musharraf regime in 2004, promised that it would
not allow its territory to be used by terrorists targeting India. Yet, India has
remained a target of Pakistan based terrorists often supported by the ISI. Both
the countries established a Joint anti-terror institutional mechanism, “to identify
and implement counter-terrorism initiatives and investigations” in 2006 which
is defunct now.

In India’s overall strategy and foreign policy, arms export do not constitute
a major part of India’s strategic planning except in few cases where India “has
resorted to “gifts” and minor exports to promote its foreign policy”.59 During the
Eelam war IV, India provided 24 L-70 guns, 24 battle-field surveillance radars,
11 USFM radars, four Indra-II radars and 10 mine-protected vehicles, among
other things, to the Sri Lankan forces. It is now training around 800-900 Sri
Lankan Military officers in India.60 Helping to build the capabilities of the armed
forces in the region through training and joint military exercises now forms an
important component of India’s role as a security provider. High level visits and
holding regular talks with the armed forces in the neighbouring countries has
now become a norm.61 Institutionalising military ties would help to remove any
mistrust and also help in evolving synergy and better understanding between the
armed forces. The counter-terrorism exercise with Bangladesh in Jorhat, Assam
in 2009 has remained the only example of such cooperation. However, both the
countries have annual army staff talks. The three services of India and Sri Lanka
also hold annual staff talks. India and Nepal held first battalion level joint exercise
in 2013 known as ‘Surya Kiran’. India is supplying Dhruv advanced light
helicopters (ALH) to Maldives and its Dornier reconnaissance aircraft undertakes
maritime patrol and surveillance operation in Maldives.62

India also pursues regional and sub-regional cooperation to bolster its
economic and strategic interests in the region. SAARC provides a forum to India
to pursue cooperation in South Asia and also addresses the common concern of
terrorism. Both the convention on terrorism signed in 1988 and later the additional
protocol ratified in 2003, provide a framework of cooperation in the region.
India is now playing a leadership role in SAARC and takes regional initiatives,
while providing unilateral concession.

India has established a technical and economic cooperation with other
countries, known as ITEC, a flagship program to further India’s foreign policy
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objectives. This budget head caters to India’s multilateral and bilateral aid and
assistance programmes to neighbouring and other developing countries. This
assistance is provided to immediate neighbouring countries and also to the
countries in Africa, Central Asia, South East Asia and Latin America. It also
caters for Aid for Disaster Relief and humanitarian aid. The provision also includes
a plan component for providing aid assistance to Bhutan, Myanmar and
Afghanistan.63

Countries Actual 2012-13 Revised 2013-2014 Budget 2014-15

Plan Non-Plan Total Plan Non-Plan Total Plan Non-Plan Total

Afghanistan 5.00 485.96 490.96 50.00 475.24 525.24 126.00 550.00 676.00

Bangladesh 281.20 281.20 - 580.00 580.00 - 350.00 350.00

Bhutan* 1538 1872.98 3410.98 2520.00 1589.00 4109.00 4724.00 1350.00 6074

Nepal - 292.55 292.55 - 380.00 380.00 - 450.00 450.00

Sri Lanka - 248.20 248.20 - 410.00 410.00 - 500.00 500.00

Maldives* - 16.43 16.43 - 168.00 168.00 - 183.00 183.00

Myanmar 59.50 62.37 121.87 180.00 75.00 255.00 150.00 180.00 330.00

Source: Union Budget, 2014, Notes on Demand for Grants, 2014-15, No 32/Ministry of External Affairs,
p.110,
*The figure for Maldives and Bhutan includes Advances to Foreign Governments apart from assistance
under Technical and economic cooperation which other countries of the region receive.

Can India Play a Role in Non-Traditional Security?

While traditional security threats limit India’s role; cooperation on the non-
traditional threats opens up new opportunity for India to play a regional role.
Since security is a comprehensive concept; India’s core strength should be to
focus on economic development through investment, building infrastructure
network and provide leadership role in regional multilateral organisations through
capital investment. Its geographical location can be used to facilitate regional
connectivity and trade. Such engagements would provide socio-political capital
in form of generating good will for India across the region which would help
India to play a positive role in the region. Its leadership role would require that
it provides its neighbours economic benefits, technological and scientific support
in terms of weather forecast, climate change and disseminating data obtained
through satellite, which can be shared. While some countries may look at India
with mistrust and suspicion due to the domestic political dynamics, there would
those that continue to look at India as a security provider. For example,
Afghanistan and Bhutan are likely to look at India as a major strategic and
economic partner. India is also engaged in South Asia Sub-regional Economic
Cooperation (SASEC) for establishing cross border multimodal transport
network.
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While political instability, disaffection between the ethnic/religious groups,
increasing Chinese interest in the region would bring new challenges to India’s
role in the region, it cannot remain immune to issues of terrorism, smuggling of
contrabands, small arms that impinge on its border management and security of
the region. Moreover, issues of environmental degradation, river water sharing
etc. will affect India’s relationships with its neighbours as these are trans-border
issues of mutual concern. There are as well some new security challenges that
may change India’s role in the region.

India can play a role in disaster management and relief, wherein, New Delhi
can emerge as a net provider of security. India’s role in tsunami relief demonstrated
that in the South Asia region given the geographical proximity, India can act
faster than other countries and is capable to provide relief and evacuation in the
time of natural disaster. For example, in Kashmir earth quake in 2005, India
offered army helicopters to help in evacuation. Pakistan, though accepted twenty-
five tons of food, medicine, tents, blankets and plastic sheets from India, it rejected
India’s offer of military helicopter manned by its personnel. In 2010 India provided
$ 25 million as flood relief to Pakistan which was channeled through the United
Nation as requested by Islamabad. It announced INR 30 million to Nepal as a
part of flood relief in August 2014. In the recent ‘water crisis’ in Malé, the capital
of Maldives, India was quick to send water when 150,000 residents were without
water. Two naval warships, the INS Sukanya and the INS Vivek were pressed
into action to purify water through Reverse Osmosis (RO) systems while ten
plane loads of water were dispatched to deal with the crisis and its help reached
faster in comparison to other countries.

To augment its role in non-traditional security sphere, India also needs to
have a separate department in the foreign ministry that deals with disaster
management and relief and such relief needs to be readily available whenever
India’s help is sought. Failure to deliver relief material announced by New Delhi
in the time of natural disaster can hamper India’s regional role, even though the
failure to provide rice to the cyclone Sidr affected people in Bangladesh could
have been avoided.64 The parliament committee has also found that, “in several
cases, the MEA has not been able to provide funds for the projects committed
and announced by the Head of States/Government/Ministry of External Affairs
on strategically important visits to the foreign countries due to budgetary
constraints.”65 India can share the flood data with the lower riparian countries of
the region to help mitigate impeding disaster that could cause havoc in the
countries. Prime Minister Narendra Modi has already announced that India will
provide help in disaster relief and launch a satellite that would benefit South
Asian countries, “in areas like education, telemedicine, disaster management,
resource management, weather forecasting and communication.”66 These are areas
where India enjoys significant advantage.
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Maritime and coastal securities are emerging concerns in the region. Piracy
is a global concern and India is emerging a major player given its maritime
capability. While countries of the region face several threats including the
possibility of terrorists using the sea routes to transit arms and ammunition;
effective cooperation is yet to be put in place. India needs to devise mechanism
to engage Bangladesh in the maritime sphere. It already has institutionalised
trilateral maritime cooperation with Sri Lanka and Maldives. It also conducts
annual Indian Ocean Naval Symposium (IONS) of which Pakistan and
Bangladesh are members. Cooperation on coastal security and collaboration
between the navies would help the four littoral states of South Asia, which are
also members of Indian Ocean Rim Association.67 Already India has initiated
Coordinated Patrol (CORPAT) with Myanmar and there is a navy to navy staff
talks between India and Bangladesh. Sri Lanka and India have also initiated annual
naval exercise known as SILINEX. India and Sri Lanka had close maritime
cooperation including joint patrol and sharing of intelligence which helped Sri
Lanka to defeat terrorism in 2009.

Bridging the Gap between India’s Capability and Role

To optimise India’s role in the region while taking into account various
constraints, it would be important to bridge the gap between India’s capability
and its role. In this context, judiciously managing the resources by selecting
priority areas, reducing bureaucratic bottlenecks to implement projects in time,
utilising India’s scientific advancement for common good of the region and
wherever necessary providing unilateral concessions would to a large extent bridge
the gap. Though India has now established Development Partnership
Administration (DPA), it would be important to operationalise it. To complete
projects in time, the MEA has suggested money needs to be provided at the
budget estimate stage for better planning and implementation.68 India’s political
and security stakes in the neighbourhood is very high, at the same time it needs
to select projects that are of strategic relevance and also provides it visibility and
connects it to the people in the neighbouring countries; for example, infrastructure
projects in Afghanistan and Sri Lanka. Resource constraint would not allow India
to invest in a massive manner as China has done in Sri Lanka. Moreover, China’s
pattern of economic engagement is different since it brings in its own labourers
to work in many of its development projects. Such pattern of engagement is a
strict no-no for India in the neighbourhood where vested interests look for
opportunity to propagate anti-Indianism. India has chosen joint venture as a
mechanism of cooperation, which also provides a stake to the host country with
a motive to strengthen institutional cooperation. This, however, leads to the delay
in the completion of projects since the files need to be cleared by relevant
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departments in the two countries, this unnecessarily delays the projects and leads
to the escalation in cost. This is also one of the reasons why Chinese investment
is preferred even though the interest rates are high.69 Security is also a major
concern that hinders the completion of project in time, for example: the Salma
dam project in Afghanistan.70

India also needs to significantly improve its image on the account of the
promises it makes and its implementation. This creates a huge blow to India’s
credibility and needs to be corrected.71  For example, in the context of Bangladesh,
due to bureaucratic procedures the $ one billion credit line that India has extended
has not been fully utilised. Even, the grant of 200 million which was announced
by the finance minister during his visit to Dhaka in May 2012 was not provided
in time.72 Taking this into account the standing committee on external affairs in
2014 said that it believed, “commitments made at the highest political level with
cabinet approval are an integral part of India’s foreign policy and it should be
mandatory for ministry of finance to honour such decisions and provide funds
for such commitments.” It suggested that “the MEA and ministry of finance
must explore the possibility of creating separate head with specific mandate of
fulfilling the commitments and agreements made for projects/aid signed at the
highest level”73 India’s economic diplomacy is at a nascent stage and would need
reinvigoration and has to be imaginative. Unlike, the western donors, Indian aid
are channeled through the host government and the sectors for investment are
identified by the host country which is generally appreciated by the aid receiving
countries. Already there are changes in the manner in which India had engaged
with its neighbours in the past. The political emphasis that Prime Minister Modi’s
visit to Bhutan and Nepal placed should be combined with bureaucratic synergy
and reinvention of a mindset that is conducive to India’s security requirement
and the vital roles that the neighbours can play to accomplish that and also have
a stake in it.

India needs to adopt a mechanism of single window clearance. The
Development Partnership Administration (DPA) needs to be revitalised. The DPA
was created in January 2012 to “effectively handle India’s aid projects through
the stages of concept, launch, execution and completion” but “the resource
structure in DPA is still in the stage of development and augmentation”.74 The
constitution of DPA as a separate department is a significant development. It has
three separate departments known as DPA I, II, III. DPA I handles grant assistance
projects in Bangladesh and Sri Lanka apart from other countries and scrutinises
project through interministerial MEA and Department of Economic affairs
Standing committee. DPA III implements grant assistance projects in Afghanistan,
Maldives, Myanmar, Nepal and Sri Lanka. Though there are mechanisms at place
to get finance ministry sanction, Foreign Service officers to be placed at other
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ministries, it is clear that such mechanism is not effective. While there is a
coordination centre at the MEA to coordinate foreign students’ affairs, there needs
to be a separate mechanism that addresses the financial aspect of the funding and
energising defence cooperation with the neighbouring country. Probably there is
also a need to look at the structure of decision making and address the issue of
delays in project implementation.

Some of the areas where India needs to work are, first, to emerge as a regional
voice in multilateral forums to represent the interest of the countries of the region
given India’s international stature. Wherever possible it should consult its
neighbours and synergize a common approach in multilateral negotiations. It
also needs to help in providing cooperation in the field of science and technology.
India’s role as a security provider includes economic, natural disaster and military
security. It extensive cooperation on security and defence matters has not graduated
to assume the role of a security provider in South Asia.

India’s role as a security provider would be shaped by how it manages six
major challenges. First, its capacity to tackle internal security issues at home.
Second, its capacity to meet the challenges of terrorism sponsored by Pakistan.
Its lack of well-defined objective in Op Parakram mobilisation, its inability to
deal with the Mumbai attack where it failed to respond effectively to Pakistan
sponsored terrorism do not evoke awe for a country of India’s size, capacity and
international standing. Third, is the lack of political resolve and will to take
some of the nagging bilateral issues to appropriate conclusion and the compulsion
of domestic political imperatives which handicaps its external policy as one saw
in the case of India’s Bangladesh and Sri Lanka policies. Its Nepal policy also has
several stakeholders with conflicting interests that curtail the emergence of a
coherent policy; fourth, India’s inability to stand by political leaders in the
neighbourhood who share India’s vision of democracy and pluralism and its soft
corner for political favorites some of who do not enjoy popular support suggests
a greater malaise in India’s approach. Fifth, lack of synergy between the various
agencies engaged in protecting India’s security interest and the foreign policy
mandarins. For example, inauguration of Moitree Express between Dhaka and
Kolkota was delayed given the excessive emphasis on security. In the past, providing
transit to Nepal and Bhutan to use Bangladesh ports got embroiled in unfounded
apprehensions. Sixth, India needs to strengthen multilateral structures and
revitalise their functioning. Though India is no more trapped in excessive
bilateralism; its transition to multilateralism is cautious and slow. India’s role as
a regional leader cannot be fulfilled with state-centric approach or courting only
the political elites in the neighbourhood; it also needs to take into account the
simmering domestic conflicts which have potential cross border implications and
engage the broader civil society.



Can India be a Security Provider to its Neighbours 51

Conclusion

India has been a provider of security in the neighbourhood. It’s treaty with Nepal
and Bhutan signed in 1950 and 1949 respectively provided these two countries
a security umbrella against external powers. In spite of several constraints marked
by competing elite interests, ethnic factor, mistrust and suspicion, India’s ability
to facilitate agreement and mediate in resolving various conflicts in the
neighbourhood is enormous. Whether it is facilitating the return of Chakma
refugees in 1997 after the CHT Accord was signed or trying to negotiate a
peaceful resolution of ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka in 1987; or its support to Sri
Lanka’s war effort to defeat terrorism in 2009 by providing intelligence and
engaging in joint maritime surveillance; or its ability to bring the political forces
in Nepal to the negotiating table in 2005, its contribution to the process of
democratisation has been significant. Its efforts to stabilise its neighbourhood
are significant. Providing economic stakes to its neighbours in terms of providing
market access and grant and aid to build infrastructure aims at boosting economic
activities in the neighbourhood reflect India’s role in contributing to growth and
stability. It is also engaged in capacity building and training of armed forces in
the neighbourhood.

The most immediate challenges are the security transition in Afghanistan,
the forthcoming UN investigation in Sri Lanka, the expansion of Tehrik-e-Taliban
violence to the urban centers of Pakistan that may worsen regional security
scenario. India tried to block the UN investigation of human rights in Sri Lanka
by voting against the UN sponsored resolution in 2014. It is likely to support
the new government’s effort resolve the long standing conflict. It seriously lacks
an approach to ensure stability in Afghanistan. The growing differences between
the civil and the military in Pakistan and the specter of terrorism that one is
witnessing there would affect not only India but also impinge on the larger regional
stability. In Bangladesh, semblance of stability may be marred by the growing
strength of radical Islamists. Democratic consolidation and political stability would
remain a problem. Since the government is elected without the participation of
main opposition party it is likely that the opposition will engage in violent protest
creating situation of political instability. Conclusion of war crime trials and
implementing the verdicts would be an uphill task. There is a possibility of
increased attack on the minorities and consolidation of fundamentalist elements;
in such situation, violence that one witnessed before the election can be repeated.
Political stability would be a problem in Maldives which is a new entrant to
democracy in the region. All these create conditions for external power
intervention.

In military and strategic terms there is an absence of a common approach in
the region. Yet, there are many common challenges that the region faces which
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require close collaboration and cooperation between the countries in which India
can play a major role. This includes working-out measures to protect the region
from devastating consequences of flood and cyclone, environmental degradation,
common threat of terrorism and terror finance etc., which would prima facie
require mutual cooperation. However, such cooperation sometimes is subjected
to domestic nationalist discourse which eludes a common approach and severely
reduces India’s capacity to play a role.

India’s neighbours also need to look afresh to their relationship with India
and not from the perspective of zero sum game based on cold war mentality. The
balancing India strategy needs to be replaced with engaging India strategy. They
need to exploit their vast socio-cultural commonality and geographical contiguity
with India. How India deals with these countries, where it is seeks to closely
engage as the security stakes are high would set the tone for India’s role as a
country that is confident to provide a leadership role in terms of security, economic
development, political and social stability. New Delhi’s capacity to engage by
loosening its purse and discarding the stranglehold of bureaucratic and statist
approach to connect with the common people and provide them with a sense of
belonging would help India in optimising its role of a security provider.
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Defence and Security Partnership

with Myanmar

Sampa Kundu

Introduction

India’s domestic complexities (both political and economic), hostility with
Pakistan and geopolitical tensions with China made Southeast Asia little sceptical
about India’s capability as a security provider for several decades.1 However, since
the early 2000s, developments like Indian Navy’s proven efficiency in the wake
of the Tsunami in 2004 in disaster relief and rescue operations, India’s visible
economic growth, its improving relations with China and its ability in counter-
insurgency operations have helped it gain a manageable position in Southeast
Asia if not as a security provider, then as a benign security partner.2 In this given
background, this chapter deals with India’s bilateral defence and security
cooperation with Myanmar and identifies India’s role in Myanmar’s security
scenario. Myanmar is the only Southeast Asian country which shares both land
and maritime borders with India. The importance of Myanmar lies in its
geographic location and its rich natural resources which have helped it attain a
strategic value in the region during the Second World War.3 Followed by its
independence, the then Burma chose to maintain equal distance from its giant
neighbours, India and China, and primarily followed the policy of non-alignment
in its relations with the communist as well as the capitalist blocs.4 However, in
the late 1980s and early 1990s China’s increasing stakes in Myanmar and the
latter’s penchant towards the former raised some alarm in the entire regional
security environment.5

On India’s part, the concerns originate from the fact that its turbulent North
East shares 1,643-km long border with Myanmar. However, Myanmar, which is
mainly beleaguered by domestic security concerns, has assured India of not



Asian Strategic Review 201568

allowing its territory against any anti-Indian activities several times. In return,
India has defended Myanmar’s position at the United Nations Commission on
Human Rights.6 Even after the Depayin incident on May 30, 2003, when Daw
Aung Saan Suu Kyi and her supporters were allegedly attacked by the Junta
followers, India restrained itself from declaring anything against the Government
of Myanmar at the official level.7 Myanmar too has expressed its affability towards
India by fully supporting the latter’s bid for a permanent seat at the United Nations
Security Council.8 However, despite these significant gestures of good neighbourly
relations, India’s role in Myanmar’s security scenario is still vague and unclear. In
order to understand India’s position in Myanmar’s security state of affairs, this
chapter would deal with five key aspects namely; Myanmar’s security situation,
both internal and regional; implications for India; what India has been doing to
augment its bilateral relations with Myanmar and what more is expected and
what are the challenges and constraints.

Security Situation in Myanmar

Followed by the political transition in the country in 2011, Myanmar remains
exposed to certain challenges in the fields of administration, corruption,
governance, social welfare and economy and security issues.9 Security threats
jeopardising Myanmar’s peace and stability include domestic and regional aspects.
The domestic security threats emanate from ethno-nationalism, religious
fundamentalism, communalism and political factors. On the other hand, to a
large extent, regional security threats primarily come from maritime disputes
and other issues like trans-national organised crime. Before discussing the security
challenges faced by Myanmar or the changes taking place in its security situation,
a brief background is in order on its national security and defence policy for a
broader perception.

Myanmar’s National Security Policy and Priorities for Defence: National
sovereignty, territorial integrity and national unity have always been priorities
for Burma/Myanmar.10 Tin Maung Maung Than has argued that Myanmar’s
national security policy has mostly been influenced and shaped by domestic issues
and threats originating from intra-state conflicts rooted in violent ethnic faultlines,
and not by any regional or international concerns.11 Another distinguished facet
of Myanmar’s security establishment is the superior position enjoyed by its military
in the politics and society of the country. Though the Burma Armed Forces, the
predecessor of Myanmar Defence Service (MDS), was basically a group of
unskilled and unprofessional soldiers, they were bound together in their
nationalistic idealism, and this history has helped the MDS gain a higher place
in the politics and society of Myanmar.12 As a continuation of that legacy, the
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2008 Constitution gives some extra privileges to the Tatmadaw (or the Myanmar
Armed Forces), including a right to play leadership role in the politics, autonomy
to manage its own affairs, the right of nominating 20 per cent members in the
parliament, advising the president to declare an emergency in the country which
permits the Commander-in-Chief of the MDS to enjoy all legislative, executive
and judicial powers.13 The defence budget allocation in Myanmar is another
example of the government’s policy of focusing on national security than many
other aspects. The Ministry of Defence has proposed US$ 1.2 billion as the
country’s defence budget for the year 2014-15, which is around 12.26 per cent
of the national spending for the same financial year.14 Andrew Selth mentioned
that Myanmar’s spending on defence is almost double its total spending on
education and health.15

Ethnic Insurgency, Religious Fundamentalism and Other Domestic Security
Concerns of Myanmar: Most of the 135 ethnic groups living in Myanmar do
not believe in the concept of Burmese nationalism, as practised by the majority
Burman group, which has resulted in violent ethnic insurgency in the country,
beginning right after its independence.16 However, by the time of President Thein
Sein’s accession to power, 115 armed ethnic groups have signed ceasefire deals
with the government with an exception of 12 major groups.17 The government-
appointed 11-member Union Peace-Making Central Committee and 52-member
Union Peace-Making Work Committee have been working closely with the
Nation-wide Ceasefire Coordination Team (NCCT) to sign and implement a
national ceasefire deal with all existing armed insurgent groups.18 Besides the
Kachin Independence Army (KIA) with whom the bilateral ceasefire agreement
broke in 2011, the United Wa State Army (UWSA) and the Ta’ang National
Liberation Army are having clashes with the Tatmadaw periodically. The UWSA
is not even a part of NCCT which includes 16 armed ethnic group leaders.19

However, the Myanmar Government is hopeful to complete the nation-wide
ceasefire programme before the national level election to be held in late 2015.

Besides the sporadic clashes between the Tatmadaw and some of the armed
ethnic groups, another challenge obstructing the national interest of the country
is infrequent attacks on the foreigners. A total of nine small-to-medium-scale
explosions struck Myanmar in October 2013, which included the attack on Traders
Hotel, a preferred accommodation of foreigners in Yangon along with attacks on
a parking lot, bus-stops and pagodas.20 The State police initially accused the
ethnic Karen businessmen for the attack on the Traders Hotel. However, Islamic
extremists being involved in the bombings could not be ruled out, primarily
because they have often attacked the State apparatus as a symbolic revenge for
Myanmar’s discriminatory behaviour against the Rohingya Muslims. In May
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2013, the Indonesian authorities traced a plot to bomb Myanmar’s embassy in
Jakarta by a local Islamic fundamentalist group.21

Ethnic, religious and political insurgency and violence are not the only security
concerns for Myanmar. The nexuses between ethnic insurgency, narcotics
trafficking, human trafficking, HIV/AIDS and illegal arms trade are widespread.22

Reports indicate that groups like UWSA, Shan State Army-South (SSA-S), Shan
State Army-North (SSA-N) and Democratic Karen Buddhist Army (DBKA) have
close connections with the narcotic traffickers in the region.23 Many insurgent
groups indulge in poppy cultivation, narcotic production and trafficking as a
means to earn money.24

The increasing religious fundamentalism circling around Buddhism is another
matter of concern for Myanmar. The Rohingya Muslims have been attacked several
times in the Rakhine state of Myanmar. In 2013, violence erupted in Central
Myanmar encompassing cities like Meikhtila, Okkan, Hpakant and Lashio.25 In
mid-2014, another riot between the Muslims and the Buddhists broke out around
Mandalay. A German professor, Bassam Tibi, has suggested that imposition of
religious laws can be a prominent force behind the anti-Ronhingya conflicts.26

Myanmar’s Regional Security Concerns: Besides these domestic issues, Myanmar
has to face limited regional and international security concerns. For instance,
Thailand accuses Myanmar of illegal influx of refugees and drug trafficking across
the border. With Bangladesh, Myanmar shares a maritime border dispute.
However, both Bangladesh and Myanmar have accepted the judgment of the
International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) passed in 2012 and 2014.
But, Bangladesh too is worried about large-scale illegal movement of people across
the border. The Rohingya issue remains another irritant in their relations.
Relations got another setback with the recent firing by the Border Guards of
Myanmar on Bangladeshi patrolling officials and Bangladesh Border Police in
May 2014. However, despite these irritants, Myanmar shares cordial relations
with both its neighbours. Thailand is one of the largest foreign investors in
Myanmar and right now is helping Myanmar establish an Exclusive Economic
Zone in Dawei Deep Sea Port. With Bangladesh, Myanmar conducts regular
talks on border security and management in an effort to stop further escalation
of the situation.

Implications for India

India’s forward engagement policy towards Myanmar was not a familiar
phenomenon in the 1980s and early 1990s. After the democratic crackdown in
the late 1980s, India provided full support to the pro-democratic leaders from
Myanmar. The policy change towards Myanmar was a consequence of factors
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like China’s strong presence in Myanmar, India’s renewed interests in enhancing
cooperation with Southeast Asia and security of Northeast India.

Though India’s Myanmar policy has gained momentum after the initiation
of Look East Policy, there were few Indian strategists who were convinced about
Myanmar’s geo-political importance in India’s foreign policy from an early phase.
K.M. Panikkar stressed that India should not underestimate the aspects of Burma’s
location and resources and in its own interest, India should maintain security
partnership with the later.27 He further mentioned that Burma is not able to
protect itself from foreign dominance which gives India a good reason to keep
an eye on the developments taking place there in order to safeguard own interests.28

In 1947, during a speech in the Legislative Assembly in New Delhi, the then
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru mentioned about a closer association between
Burma and India as a new spirit of Asia was emerging and that wanted the Asian
countries coming close to each other in “their own defence and to promote world
peace”.29 Panikkar’s advice was followed by the Indian leaders as some
developments took place in Myanmar in its relations with China since late 1980s.
After the attack on democracy in Myanmar (then Burma) on August 8, 1988
and in Tiananmen Square in China in 1989, both Myanmar and China started
coming together as close neighbours. As early as in 1994, during the visit of
China’s the then Premier Li Peng to Myanmar, the State Law and Order
Restoration Council (SLORC) of Myanmar declared China as its ‘most trusted
friend’.30 In 1994, General Jhao Nanqui, who was then a high-ranking People’s
Liberation Army (PLA) official, said that China would not allow India to convert
Indian Ocean into India’s Ocean.31 In its efforts of ensuring an easy access to the
Indian Ocean, China sought to reach Myanmar and create its own clout over the
country. To quote Karl Jackson,

Myanmar has become increasingly reliant on China for weapons, official
development assistance, and direct foreign investment. If Myanmar were
to become a full-fledged client state of China, this would change the
regional strategic balance.32

More than the Sino-Myanmar military cooperation, what fuelled New Delhi’s
apprehensions were the continuous reports about China constructing a naval
base in the Haingyii Island and a radar at the Coco Island, and India began to
watch the developments in Myanmar more closely as both these islands are very
close to the Andaman and Nicobar Islands.33 Besides military and security
cooperation, China has been helping Myanmar in various infrastructure projects.
In the opinion of Mohan Malik, at least till late 1990s, China’s ambition was to
connect Yunnan province with coastal Myanmar and get an access to one of the
ports of Myanmar in order to use that as a gateway to export cheap Chinese
products to other regions.34 As China started broadening its expectations from
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its closer association with Myanmar, New Delhi got afraid because the so-called
Chinese String of Pearl strategy could expose India to serious challenges. Hence,
India made several attempts to cultivate its relations with Myanmar.35

Apart from counter-balancing China’s influence in the region, ensuring
security of Northeast India was one of the major factors that motivated India to
pursue a friendly relation with Myanmar. In addition, followed by decades of
bilateralism, India finally embarked on a regional perspective towards Southeast
Asia through initiating Look East Policy in early 1990s in an attempt to rejuvenate
its relations with all Southeast Asian countries and not just with the selected
ones.36 In the words of India’s former Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh,

...in 1992 our Government launched India’s “Look East” policy. This was
not merely an external economic policy; it was also a strategic shift in
India’s vision of the world and India’s place in the evolving global economy.
Most of all it was about reaching out to our civilisational Asian
neighbours.37

As India was embracing the Look East Policy, Myanmar became an imperative
part of it by virtue of its geographic location between India and Southeast Asia.
Both India and the Association for Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) adopted
an engaging policy towards Myanmar since early 1990s; on the other hand,
Myanmar too, reciprocated positively to its neighbours, with the intention of
getting economic cooperation from them as well as obtaining an indirect
acceptance for the then Junta rulers of the country. Myanmar also understood
that too much dependence on China may be perilous for its national security
and interest.38 To cite one Far Eastern Economic Review report, “As influx of the
Chinese in many northern Myanmar towns have increased, the country’s own
citizens face trouble as they are forced to leave their own homes, businesses and
other local activities explicitly dominated by the Chinese immigrants.”39 Reports
of Chinese involvement in the narcotic trade and their help to the ethnic
insurgents in Myanmar are also very frequent. Bertil Lintner pointed out,

The unprecedented heroin explosion in Myanmar’s north and China’s
increasing political and economic influence over the entire country ...
threatens the stability and social fabric of the entire region.40

Henceforth, it became important for Myanmar to cooperate with its neighbours
in the ASEAN, build and/or re-build relations with India and other regional
and extra-regional powers and reduce its dependence on China.41 In this context,
Myanmar’s efforts to diversify its dependence on Chinese military cooperation
by partnering with countries like North Korea, Singapore, Israel, India, Serbia
and Ukraine can be understood.42 Partnership with India is also important for
Myanmar as both of them share platforms in various regional forums like the
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Bay of Bengal Initiative for Multisectoral Technical Economic cooperation
(BIMSTEC), Mekong Ganga Cooperation (MGC), Bangladesh, China, India,
Myanmar Forum (BCIM) and various ASEAN gateways. Myanmar is an observer
in the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC). Further,
India is one of the few countries with whom Myanmar shares a positive trade
balance. Besides, from India, Myanmar has got a support for political
developments. India’s cooperation with Myanmar in security is mentioned below.

Bilateral Security Cooperation between India and Myanmar

Security cooperation between India and Myanmar started as early as 1950s.43

The peace and friendship treaty was signed between India and Myanmar in July
1951, and the next was land border delimitation in 1967. 44 However, security
cooperation came to the forefront of Indo-Myanmar bilateral relations only in
1994 along with other aspects of cooperation. The stalemate in Indo-Myanmar
security relations was broken by the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
for Maintenance and Tranquillity in Border that was signed on January 29,
1994.45 The MoU resulted in India and Myanmar conducting regular annual
meetings at the home secretary and joint secretary levels. General B C Joshi, the
then Chief of Army Staff, visited Myanmar in May 1994, and finally, Operation
Golden Bird was launched in the same year, raising each other’s expectations.46

To the surprise of many, Operation Golden Bird was soon halted as India decided
to honour Daw Aung Saan Suu Kyi with the prestigious Jawaharlal Nehru Award.
The decision of the Myanmar Government to withdraw its troops from Operation
Golden Bird was a signal of Myanmar’s preference for independent foreign
policy.47 However, the Myanmar Army launched several other anti-insurgency
operations along the borders in the 2000s. One such operation was launched in
November 2001, and 192 rebels were apprehended including Rajkumar Meghen,
chief of the United National Liberation Front (UNLF). But most of these rebels
including Meghen were soon released by the Myanmar Army.48 India and
Myanmar started holding regular border meetings since 2000, when General
Maung Aye visited India.49 In the same year, General V.P. Malik, then Chief of
the Indian Army, paid a visit to Myanmar and both sides reinforced commitment
to military cooperation.50

The year 2006 can be termed as an earmark in Indo-Myanmar bilateral
security relations, as it was then that India started sharing intelligence information,
providing training and supplying equipment to Myanmar in order to boost the
military capability of Tatmadaw to facilitate their fight against cross-border ethnic
insurgency.51 In 2008, India and Myanmar signed an MoU on intelligence
exchange cooperation during the visit of Senior General Maung Aye. In December
2010, India and Myanmar ratified the Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty (MLAT).
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Besides, from 2012, India and Myanmar have been conducting regular meetings
at Border Liaison Office level. Both countries have also set up a Joint Working
Group on Counter Terrorism (JWG). On May 8, 2014, India and Myanmar
signed an MoU on border cooperation.52 The MoU has provisions for establishing
a framework for security and exchange of information between the respective
security agencies. Both sides have agreed to work on coordinated patrols along
the border as well as safeguard the maritime boundary in order to prevent activities
like insurgency, arms smuggling, wildlife trafficking, narcotics trafficking, etc.53

In 2006, when the Chief of the Indian Air Force visited Myanmar, he offered
help in improving the avionics in Myanmar’s fighter inventory.54 India also
expressed its willingness to establish a naval aviation training centre in Myanmar
in the same year.55 India had to face international criticism as it tried to supply
and transfer military equipment to Myanmar when the later was facing
international sanctions. India tried to transfer two BN-2 ‘Defender’ Islander
maritime surveillance aircraft and deck-based air-defence guns to Myanmar. But
as the UK imposed some restrictions on the military government in Myanmar,
India had to abandon the plan.56 In 2012, India planned to assist Myanmar in
building offshore patrol boats and also expressed its willingness to increase
participation in military training.57 Myanmar also participates in the multilateral
confidence-building exercises, MILAN and Coordinated Patrol (CORPAT).58

India has also agreed to support Myanmar with its expertise in handling and
operating Russian equipment like MiG-29s.59

While in the cases of military training and supply of equipment, India’s
cooperation with Myanmar seem to have achieved significance, more
commitments have been assured in fighting the cross-border insurgency. In 2003,
Myanmar’s then Foreign Minister U Win Aung assured that anti-Indian groups
will not be permitted to work from Myanmar.60 In his 2004 visit, General Than
Shwe also promised the same thing.

In 2013, during the visit of India’s then Defence Minister, A K Antony both
sides mentioned about augmenting the existing mechanism to improve joint
ventures along the border, cooperation between the navies to prevent the use of
water for trans-national illegal activities, commitments for non-use of each other’s
territory for activities which are harmful to the national security of both countries,
providing extra seats to Myanmar defence personnel in Indian training facilities
and finally, assisting Myanmar in repairing the Russian military equipment and
providing training to operate them.61 The series of important visits continued
even after. In 2013, General Bikram Singh, then Chief of the Indian Army visited
Myanmar, met the Commander-in-Chief of MDS, Senior General Min Aung
Hlaing and both sides reaffirmed that peace and stability are important for the
border regions.62
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In the same year, when Myanmar’s Navy Chief Vice Admiral Thura Thet
Swe came to India, the later agreed to help Myanmar in building offshore patrol
boats which will be built in Indian shipyards.63

Prospects for Greater Cooperation

There are several ways to improve the bilateral security relations between India
and Myanmar. The MDS is technologically not advanced. Myanmar Air Force
suffers from problems like lack of skilled pilots, air-to-air combat training, and
so on.64  Moreover, its Navy uses old and obsolete weapon systems. Inadequate
manpower, limited deployment and restricted service capability are some of the
regular features of Myanmar Navy.65 Therefore, India could help Myanmar in
making the MDS technologically more sound and effective. The fact that India
and Myanmar share both land and maritime borders should be used as a backdrop
to enhance defence and security cooperation between them. An improved
Myanmar defence system will be able to tackle issues of trans-national illegal
activities including cross-border terrorism and insurgency more effectively. On
October 31, 2013, when then Chief of Army Staff, General Bikram Singh met
the Commander-in-Chief of MDS, Min Aung Hlaing in Nay Pyi Taw, the later
said, “Thanks to decade-long amity and mutual trust between the two countries,
border regions enjoy more peace and stability than any other regions.”66 In
October 2014, the Union Home Secretary Anil Goswami was expected to visit
Myanmar for talks on Myanmar’s help in controlling movements and activities
of the United Liberation Front of Asom (ULFA) and National Socialist Council
of Nagaland-Isak Muivah (NSCN-IM) along the border.67 Myanmar has tensions
on its common border with China too. Around 50,000 ethnic Han Chinese
were forced to leave Myanmar and flee to China in the past 10 years due to the
domestic upheaval in the Kokang region, which has been a predominantly Han
Chinese-dominated area for a long period of time.68 In 2010, China was therefore
forced to deploy forces in this region in order to ease the border tension.69 The
truth is China’s influence in Myanmar is often ostentatious, and the nationalistic
Myanmar leaders are unlikely to take instruction from China or anyone else.70

The recent political transition in Myanmar has made the country more
confident and independent in thinking. Now most of the influential nations of
the world including the US, UK, Australia, Japan and few other countries from
around the world want to invest in Myanmar. Simultaneously, on several occasions,
Myanmar has expressed its willingness to augment bilateral cooperation with
India. In one of his interviews with the Press Trust of India (PTI), Myanmar’s
Information Minister, U Ye Htut mentioned that his country is aware of India’s
concerns regarding cross-border terrorism and insurgency, and that it would like
to help India tackle these issues provided exact information is given to Myanmar
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relating the whereabouts of those insurgent groups.71 In this changed scenario,
India should not worry about China’s overwhelming presence in Myanmar; rather,
it should concentrate on building a meaningful relation with Myanmar. In
addition, reports of China’s alleged connection with groups like UWSA and
helping them by providing assault rifles, machine guns, rocket launchers, man-
portable air defence systems, combat vehicles, tank destroyers, etc. have definitely
created some amount of trust deficit between China and Myanmar, while the
latter has been trying to bring peace and stability in the country through
negotiations with the insurgents.72 A report by Janes Defence Weekly suggested
that even after signing of bilateral ceasefire agreement with the UWSA, China
supported the group by providing Mi-17 transport helicopters and TY-9-air-to-
air missiles.73 Henceforth, Myanmar’s urge to balance its dependence on China
can be understood, which gives India ample chance to foster its relations with
the former.

Constraints and Shortcomings

Given the security challenges to which Myanmar is exposed and the nature of
bilateral security cooperation between India and Myanmar, India’s role as a
security provider for Myanmar remains in doubt. India, despite all of its openness
and efforts, is still competing with China for a better position in Myanmar. China,
on the other hand, despite having raised concerns in Myanmar because of its
reported connections with certain insurgent and trafficker groups, its connections
with the rebels within Myanmar and the policy of dominating local businesses
and other activities, it has been one of Myanmar’s dependable friends. In the
past, Mohan Malik has mentioned about PLA officials’ personal rapport with
the Tatmadaw officials.74 In June 2010, China’s North Industries Corporation
(NORINCO), the largest arms manufacturing unit of PLA, has signed for a
copper mining project in Myanmar.75 Chinese presence is very strong in the
Myanmar Air Force, which is comfortable in using Chinese-made MiG 21s and
MiG 19s.76 China’s Navy conducts periodic joint exercises with Myanmar Navy.
During his June 2014 visit to China, President U Thein Sein mentioned China
as Myanmar’s “good friend, neighbour and partner”.77 In 2013, General Min
Aung Hlaing mentioned, “Myanmar’s military is ready to make unremitting
efforts to deepen cooperation with China.”78 There are reasons which explain
China’s influence in Myanmar. At the time, when Myanmar was absolutely
isolated by most of the nations in the world, China’s friendly behaviour towards
the Junta has created its own aura. China has supported Myanmar by not only
supplying military equipment, but by also facilitating bilateral trade and
investment in almost every infrastructure project—ranging from airport building
to road and port building—and most importantly, by protecting the Junta from
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UN resolutions proposed for its gross violation of human rights.79 In 1988, China
had signed a border trade agreement with Myanmar.80 This border trade
agreement along with many other developments helped Myanmar sustain its
economy when most of the western countries were practising sanctions against
the country.81 Henceforth, it seems little difficult for India to take a prominent
role in Myanmar’s security scenario even though the democratic government of
Myanmar is willing to accept India as one of the most important neighbours.

Another challenge comes from the closer alliance between Northeast Indian
insurgent groups and those from Myanmar. The ULFA, Nationalist Socialist
Council of Nagaland-Khaplang (NSCN-K), PLA and People’s Revolutionary Party
of Kangleipak (PREPAK) have bases in Myanmar.82 The KIA reportedly has
linkages with ULFA. NSCN too has an affiliation with the Nagas from Sagaing
division, Myanmar. The coasts of Myanmar and Bangladesh have been used as
transit points for shipment of smuggled goods.83 The nexus between the NSCN
and Karen National Union in smuggling small arms from Southeast Asia and
Yunnan Province of China has been reported, and the list continues.84 The terror
attack on Mahabodhi Temple in Bodh Gaya on July 7, 2013 is believed to have
a linkage to the violence against the Rohingyas in Myanmar.

Conclusion

After several decades of bilateralism and irregular engagements between India
and Southeast Asian countries, the region is now ready to accept India as a benign
security partner as India has been successfully proved its intention of not being
a hegemonic power.85 Therefore, it is expected that India would work towards
creating a balanced role in the region, and before that will identify and define its
own strengths and weaknesses, or explore its potential. In the case of Myanmar,
as seen in the previous paragraphs, there are at least three options for India’s
enhanced security partnership with the former. First, India’s own experience of
handling domestic insurgency is one aspect where it can help Myanmar by
providing training. Second, India can offer help to MDS’s advancement. Third,
safeguarding the borders is another crisis to be handled together. During the
ninth Foreign Office Consultation in Yangon in 2008, both countries called for
‘greater vigilance’ to secure the border. The recent improvements in terms of
regular bilateral meetings at the border level indicate that both India and
Myanmar are aware of the security issues and need enhanced cooperation between
them. However, the complexity remains on whether India should involve itself
in the domestic concerns of Myanmar the way China participated and tried to
manage a negotiation between the KIA and Government of Myanmar in early
2013.86 Finally, to conclude, it can be said that Myanmar’s independent foreign
policy choices, its compliance to diminish its dependence on China and India’s
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desire to play a major role in the region should be enough to facilitate India’s
elevation as a benign security provider in Myanmar.
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5
Afghanistan Post-2014: Can India Emerge as a

Key ‘Security Collaborator’?

Rajeev Agarwal

Introduction

One of the most significant landmarks in the evolving security paradigm of South
Asia is Afghanistan’s transition. With the U.S. led international combat mission
now withdrawn, Afghanistan looks forward towards a new future where it will
be able to ensure its own security amidst promises of good governance and
economic reconstruction. The challenge however is enormous, particularly in
the security sphere. The Taliban has demonstrated time and again that it is still
a formidable force and remains militarily a potent threat.

India is closely watching and monitoring Afghanistan’s transition. The return
of a belligerent Taliban, with the threat of spill over into India (especially in
Jammu & Kashmir) could be disastrous for India which is riding on a wave of
four consecutive years (2011-14) of reduced militancy in the Kashmir valley.
The threat to Indian security has been highlighted time and again through
demonstrated acts of violence against Indian assets in Afghanistan. The two attacks
on Indians in May 20141 as well as the open pronouncement by Al-Qaeda through
a video blog released on June 15, 20142 calling to carry forward jihad in Kashmir,
is a stark reminder of real threats faced by India through Afghanistan. Also, the
threat of violent religious extremism unleashed by the Islamic State of Iraq and
Syria (ISIS) since June 2014 has presented a new and grave challenge not only
for West Asia but South Asia as well. Reports and intelligence inputs on the
Tehrik-e Taliban Pakistan (TTP) leaders pledging support to the ISIS,3  which
has also called for establishing a caliphate in Afghanistan and Pakistan,4 and
inputs on collaboration between the Al-Qaeda and the ISIS to launch attacks
against India,5 too pose a live and eminent threat to Indian security interests.
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Amidst all of this, the security of Afghanistan post-2014 is absolutely critical
not only for Afghanistan’s future but also for the fight against terrorism in the
region. Towards this, the respective capabilities of the Afghan National Security
Forces (ANSF) and the Taliban are perhaps the two most critical factors effecting
Afghanistan’s future security concerns. While there is an all round
acknowledgement that the ANSF is developing well, critical gaps and deficiencies
still remain in their capacities and operational capabilities. On the other hand,
Taliban has shown no signs of being subjugated or marginalised. In fact, trends
suggest that it is focussed on regaining influence in territories lost in the past few
years, especially in the southern provinces of Helmand and Kandahar. Also, its
ability to conduct strikes in Kabul and elsewhere remains potent.

Taliban has continued to attack at will throughout 2014. Its leader Mullah
Omar, claiming success in his message celebrating the end of holy month of
Ramadan on July 28, 2014, stated: “the military situation is in favour of [the]
mujahedeen because the blanket of invasion has rolled back from vast areas. The
mujahedeen are now more well-organised, active and unified in contrast with the
past and vital centres of the enemy have come under successful attacks in cities.”6

There is thus, a sense that with the departure of western combat forces, the security
of Afghanistan could take a hit, a situation which would not only be detrimental
to Afghanistan but the entire region including India.

In the given backdrop, this paper attempts to answer the following questions:

(a) What are India’s interests, concerns and vulnerabilities in Afghanistan,
especially in a post-2014 scenario?

(b) What is the likely impact of drawdown of western forces post-2014 on
the security situation in Afghanistan? How is it likely to affect Indian
interests in Afghanistan?

(c) Is the current security engagement between Afghanistan and India
adequate to address mutual security concerns?

(d) What role can India play in Afghanistan’s security post-2014?

PART: I: INDIAN INTERESTS AND CONCERNS AS REGARDS

SECURITY IN AFGHANISTAN POST-2014

Afghanistan is a key country for India in its neighbourhood. India and
Afghanistan have a shared history and strong cultural and trade linkages.
Traditionally it has been the route through which raiders entered into India until
the arrival of the Mughals in the 16th century. In the 19th and 20th century, it
was the buffer between the British and Russian empires. Before independence
and partition in 1947, British India and Afghanistan shared common borders
too. Post-independence as well India and Afghanistan continued to have close
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relations both at the governmental level as well as in terms of people-to-people
contact. In fact, in most surveys, India is considered the country that can be
trusted most by the Afghan nation. Post 9/11, the U.S. military campaign in
Afghanistan and India’s engagement in reconstruction and development activities
in Afghanistan has contributed even further to reinforce an overall positive image
of India among the Afghan people. According to an opinion poll conducted in
2010, India was one of the foreign countries of which the Afghans had the most
favourable perception.7 The challenge is, however, to convert this goodwill into
concrete engagement which would assist in Afghanistan’s security as well as in
securing Indian interests in Afghanistan without disturbing the fragile balance
in the region. Vishal Chandra, a noted Indian analyst on Afghanistan, in his
latest book has aptly stated:

“India has emerged as a major ‘development partner’ of the Afghan people
since the overthrow of the Taliban regime in November 2001....However,
when it comes to securing its core interests in an increasingly adversarial
security environment in Afghanistan, India is often found lacking in terms
of having necessary leverages to sustain and broaden its engagement beyond
a point.”8

Security Threats

Post-independence and especially in the past two decades, it is the security issues
that have been India’s concerns as regards to Afghanistan. These concerns have
manifested in Pakistan-based and trained Afghan militant groups attacking Indian
interests both in India as well as Afghanistan. The security of its assets and
personnel in Afghanistan has also been of serious concern for India.

In modern times, the threat of security emanating from the Afghan soil dates
back to 1988-89 when the Soviet occupation in Afghanistan was winding down
and the militancy in Kashmir was taking shape. With the Soviet withdrawal, the
Afghan mujahideen were no longer required in Afghanistan. While the U.S.
abandoned them, Pakistan found it opportune to use them in fuelling instability
in Kashmir. Throughout the early and mid-1990s, Afghanistan-born militants
were prominently present in the fight in J&K against the Indian security forces.
Estimates suggest that 22 per cent of terrorists operating in J&K during the
Taliban regime were either Afghans or Afghan-trained.9

While terrorists of Afghan-origin were a point of focus in the Indian security
establishment, the Indian public in general awoke to the threat from Afghanistan
only when Indian Airlines Flight IC 814 en route from Kathmandu to Delhi
was hijacked on December 24, 1999 by Harkat-ul-Mujahideen, a Pakistan-based
terrorist group.

Alive to the threat from the Taliban, India supported the United Front (also
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known as the Northern Alliance) led by Commander Ahmed Shah Massoud in
its fight against the Taliban. It was reported that Indian defence advisors, including
air force helicopter technicians, provided tactical advice in operations against the
Taliban; and, about 25 Indian Army doctors and male nurses treated Northern
Alliance troops at a 20-bed hospital in Farkhor, close to the Afghan-Tajik border.10

Despite the assassination of Massoud on September 09, 2001, two days before
the 9/11 attacks, India maintained close contacts with the Northern Alliance.

Concerns in Afghanistan

On more than one occasion, Indians have been attacked and targeted in
Afghanistan, most of them at the behest of Pakistan. Prominent among them
was the attack on the Indian Embassy in Kabul in July 200811 in which 41
people were killed. Among the killed were the Indian defence attaché and political
counsellor. Investigations pointed towards Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence
(ISI) for orchestrating the attacks in conjunction with the Lashkar-e-Taiba and
the Haqqani network. In October 2009, a car packed with explosives blew up
besides the Indian Embassy killing 17 people. The Haqqani network was blamed
for the attack.12 In February 2010, six Indian construction workers and doctors
working at Indian Medical Missions were killed in attacks on two Kabul
guesthouses.13 Saeed Ansari, spokesman for Afghanistan’s National Directorate
of Security (NDS), stated, “The militants who attacked the Indian guesthouse
were speaking Urdu, Pakistan’s official language. We are very close to the exact
proof and evidence that the attack on the Indian guesthouse ... was carried out
by Lashkar-e-Taiba network, which are dependent on the Pakistan military.”14

There have been a number of threats and planned attacks on Indian assets
in Afghanistan thereafter. In 2014 too, on May 23, just days before the swearing-
in of Prime Minister Narendra Modi, gunmen armed with machine guns and
RPGs attacked the Indian Consulate in the Western Herat Province.15 Voicing
concerns over security threat to India from the Taliban and other terrorists groups
in Afghanistan, an analyst is aptly quoted:

“The Taliban and the Haqqani Network are organisations that if they
come to power are likely to go back to their old ways and would in all
probability provide moral, material and logistical support to the terror
groups operating from bases inside Afghanistan and Pakistan. Of late the
situation in Jammu and Kashmir has been stabilised and India would not
be comfortable with a slide backwards.16

The Pakistan Factor

While, on one hand, the security of Indian mission and assets in Afghanistan
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are endangered, on the other, the threat of Taliban cadres and Afghan fighters
being redirected towards India especially in J&K remains potent. Both the
concerns have one factor in common—Pakistan. For long Pakistan has harboured
a fear of Indian interests and designs in Afghanistan. These fears have been
reflected in a number of writings and highlights two basic concerns of Pakistan;
‘Fear of Encirclement by India’ and ‘Need for Strategic Depth’.

Pakistan’s goals in Afghanistan have always been India-centric (although there
is a strong Afghanistan-Pakistan dynamic too; quite independent of India factor)
and focused primarily on undermining India’s influence in Afghanistan while
promoting its own. It has sought to maximise Taliban influence in a weak Kabul
Government, maintaining “strategic depth” against an Indian invasion, and
facilitate training and operations by Pakistani-backed extremist groups. Islamabad
perceives India’s efforts to gain influence in Afghanistan as a deliberate strategy
of encirclement that is aimed at trapping and ultimately destroying Pakistan
between hostile fronts.17 Thus, close ties between Afghanistan and India are viewed
by Pakistan as extremely dangerous to its very survival. As early as the 1950s,
Pakistan’s first military ruler, General Ayub Khan, argued for a federation between
Afghanistan and Pakistan. He also championed a regional confederation of like-
minded territorially-linked Muslim countries, i.e., Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran
and Turkey.18 The belief was that this would help Pakistan stand up to India as
it would provide strength in numbers and enormous resources. Pakistani strategists
often cited British historian Fraser Tytler, who wrote not long after Pakistan’s
independence: “history suggests that fusion [of Afghanistan and Pakistan] will take
place, if not peacefully, then by force.” Even a Pakistani foreign secretary once
remarked, “Pakistan and Afghanistan have a symbiotic relationship.”19 Ahmed
Rashid, author of ‘Descent into Chaos’, too highlights Pakistan’s obsession with
India’s interests in Afghanistan when he says, “Islamabad viewed its Afghan policy
through the prism of denying India any advantage in Kabul....Kabul had suddenly
become the new Kashmir—the new battleground for the India–Pakistan rivalry.”20

Pakistan also believes that it deserves the right to be a partner with Afghanistan
while India does not deserve the same right. In 1988, then Pakistan President
General Zia-ul Haq had said, “We have earned the right to have [in Kabul] a
power which is very friendly to us. We have taken risks as a frontline state, and we
will not permit a return to the pre-war situation, marked by large Indian and Soviet
influence in Afghan claims on our own territory.” More than 25 years later, this
quote still defines how Pakistan views its relationship with Afghanistan.21

With the ISAF withdrawn in 2015, the ANSF still struggling to take over
the responsibilities and with the symbiotic relationship between the Afghan Taliban
and Pakistan still strong, things could become worse for India in Afghanistan
post-2014. The challenge therefore would be to secure and consolidate mutual
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(Indian and Afghan) security interests in post-2014 scenario. The completion of
the western combat mission makes it even more imperative and urgent for both
India and Afghanistan to work together on the security front.

PART-II: DRAWDOWN OF WESTERN FORCES AND ITS IMPACT

ON SECURITY SITUATION IN AFGHANISTAN

The drawdown of Western forces from Afghanistan is now complete as the combat
mission of the ISAF ended on December 31, 2014. President Barack Obama
earlier announced on May 27, 2014 that the follow-on mission will have 9,800
U.S. forces, mostly in Kabul and at Bagram Airfield, before winding down to a
smaller force (about 1,000) after 2016, engaged mostly in handling military sales
to Afghanistan.22

An important factor thought critical to the post-2014 security was Afghanistan
signing a Bilateral Security Agreement (BSA) with the U.S. Although former
President Karzai was reluctant to sign the BSA, the newly-elected President Ashraf
Ghani as well as the CEO Abdullah Abdullah in the National Unity Government
had both indicated clearly in their respective election campaigns and manifestoes
of their willingness to sign the BSA. The BSA23 was therefore promptly signed
on September 30, 2014,24 a day after President Ghani was sworn-in as the new
president. Afghanistan signed a separate Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) with
NATO25 too on the same day which would entail positioning of 3000-4000
troops in a role similar to that of the U.S., thus taking the overall troops level
beyond December 31, 2014 to up to about 14,000.

Despite the signing of BSA and SOFA, the drawdown of western forces is
likely to significantly impact the security situation in Afghanistan. The ANSF is
still developing in terms of its capacities and capabilities, the Taliban is still strong
and resilient and frequent security incidents indicate Taliban capability to virtually
‘strike at will’ in some cases. A brief insight into the current status of the ANSF
and the Taliban could therefore be useful to draw reasonable conclusions on the
security situation post-2014 in Afghanistan.

ANSF: Not Ready Yet

Although the ANSF has taken over the lead role in providing security as also in
operations against the Taliban across the country, most assessments still doubt
their ability to provide security in Afghanistan independently once the western
troops leave. The U.S. Congressional Research Service Report of October 09,
2014 stated, “Recent events also indicate the difficulties the ANSF faces as they
try to keep the Taliban at bay with decreasing international support.”26 Another
analysis, summing up the state of ANSF, observed that, “Although their recent
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performances exceeded expectations, ANSF’s readiness to confront autonomously
the challenges posed by insurgency and their ability to rely on their own capacity
remain dubious.”27 Similarly, another report stated that, “the reality on the ground
is quite different. Despite official claims of Afghan readiness to take the lead,
doubts persist in both Western and Afghan minds about the ANSF’s actual
capacities.28

Key to assessing the ANSF capabilities are, firstly, its strength in terms of
numbers, and second, capability acquired to operate independently and in
providing security against the Taliban. There are of course two other important
factors; financing the ANSF as well as building up camaraderie and morale.

The Numbers

As of August 2014, the ANA manning was 165,000 personnel (slightly below
its 195,000 cap), including 6,000 Afghan Air Force (AAF) personnel.29 The ANA
is nearing completion of fielding its programmed 309 Kandaks (battalions). As
regards the Afghan National Police (ANP), in March 2014, it was at 152,678,
or 96 per cent of its 157,000 authorised strength. The ANP has already completed
fielding both units and equipment across its three major pillars—the Afghan
Uniformed Police (AUP), the Afghan Border Police (ABP), and the Afghanistan
National Civil Order Police (ANCOP). The overall strength is thus at 3,40,632
against a sanctioned strength of 3,52,000.

While the numbers are almost there, major challenges remain mainly in two
areas— Sustainment and Logistics. Most ANA brigades are capable of sustaining
themselves at the tactical level for a short duration (between 48 and 96 hours)
only. The lack of trained technicians and necessary logistics hampers the re-supply
to units in the field, adversely affecting the operational capability of the ANSF.30

A high attrition rate, particularly in the ANA, continues to poses a major
challenge to its overall development. It seriously affects the recruitment and
development efforts of the ANSF as more than the numbers recruited during a
period, under-training or trained personnel desert the forces, thus hampering
the development of the ANSF both quantitatively as well as qualitatively. The
ANA has averaged 2.6 per cent attrition.31 The main causes of attrition are assessed
to be high operational tempo, sustained risk, soldier care/quality of life, and
leave issues. The ANP’s average monthly attrition rate too remained high, being
1.6 per cent during the first quarter of 2014, which is well above its acceptable
limit of 1.4 per cent. Low literacy levels and ‘insider attacks’ are some of the
other challenges facing the ANSF in its development.

Operational Capabilities of the ANSF

Although the ANSF have mustered up the numbers, its operational capabilities
are still evolving. The fact that the ANSF is in lead in almost 99 per cent of
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operations and in operational control of most of Afghanistan’s territory, is
encouraging. A report from the U.S. Department of Defence (DoD) in April
201432 concluded that 61 of the 85 key headquarters and units of the ANSF
were assessed as capable or fully capable. The most significant progress was
reported in the Afghan National Army Special Operations Command
(ANASOC), with its units leading in 99 per cent operations.33

The Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) in
its report of February 201434 carried out an audit35 of the ANSF assessment
provided by the ISAF. According to the report, the number of ANA units rated
as, “independent with advisors” increased from 20 to 93 between January 2012
and July 2013.

A separate and independent assessment of ANSF was also carried out by
Centre for Naval Analyses (CNA), Alexandria. Its report of January 24, 2014,
assessing the operational capabilities of the ANSF concludes that, “in the likely
2015–2018 security environment, the ANSF will require a total security force of
about 373,400 personnel in order to provide basic security for the country and
cope with the Taliban insurgency and low-level al Qaeda threat. The ANSF will
continue to have significant gaps in capability. International support will be
required to address the gaps in mobility, logistics, air support, and intelligence
gathering and analysis though at least 2018.”36

The U.S. Defence Intelligence Agency (DIA) Annual Threat Assessment too
states that operationally, Afghan forces have adapted to the reduction of the ISAF
support by making better use of their own capabilities and showing tactical
competence in planning and conducting security operations. However, they
struggle due to the lack of intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR)
capability, as well as expertise in, and technology for, counter-improvised explosive
device (IED) programmes.37

The Taliban in 2014—A Resilient Force

Although the ANA and ANP are evolving and slowly acquiring greater
capabilities, there is no evidence to suggest that Taliban are ‘down and out’. Most
analysts suggest, that the Taliban is regrouping and biding its time waiting for
the complete withdrawal of the ISAF.

Taliban commenced 2014 with the attack on a famous Lebanese restaurant
in Kabul on January 18 which killed 21 people including 13 foreign nationals.38

Right through February and March, Taliban targeted the ANSF, presidential
campaigns, election officials and key civilian and foreign. Taliban even attacked
the convoy of Abdullah Abdullah, prominent presidential candidate, on February
18,39 killing three of his body guards in the Surobi District of Kabul. As the
presidential election drew nearer, Taliban intensified its activities. A suicide bomber
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blew himself up outside a market in Faryab Province on March 18, killing 13
civilians.40 Two days later, on March 20, Taliban killed 11 people and wounded
22 in a suicide bomb attack at a police station in Jalalabad city.41 It followed up
with more high profile attacks including at the Serena Hotel in Kabul on March
20,42 resulting in the death of eight people including two foreign nationals, and
an attack at the Independent Election Commission (IEC) HQ in Kabul on March
29,43 days before the first round of presidential election on April 05, 2014.

Shortly after the first round of election, Taliban announced its ‘Spring
Offensive’ on May 12, naming it “Khaibar” after the Battle of Khaibar44 calling
for targeting of “the invaders and their spineless backers” and vowing to target
coalition military forces and civilians, as well as the Afghan Government, military,
intelligence services, and tribal militias.45 Commencing it with a strike on May
12 on the office of provincial justice department in Jalalabad,46 Taliban carried
out several high profile attacks in various parts of the country. Presidential election
front-runner Abdullah Abdullah escaped an assassination attempt on June 06
when his motorcade hit a mine in Kabul.47

Continuing its momentum, the Taliban launched an assault with 800 to
1,000 fighters on June 19, targeting police and military checkpoints in the Sangin
District of the southern Helmand Province,48 in an effort to regain their
strongholds in the south. An attack on July 15 when a suicide bomber blew up
an explosives filled car near a market and a mosque in Urgun District in the
Paktika Province, killing at least 89 people, was the deadliest insurgent attack on
civilians since 2001.49

These attacks in large numbers, especially in Helmand and Kandahar,50 clearly
indicated their resolve to regain control over their traditional spheres of influence
while their capability to attack Kabul frequently is a question mark on the
capability of security forces to guard the ‘fortress of Afghanistan’. The International
Crisis Group in its report of May 2014 stated that the overall trend is one of
escalating violence and insurgent attacks. Ongoing withdrawals of international
soldiers have generally coincided with a deterioration of Kabul’s reach in outlying
districts. The increasing confidence of the insurgents, as evidenced by their ability
to assemble bigger formations for assaults, reduces the chances for meaningful
national-level peace talks in 2014-2015.51

Security Situation

The security post-2014 does not present an optimistic picture. Echoing this,
former Afghan Interior Minister Mohammad Umer Daudzai stated on September
17, 2014 that over the past six months 1,523 police officers have been killed in
blasts and clashes with insurgents. The attacks have also claimed the lives of
800 ANA soldiers.52 The India Policy Group of the German foundation Friedrich-
Ebert-Stiftung (FES) in their policy brief too stated,
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“The present security situation in Afghanistan may be described as a
stalemate at both the strategic and tactical levels. The ISAF strategy to
‘clear-hold-transfer-exit’ is likely to fall short of achieving its political and
military goals. The fledgling Afghan National Army (ANA) and the
Afghan National Police (ANP) which are expected to assume full
responsibility for security from the ISAF by the end of 2014, are not yet
equal to the task.”53

Reports from the field suggest that the Taliban are making early gains in several
strategic areas near Kabul while finding success beyond their traditional
strongholds in the rural south and are now dominating territory near crucial
highways and cities that surround Kabul, in strategic provinces like Kapisa and
Nangarhar.54 Between March and May 2014, there was an increase in Taliban
initiated incidents in the south, south-east and east of Afghanistan accounting
for 3,917 of the total 5,864 security incidents recorded during the period.
Particularly notable has been the increase in incidents in the east, where several
Al-Qaeda affiliates, including Tehrik e-Taliban Pakistan, Lashkar-e-Tayyiba,
Lashkar-i-Jhangvi and the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan regularly carry out
attacks on Afghan security forces in parallel to the efforts of the Taliban and
armed wings of the Hezb-e Islami.55 The killing of the U.S. General Harold
Greene by an Afghan soldier at a British-run military academy near Kabul on
August 05,56 and killing of six Afghan policemen by their colleague at an outpost
in Trinkot city of the Urozgan Province on August 06,57 highlight the fragility
of security situation not only within Afghanistan but also the menace of ‘insider
attacks’ adversely affecting the confidence and growth of the ANSF.

As far as India is concerned, Indian assets and projects in Afghanistan have
long been under threat. The attack on the Indian Embassy in July 2008 or the
Indian Medical Mission in Kabul in February 2010 are stark reminders of the
nature and scale of threat India faces. Also, well established past links between
Pakistan’s ISI, LeT and the Afghan Taliban and their role in mounting attacks
against Indian assets in Afghanistan could pose grave threat in the future. In
such a situation, there is a need to take a deliberate relook at the ongoing security
cooperation between India and Afghanistan and work out future options to ensure
that Indian security interests are well protected.

PART III: INDIA-AFGHANISTAN SECURITY COOPERATION AND

OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

India was the first country with which Afghanistan signed the Strategic
Partnership Agreement (SPA) in October 2011. This is the first such agreement
that post-Taliban Afghanistan formally entered into with any country to help or
augment its security as the western troops withdraw and was designed to address
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the challenges of transition. ‘Mutual understanding and long-term trust’ forms
the backdrop of the SPA and highlights India’s pledge to assist, as mutually
determined, in the training, equipping and capacity building programmes for
Afghan National Security Forces.58 Assuring Afghanistan, former Indian Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh stated, “India will stand by the people of Afghanistan
as they prepare to assume the responsibility for their governance and security after
the withdrawal of international forces in 2014,” while President Karzai, in an effort
to allay fears in Pakistan, said, “Pakistan is our twin brother, India is a great friend.
The agreement we signed with our friend will not affect our brother.”59

India-Afghanistan Security Cooperation

India has so far been steady in its security assistance and cooperation with
Afghanistan. Since the signing of the SPA, India has increased training of ANA
officers as well as small contingents in India. Former President Karzai had,
however, urged the Indian Government to do more in terms of military assistance.
In his visits in May 2013 as well as December 2013, he asked India to provide
‘lethal’ military equipment in addition to training and small arms. His ‘wish
list’ included tanks, artillery, mortars, a transport aircraft and medium-lift
helicopters. Some reports suggested that Kabul had placed request for 150 battle
tanks, 120 (105 mm) field guns, a large number of 82 mm mortars, one medium
lift transport aircraft (AN-32), two squadrons of medium lift (24) and attack
helicopters (24), and a large number of trucks.60 In addition, Afghanistan wanted
India to help train its troops and air force personnel at Indian defence
establishments. During a media interaction after his visit in May 2013, President
Karzai suggested that India should help set up a “Sandhurst-type” of military
academy in Afghanistan and help equip the army to ensure the security of the
country.61

Although India declined to provide ‘lethal military aid’, the two governments
announced they would deepen their defence ties, with several initiatives designed
to increase the capabilities of the ANSF as NATO combat forces left the country.
India thereafter raised the number of Afghan military officers and personnel it
trains each year to around 1,000. It included 60 Afghan Special Forces personnel
who would receive training at military facilities in the Rajasthan desert. According
to Afghanistan’s ambassador to India, about 350 Afghan Army officers now receive
annual training in India, with a total of 1,400 trained since 2003. An Indian
defence spokesman said, that the “focus of the training is on conduct of counter
insurgency and counter terrorism operations, with special emphasis on operations
in built-up areas and rural areas in a realistic environment.”62 India, also agreed
to give two transport helicopters to Afghanistan to boost logistical support, a
pledge which was again confirmed by India’s then Foreign Minister Salman
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Khurshid during a visit to Kandahar in February 2014 to inaugurate the
agricultural university built with Indian aid.63

As the transition and the drawdown of western forces progresses in
Afghanistan, there is a fear that the ANSF would require ‘some lethal military
equipment’ for its basic operational needs. Also, accepting the fact that India will
not provide any lethal military equipment, India has been in consultation with
countries in the region to overcome this hurdle. Moving in this direction, India
and Russia reached a deal in February 2014 wherein India will pay Russia to
supply arms and equipment to the Afghan military. Under the deal, small arms
such as light artillery and mortars will be sourced from Russia and moved to
Afghanistan. But it could eventually involve the transfer of heavy artillery, tanks
and even combat helicopters that the Afghans have been asking India for since
2013.64 An Indian foreign ministry official justified the deal stating, “We can’t
commit troops on the ground, we can’t give them the military equipment that
they have been asking us for, for all sorts of reasons including the lack of surplus
stocks. Involving a third party is the next best option.”65

For Afghanistan, India’s deal with Russia is a welcome step as Kabul is running
out of options for sourcing the much-needed military equipment. The country
has been seeking more lethal and modern equipment to help fight off the Taliban.
Most of the military hardware brought to the country by the ISAF is being
repatriated along with the troops. Pakistan is already laying claim to some of the
hardware that will be left behind. With many decisions still in the balance,
Afghanistan has to look for other alternatives. According to India’s former Director-
General of Military Intelligence General Ravi K. Sawhney, “The equipment profile
of the Afghan army is almost zero. But the U.S. is withholding equipment, even
though Afghanistan means to use it only for defense.”66 To meet these added
responsibilities and future challenges, Afghanistan has turned to India and Russia
for assistance. The provision of military equipment and training may not suffice
as Afghanistan looks ahead towards security challenges post-2014. India too has
to step up its security engagement as it is likely to be as adversely hit as Afghanistan
in a failing security situation. Towards this, there is a need to look at better, fresh
and more robust options to boost security engagement between India and
Afghanistan.

Options to Boost Security Cooperation

Unlike reconstruction and economic aid, India has so far not been a major player
in the ongoing security transition and transformation of Afghan conflict, though
its contribution towards the training of the ANSF has increased in the past few
years. But India has never been a major contributor in Afghanistan’s security
largely due to the fact that the security issues have been solely driven by the
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U.S.-led western coalition. However, as discussed in earlier sections, any adverse
situation in Afghanistan, especially in the context of security would greatly impact
India. There is thus a need to constantly monitor developments in Afghanistan,
and also re-evaluate India’s current levels of cooperation with Afghanistan, and
come up with an engagement which is more robust, better integrated and gives
India more control over the security of its assets in Afghanistan as well as
safeguards against spill-over effects in India, especially J&K.

Obstacles to India’s Role in Afghanistan’s Security

In this regard, key questions are, What is it that India can do to secure its national
security interests in Afghanistan? How can India help Afghanistan secure its
security interests? Can India emerge as a net security provider for Afghanistan?

Before attempting to answer some of above crucial questions, it might be
prudent to take a look at some obstacles to a greater Indian role in Afghanistan,
especially in the field of security. One of the most prominent obstacles is the lack
of direct connectivity through land and sea. With this in mind, India developed
the crucial 219-km long Delaram-Zaranj Road linking Afghanistan’s national
highway to the Iranian border. India’s investment in the Chahbahar Port of Iran
and in developing rail and road link up to the Afghan border from the port are
a part of its strategy to access Afghanistan more easily than in the past.

The second important obstacle is Pakistan itself. As discussed at length in
previous sections, Pakistan’s mistrust of India and insecurities about India’s
engagement in Afghanistan are a major impediment. In fact, a recent report
from the Pentagon was scathing in its criticism of Pakistan’s approach stating,
that “Afghan and India focused militants continue to operate from Pakistan
territory to the detriment of Afghan and regional stability. Pakistan uses these
proxy forces to hedge against the loss of influence in Afghanistan and to counter
India’s superior military.”67

China and its ambiguous stand on Afghanistan’s security is another obstacle
to greater Indian involvement. While China is clear that no strain of terrorism
emanating from Afghanistan should cross over into China, it is still not ready for
a more robust role directly in Afghanistan’s security. In fact, many a times it is
felt that China sees Afghanistan through the prism of its relations with Pakistan
and therefore would not support a greater Indian role. Vishal Chandra, in his
latest book, stated that, “There has also been a strong Pakistani influence on its
Afghan policy, especially since the late 1990s. In fact, it could be debatable whether
China at all has had an independent approach or policy towards Afghanistan
particularly since the establishment of the Pakistan-backed Taliban regime in
Kabul.”68

The U.S. and its dependence on Pakistan too has been a dampener in India’s
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greater involvement in Afghanistan’s security. While there have been occasions
when the U.S. military officials have urged India for a more direct role in
Afghanistan (especially after the attack on Indian Medical Mission in February
2010 in Kabul), most of the times, the U.S. has paid heed to Pakistan’s concerns
and quietly advised India against any direct military involvement.

Prospects of Indo-Afghan Security Cooperation: Four Levels

India and Afghanistan’s security cooperation needs to be worked out at four levels,
at the level of Afghanistan, at the level of India, at the regional level and at the
bilateral level with Pakistan. While working on each of them, India will have to
be mindful of the unfolding scenarios in Afghanistan which could range from a
‘Highly Destabilised Afghanistan’ to ‘Fragile but Relatively Stable Afghanistan’,
and the worst of all, ‘A Balkanised Afghanistan.’69

India has virtually no security footprint in Afghanistan except for the ITBP
personnel guarding the Indian Embassy in Kabul. As was witnessed during attacks
on the Indian Embassy in July 2008, October 2009 and February 2010, there
is a need for India to secure its own assets against any Taliban or extremist attack.
The withdrawal of western forces makes it even more imperative now that the
incidental security would not be present. Afghanistan too has been prodding
India to do more in the security sphere for long. As an Afghan diplomat stressed,
“We have asked India to play a more active role, [to change] from a donating
friend to a strategic friend [but the Indians] are taking their time.”70 In the present
circumstances, sending Indian troops even to guard the embassy in Kabul may
not be considered and could invite concerns from all stakeholders in Afghanistan,
especially Pakistan. However, in case of another major attack on its diplomatic
mission or reconstruction projects, India might have to seriously consider sending
at least a small paramilitary unit or Rashtriya Rifles purely in defensive role to
secure its assets. Of course, this would require coordination with the Afghanistan
Government, which should be more than willing to cooperate.

Intelligence cooperation is another very essential field of enhancing
engagement. Presently, India has to rely on the ISAF or Afghanistan on sharing
intelligence inputs. With the ISAF now withdrawn and ANSF capabilities itself
developing, this could be another sphere of intensifying cooperation. India could
offer expertise in conventional intelligence tools, cyber intelligence as well as
satellite coverage through Indian satellites. Intelligence cooperation could provide
the required support to the ANSF to deal with the Taliban and its various allies
operating from Pakistan.

President Karzai has already expressed desire for India to develop a ‘Sandhurst’
type military academy in Afghanistan. While such an academy is already being
established in Kabul by the NATO and an additional requirement may be
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considered by India over time, India could consider providing instructors in the
academy in Afghanistan or even consider establishing a comprehensive ‘Training
Team’ akin to Indian Military Training Team or IMTRAT in Bhutan.

The next step for security cooperation is India itself. Here, India has already
stepped up the training of the ANSF contingents. India could increase the numbers
even further as feasible. The important issue however, is not of numbers but
professional competence and regular upgradation in training. For this, India could
maintain a database of all ANSF officers or officer cadets trained in India and
periodically review their performance in ANA. Of course, it would require ANSF
HQ to agree, but that again would not be a hurdle. Also important is to keep
inviting such officers and some soldiers on periodic ‘re-unions’ to keep the Indian
contribution alive in them. In a battle of ‘hearts and minds’ and perception,
which is as good a tool towards national security as physical battle, these steps
could serve Indian security interests well. ‘Reunions’ and ‘Alumni Associations’
are a well-accepted norm in most developed foreign armies and therefore would
not be something new for India too.

India has so far refused to provide lethal military equipment to the ANSF.
While a relook at this position could be taken in the future, there are several
other ways India can help the ANSF to become self-reliant. India could help
with equipment like night vision devices, electronic warfare sets to monitor terrorist
transmission, mine protected vehicles, explosive detection equipment, IED
jamming devices, bullet proof jackets and even light helicopters for casualty
evacuation. Also, India could conduct periodic military exercises at the bilateral
or multilateral level involving the ANSF within India.

India and its efforts towards ensuring security in Afghanistan and in the
region would require strong regional support too. Regional forums like the
Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) or the South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC) could be explored as most regional countries
are members or observers in them. Between the two, SCO could prove more
effective due to the presence of Russia and China apart from other Central Asian
countries. The fact that the SCO has a Regional Anti-Terrorist Structure (RATS)71

which conducts periodic training and exercises could be helpful in the ANSF’s
fight against the Taliban. Also, unlike SAARC where India and Pakistan are the
two major players and tend to weigh every issue against bilateral issues, SCO
with Russia and China as major nations can effectively downplay Pakistan’s
influence in the regional forum. Given Russia’s concerns over the affiliation of
various terrorist groups operating in Chechnya and Dagestan with the Taliban,
as also Russia’s refusal to get directly involved in Afghanistan’s security, SCO
could be a viable option. Russia and India already have an agreement on the
supply of military equipment to Afghanistan. This arrangement could be scaled
up to include cooperation through SCO.
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China too is concerned about increasing unrest in its western Xinjiang region
and the threat from armed groups operating with support from the Taliban as
most of the Uighur militants are operating from within Pakistan and are more
closely linked to Pakistani Islamist groups. In 2014 alone there were three major
terrorist strikes within China, in March when a knife-wielding group of ten people
attacked passengers at the railway station in Kunming, the capital of China’s
south-western Yunnan Province, killing 28;72 thereafter, in May, killing 31 people
in Xinjiang’s capital Urumqi;73 and, in July, when masked militants attacked
civilians, police and officials in Shache county in Xinjiang’s far south, leading to
almost 100 deaths including 59 “terrorists.”74 China appointing Sun Yuxi, a
Chinese diplomat, as its special envoy to Afghanistan in July 201475 too indicates
China’s growing interests in Afghanistan.

The Central Asian Republics (CARs) are equally concerned of the possible
spill over of the Taliban threat.76 Whether it is the threat from IMU or other
groups, the CARs, from their experience of past attacks know that the threat is
real.77 India with its strong ties with CARs could explore collaborative security
options with them. In this context, one of the key pillars of India’s ‘Connect
Central Asia’ Policy78 is regional security. In addition, Tajikistan could form an
important link in India’s efforts towards security cooperation in Afghanistan.
India already hosts an Indian Air force training team there which could be used
for not only training Afghan Air Force but also as emergency response to any
security situation in Afghanistan. Its proximity to Afghanistan makes it an ideal
asset for India’s indirect military overview over Afghanistan’s security. Also, in
conjunction with Tajikistan and Afghanistan, India could set up a training team
to train both Afghan and Tajik soldiers.

Iran is the next important component of India’s regional engagement towards
Afghanistan’s security. Iran and Afghanistan not only share borders but a long
history, shared cultures and ethnicities. Iran has stakes in Afghanistan’s security
and could be an important partner to India and the region in this effort.79 In
fact, Iran and India could well emerge as a ‘Plan B’80 in case Afghanistan-U.S.
security cooperation flounders post-2014.

India is therefore well placed to enhance cooperation with regard to
Afghanistan’s security bilaterally as well as through regional forums like SCO
with each of the member countries. In case of a serious security situation, upon
Afghanistan’s request and approval of the UN Security Council, the possibility
of deploying a SCO peace keeping force under the UN flag could be explored,
in which India too could participate. As has been experienced in Africa,81 regional
organisations could be better suited and utilised to bring peace in a disturbed
country and the region.

The last important piece of the puzzle is Pakistan. As discussed earlier, Pakistan
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harbours major reservations on India’s role in Afghanistan. There is, however, a
realisation of late at least in some circles in Pakistan that their fears about India
have done them more harm than good. . India needs to encourage this perception
through social media and Track II dialogues. As a confidence building measure,
India could offer additional concessions and transit fee to Pakistan for Afghan
goods coming to India under Afghanistan-Pakistan Transit Trade Agreement
(APTTA) and further additional revenue in case it permits Indian goods too to
get across to Afghanistan. Joint military training for the ANSF in Afghanistan
could be another confidence building measure.82 In case Pakistan still refuses to
move forward on Afghanistan, India has to understand that it cannot remain
hostage to Pakistani concerns when it comes to its own national security concerns.

Conclusion

Afghanistan post-2014 poses a major security threat. Trends clearly indicate that
the ANSF is not yet ready to take on the mantle of securing Afghanistan on its
own. The western forces after withdrawal are likely to be present in smaller
numbers. On the other hand Taliban is still resilient and in fact in process of
regaining lost ground in its traditional strongholds in Helmand and Kandahar.
The spring offensive of 2014, “Khaibar” as well as major attacks on international
forces including killing of U.S. General Harold Greene in an insider attack in
August are a stark reminder of the potential and reach of the Taliban.

For India, Afghanistan is a major security concern. As in the past, in 2014
too, Indians have been targeted in Afghanistan. A noted analyst has stated “Of
all the regional actors involved in Afghanistan, India possesses what is likely the
greatest stake in the status quo, the greatest fear of deteriorating security after 2014.”83

The call by Al-Qaeda to carry forward global jihad into Kashmir is a worrying
sign too. India thus has to remain vigilant to developments in Afghanistan. It
has to undertake a multi-pronged approach to address these concerns. India-
Afghanistan security cooperation needs to be enhanced. While putting boots on
the ground or providing lethal military equipment may be off the table for the
present, India can explore many other options towards fulfilling security needs
of Afghanistan. Enhanced training, military exercises, intelligence cooperation
including satellite data sharing, cooperation with regional countries including
possible involvement of SCO in Afghanistan could be a viable options. Military
cooperation with Tajikistan and enhanced security cooperation with Iran could
be the trump cards in securing Indian security interests.

While it would be too much to expect for India to emerge as the ‘net security
provider’84 for Afghanistan in the near future, the role of a ‘security collaborator’
is a more realistic role that India can seek for itself in Afghanistan post-2014. As
stated by India’s Foreign Minister Salman Khurshid in January 2014 at a meeting
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of the International Contact Group on Afghanistan held in New Delhi, “people
may have many strategies and we will need to work on strategies but one strategy that
we reject here in India is an exit strategy from Afghanistan.”85 Clearly, India has no
option but to remain interested, invested and engaged as Afghanistan seeks to
rebuild itself.
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6
Mutual Assured Security: India-Nepal Security

Cooperation to Mitigate Common Threats

Nihar R Nayak

There has been a major shift in India’s foreign policy with the change of
government in New Delhi in 2014. India’s neighbourhood is now the prime
focus in its foreign policy dispensation. The Modi Government took India’s
neighbourhood policy to a higher level by inviting all SAARC leaders to the
prime minister’s oath taking ceremony, thereby clearly sending a message that
neighbours are more important than others. Modi’s foreign visits to the two
Himalayan countries within six-months in office indicated a shift in India’s
priority, mainly from Pakistan. His acknowledgement of ‘B4B’ (Bharat for
Bhutan) reflected that India is equally dependent on its smaller neighbours as
far as security and unhindered search for energy and development are concerned.
This is a stark departure from earlier thinking in India’s neighbourhood policy
debate that the Himalayan countries-Nepal and Bhutan-are more dependent on
India than others.

This departure can be attributed to India’s quest for development and energy
needs. India now considers its smaller neighbours as partners in its economic
growth and its peaceful rise to the level of a super power. Moreover, India’s strategic
thinking of Himalayas as natural barrier has been transgressed, once again after
1950, with rapid infrastructure development on the Himalayan region, the
construction of trans-Himalayan railways by China close to India’s northern
security framework and increased Chinese economic, cultural and political
engagements with Nepal. Most importantly, China’s open declaration of use of
railway lines for strategic purpose further increased the importance of Nepal and
Bhutan. China has declared that its Lasha-Xigazê rail would be connected to the
border areas of Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan. From the Chinese point of view, this
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railway line would facilitate tourism, transportation of minerals to mainland and
transportation of military equipment to the border regions. As a result, the cis-
Himalayan region seen as the first line of India’s defence could lose its relevance.1

In this context, this paper examines the nature of relationship between India
and the Himalayan countries-Nepal and Bhutan—in the changing geopolitical
environment. The primacy of the India-Nepal security cooperation evolved due
to geopolitical set up in 1950s by identifying China as a common enemy. Over
the period of time, the relationship between China-India and China-Nepal has
changed. Until 1950-1962 India was under the impression that China might
walk through Nepal. However, the security perception changed after 1962 and
further after 1971. There has been rapprochement in India-China relations since
1990s. There are also changes in political landscape in the Himalayan region.
New non-traditional threats are emerged as major challenges to both India and
Nepal. Therefore, what should be the level of security cooperation with Nepal?
Due to space constrains and differences in nature of relations, this paper exclusively
discusses on India-Nepal security cooperation.

The paper argues that India’s northern border would be secured only by an
economically and militarily strong Nepal. Any confident, politically stable and
independent country would never allow its territory to be used by external forces.
In that scenario, instead of only northern Nepal and Bhutan border, the entire
region will be used as first line of defence of India. However, despite Nepal being
a sovereign and independent country, India cannot afford to let Nepal alone
manage its security issues given its limited capability, resources, open border and
geo-physical location.2 Both historical and contemporary evidences suggest that
aggressive nations have undermined the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
existing UN conflict prevention resolutions during war situations. In fact, UN
has remained a mute spectator of this gross violation and failed to protect the
sovereignty of neutral countries. In this context, who would take guarantee that
the same might not happen with Nepal in case of any conflict between China
and India in future. India cannot afford to take risk given its experience in 1962
and Chinese aggressive campaigning in the past. The Nepalese Army (NA)
doctrine assumes that, “nuclear showdown between neighbouring countries as a
potential security threat.”3 Therefore, India should support the military and
economic capacity building of the Himalayan countries along with strong security
sector—military, intelligence and police level—cooperation with Nepal.

Geo-Politics in 1950’s

The Geo-political dynamics in the sub-central Himalayan region changed with
the withdrawal of British Empire from the subcontinent in 1947 and Communist
victory in China. The British withdrawal resulted in the collapse of its agreements
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(Himalayan Frontier Policy) with smaller Himalayan countries, including Nepal.
The smaller countries in the region felt insecure in absence of a protector against
China. The foreign policy of the then newly independent India was unclear to
them. The insecurity doubled in October 1949 when Communists assumed
power under Mao in China. As late as 1939, Mao Tse-tung observed that,
“different imperialistic powers have swallowed the parts of China...if Tibet was
the palm, Nepal, Bhutan, Sikkim, Ladakh, and NEFA were its five fingers.”4

This Chinese strategy thinking on Himalayas unnerved India too. From India’s
point of view, although Himalaya was considered a natural frontier against any
adventurism from Chinese side, it wanted to draw a ‘second line of frontier’ by
entering into Peace and Friendship Treaties with Bhutan, Sikkim and Nepal along
the British line after the Communists assumed power in China. India wanted
these Himalayan countries including Tibet to be sovereign and independent
countries as a ‘principal barrier’ on its northern frontier, which would have been
difficult for China to take claim. Therefore, India advised these countries,
especially Nepal, to bring revolutionary changes in its political system. India
urged Nepal to become a member of the UN in the backdrop of changed geo-
political reality and due to the resistance against the then Rana regime within
the country.

Articulating India’s concerns and interests in Nepal, Prime Minister Nehru
on March 17, 1950 in Parliament emphasised two issues. As a friendly neighbour
he advised Nepal Government to follow the line of freedom and bring changes
in the existing political system. He again stated that any aggression or external
threat to Nepal will affect safety of India. In this regard India does not need any
military alliance with Nepal or other countries. Rather India needs to adopt a
policy to protect both Nepal and its own security interests.5 Therefore, the then
militarily-weak India attempted to create a chain of informal allies against China.
This worked as a deterrent against China. In return, India assured the smaller
neighbours their territorial integrity, sovereignty and economic support.6

Chinese invasion of Tibet in October 1950 altered India’s strategic
calculations. The status of its second line of defence turned into first line. The
mid and southern Himalayan countries became buffer between China and India;
therefore, India redefined its policy towards Nepal. Articulating India’s foreign
policy towards Nepal, Nehru on December 6, 1950 stated that in all practical
purposes, Nepal was not very independent internally during British regime and
its foreign relations were strictly limited. However, independent India went one
step ahead and acknowledged Nepal as an independent country both internally
and externally. Nehru was worried about the political system in Nepal as he felt
that the communists might take undue advantage of the unpopularity of monarchy
and Nepal might come under Chinese influence. That is why he wanted Nepal
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to realise its problems and correct those accordingly; although he did not want
to interfere directly to bring changes in Nepal’s polity which he pointed out
around 1947. While the Rana regime did not pay much heed to Nehru’s
suggestions, India was forced to interfere in the internal affairs of Nepal after the
Chinese invasion of Tibet in October 1950. Nehru always felt that given the
geographical reality of India, any foreign presence in the Himalayan region was
unsafe for India. Until 1950, Himalaya was the “principal barrier” to India against
external aggression. After the Chinese invasion on Tibet, that barrier had
weakened. Since India’s friendly advice was not realised by the then Rana regime,
India had to adopt a middle path of not uprooting the old system completely but
bringing peace and democracy in Nepal. Nehru was concerned about developments
in Tibet, which he reflected as, “regardless of our feelings about Nepal, we were
interested in our own country’s security, in our own country’s borders.”7 Since
time immemorial, Himalayas stood as a barrier to cross over to south. That barrier
might not be as strong as it was earlier. Moreover, the Himalayas start from the
north of Nepal. “Therefore, much as we appreciate the independence of Nepal,
we cannot risk our own security by anything going wrong in Nepal which permits
either that barrier to be crossed or otherwise weakens our frontier”.8

Although India recognised Nepal as an independent country, it felt that later
it might not remain a strong country against the communist China due to its
internal political situation and race for power between Rana and Shah families.
India therefore considered that despite showing its martial power and bravery
against China, Tibet and British Empire, Nepal secured its independence by
entering into various peace and friendship treaties with its neighbours. It also
lost battles against both China and British Empire and conceded some of its
territories. In absence of British empire, Nepal tried to fill up the power vacuum
by establishing diplomatic relations with the U.S., which was impractical as it
was impossible for the U.S. to protect Nepal in case of any invasion from China.
Since the British handed over the legacy to a democratic and republic India,
Nehru felt that the mantel fell on India to protect the territorial integrity of the
smaller Himalayan countries, who could not withstand China’s aggressive
territorial interests. Therefore, Nehru while acknowledging the independence of
Nepal linked India’s external security with Nepal. He also indirectly advised Nepal
to update its political system with changing geo-political dynamics.

1950 Treaty: Context and Content

India entered into Peace and Friendship agreements with the Himalayan
countries—Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan. Although the content of the treaty was
different for each of the country given their relationship with British India, the
context of the treaty was very much similar to all. Historically, all these three
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Himalayan countries lost war against British India.9 The issue was settled by
entering into agreements and conceding some territories to British India.10 While
in case of Sikkim and Bhutan, the British administration controlled both internal
and external policies, it allowed Nepal to formulate its internal and external policy
independently. India might have followed dual policy given the territorial size of
the country, geographical location, historical linkages and capability to defend
against foreign aggression. Sikkim and Bhutan were comparatively smaller than
Nepal. In fact, the 1923 treaty acknowledged Nepal as an independent country,
but it remained silent about the sovereignty of Nepal. In the post independent
period, while India tried to strengthen its relations with Nepal through the 1950
Treaty of Peace and Friendship, they both acknowledged each other’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity. During the agreement, both the countries also exchanged
a letter, which remained secret till 1959 by a mutual understanding that “certain
matters of details to be regulated”.11 The letter focused on the operational aspect
of the Treaty.

Although the 1950 Treaty covered a wide range of issues, including sharing
of information before any kind of conflict with other countries, it was not a
military agreement or any effort to form alliances. However, the content in the
exchange of letters (EL) was somehow different. According to clause 1 of the EL,
“Neither government shall tolerate any threat to the security of the other by a
foreign aggressor. To deal with any such threat, the two governments shall consult
with each other and advise affective counter-measures.” It talked about consulting
each other in case of any external threat. But the treaty was silent about joint
military actions against the external threats. Moreover, according to the
international practice, the UN had to be informed in case of any treaties and
agreements signed between two sovereign nations. Unfortunately, EL was not
shared with the UN. It was made public after nine years of the agreement.
Therefore, it can be argued that some sort of negligence of the provisions might
have happened from both the countries’ side.

The secret letter exchanged between both the countries during the agreement
specified that both the governments have to inform each other regarding security
and foreign policy issues. However, some Nepalese perceive that the content in
the secret letter in fact gave limited space to Nepal to conduct its foreign and
defence policy independently. Whatever rights were given in the 1950 treaty was
taken away in the secret letter. Most importantly, while the content of the letter
was applicable to both the countries, India found breach of the treaty from Nepal
side when the latter tried to diversity its foreign policy and asserted its sovereignty
on economic and defence policy. India expected Nepal to consult her before
establishing diplomatic relations with other countries. It felt that the treaty was
breached when Nepal tried to diversify its foreign policy under King Mahendra
in 1955 and tried to establish diplomatic relations with China.
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Small State Syndrome

These smaller countries tend to find India as a new protector against the possible
communist aggression as a result, the agreements that these countries entered
into with India gave a sense of security to them against India itself as they felt
that a friendly relationship would reduce the possibility of aggressive policy from
southern neighbour too.12 However, despite this, there was trust deficit against
India especially from Nepal side, due to asymmetric realities, regime
incompatibility and also because of India’s then policy of integration of former
princely states. The mutual security concern was addressed by India only on the
request of the government of Nepal “to send a military mission to assist in the
training and reorganisation of the Nepalese army”13 on February 23, 1952.
Around 20 officers and some soldiers were part of the mission. The number
later increased as per the request of the government of Nepal. By the end of
1953, the mission had a total of 197 personnel, including officers.14

The mission was deployed mostly close to the northern border of Nepal and
Kathmandu. Since the mission was established immediately after the Indo-Nepal
1950 Treaty, external forces interpreted the arrangement as a military alliance
between India and Nepal. While Nepal in fact tried to diversify its foreign policy
under King Mahendra, and pursued non-alignment policy to maintain equi-
distance between India and China, the presence of the Indian military was
interpreted as military alliance with India. Many saw this arrangement as against
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) principles. In 1961, the NAM summit in Nepal
opposed military alliances and blocks. In an effort to show the international
community that Nepal did not belong to any military alliance, King Mahendra
asked India to withdraw its mission from Nepalese territory. There was also pressure
from the Chinese side to withdraw Indian military mission camping near the
northern border.

Although these Himalayan countries suspected the intentions of India due
to latter’s emphasis on the continuation of a ‘special relationship’ and guiding
their foreign and defence policies,15 these countries’ perception of China (the so-
called common enemy) also changed with India’s recognition of Tibet as part of
China in 1954 and India-China agreement. Unfortunately, India’s contradicting
foreign policy—that of maintaining good relations with China and at the same
time advising the Himalayan countries to maintain distance with China; of
including these countries in its northern security frame work, while both China
and India had more than 4000 kms of common border—forced the rulers of
these countries to diversify their relations in search of international recognition
as alternative security guarantee from both against India and China. Unfortunately,
India treated this action as violation of treaties, especially in case of Nepal which
led to periodical friction in bilateral relations. The external forces like the U.S.
and China took advantage of this unhealthy bilateral atmosphere.
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Collapse of Mutual Security

India-Nepal bonhomie on security understanding did not last long. Five years
after the treaty was signed, India was perceived as a threat to Nepal’s sovereignty.
In the post-King Tribhuban regime, Nepal’s perception towards India changed.
This change happened largely due to the insecurity of the regime (s) against
India’s support to the democratic movement. There were also personal factors.
King Mahendra had differences with his father, king Tribhuvan, and the then
Nepali Congress chief B.P. Koirala. He, therefore, deliberately, tried to reverse
the decisions that were taken by this father.

The ruling elite also defined threat perception by equating regime security
with state sovereignty. The royal regime and in late 1990s, the Maoists projected
threat from its southern neighbour because of power and ideological reason.16 As
a first step towards preserving and protecting Nepal’s sovereignty and
independence, King Mahendra discontinued the ‘special relations’ with India.
Second, he diversified Nepal’s foreign policy by extending friendly relations with
China.

As China completed the Tibet occupation in 1959, India felt that China
might exert a claim on cis-Himalayan region. Therefore, November 1959 Nehru
asserted that in case of “aggression against Nepal, India would send help.” The
then Nepalese PM, B P Koirala, opposed Nehru’s statement and made it clear
that Nepal did not feel any threat from any quarter. Expressing displeasure over
India’s unilateral concern over Nepal’s security, he indirectly hinted that India
should not be worried about Nepal’s security and it should not link Nepal to its
northern security policy. Koirala also indicated that as an independent country
Nepal was capable of defending its territory on its own strength. But, defending
his statement, Nehru said that both the countries have agreed to “consult each
other” in case of foreign aggression on the agreeing party as a result, concern of
Nepal became the concern of India. Although India thought to tackle the
challenges as a common problem, Nepal repeatedly rejected that and conveyed,
there has not been any military alliance with India, rather it was a mutual assurance
between friendly countries. No country can take unilateral decisions to mitigate
any threat. The intention, as mentioned in clause 2 of the EL, was basically to
have knowledge of all happenings in Nepal so that counter-measures could be
taken accordingly. What Indian policy makers were expecting from Nepal as first
line of defence was that the latter should share information with India in case of
any threat Nepal receives from any forces and India would prepare itself for securing
its territory.17 Third, Nepal and China singed peace and friendship Treaty in
1960 and successfully resolved their border dispute. This marked the end of mutual
suspicions between both the countries and emboldened Nepal’s confidence as a
sovereign country. Four, in absence of any direct threat and due to India’s poor
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performance in the 1962 war against China, Nepal was encouraged to ask India
to withdraw its military mission in 1963. Nepal perhaps wanted to send a clear
message to its neighbours and the international community at large that it did
not have any existing military alliance with any country.

The 1962 war between India and China further changed the geopolitical
dynamics in the central Himalayan region. India, which was seen as the legitimate
protector to the smaller Himalayan countries, lost its credibility after the end of
war. The impact of the war was so severe that India had to compromise its
‘democratic project’ and supported monarchy. Interestingly, while the People’s
Liberation Army (PLA) did not use Nepalese soil in the 1962 War, India signed
Arms Assistance Agreement with Nepal. During the 1962 war, Nepal had also
declared to remain neutral. China, in fact, protested over the use of Gurkhas in
the war before the Nepal Government. China however wanted to 700 Gurkha
prisoners of wars (POW) as agents against India. Therefore, China had reportedly
treated the Gurkha POWs differently and indoctrinated them “against their Indian
officers and told that Chinese and Nepalis are ‘brothers’.”18

In the post war period, although India endorsed the then King’s policy in
Nepal’s domestic and foreign policy and kept distance from the internal matters
of Nepal, the regime insecurity continued in the 1970’s. The Indo-Nepal
relationship was affected due to political developments in the region. It reached
its lowest when Nepal unilaterally declared non-reciprocity in treatment of Indians
on its soil. Nepal considered that Indian citizens’ presence in the Terai region was
the biggest threat to its sovereignty for it being the Indian design to integrate
Nepal with it. This perception was developed after India played a foremost role
in the formation of Bangladesh in 1971 and integrated Sikkim within its territory.
Anticipating any such actions from India, Nepal deployed the Royal Nepal Army
in the mid-1970’s in the Terai region by identifying some amount of threat from
the South. In fact, subsequently, Nepal declared itself as a ‘zone of peace’ in 1975
to neutralise India’s influence in its domestic politics. The proposal was reportedly
recognised by around 112 countries, including Pakistan, China and the U.S.
India considered the proposal a breach of security understanding with Nepal.
India thought that the then King Birendra’s proposal of the ‘zone of peace’
undermined its security interest in its northern frontier due to growing influence
of external actors’ presence in Nepal.

This development forced India to bring back its democratic project to Nepal.
It supported the democratic forces by putting pressure on the King to promulgate
a new constitution. The democratic movement in Nepal geared up with the change
of government in Delhi in late 1980s. As India’s support to the democratic forces
increased, India was portrayed as the single biggest threat to Nepal by the then
Royal Nepalese Army (RNA). The 1988 RNA strategic review report identified
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that a war with India would last for 15 days whereas it would last 20 days with
China given the inhospitable Himalayan terrain. In case of China, the strategy
would be to delay the war and seek UN assistance for mediation. According to
the 1988 RNA strategic review report, the RNA was expected to fight both external
and internal security challenges.19 In accordance with the report, India was
identified as such a threat to Nepal that the latter went to the extent of purchasing
air defence guns from China in late 1980s.

Therefore, the RNA felt imminent threat from the South and prepared itself
accordingly by procuring air defence guns from China in 1988 despite an Arms
Assistance Agreement Treaty with India of 1965. According to the Nepalese Army
doctrine, the following acts constituted threats which would prompt a military
response:

• incursion into Nepali territory by any hostile foreign armed force
• armed assault against the Nepali population or the Nepali armed forces by

any organised armed group
• armed insurgency aimed at undermining the authority of the state.20

India-Nepal Defence Cooperation and Maoist Insurgency

After the Arms Assistance Agreement in 1965, India has been the only major
supplier of arms and training equipment to the then RNA. An Indian Military
mission was established in Kathmandu, which stayed there till 1969. RNA
officials were trained in the Indian Military academy. In 1963, King Mahendra
asked India to re-equip the RNA; however, the arrangement did not last long.
In October 1969, Nepal Government took two important decisions regarding
defence cooperation with India. The government cancelled the 1965 Arms
Assistance Agreement and demanded withdrawal of the Indian Military liaison
group in Kathmandu.

Despite the cancellation of the Arms Assistance Agreement by Nepal, later,
in principle, it agreed to import arms from India under the 1950 Treaty. India
undertook the modernisation of the force with Rs. 500 crore equipment package
in 1990. India provided weapons in subsidised rates against the Maoist insurgency
that began in 1996.21 After the Maoists attacked the RNA barrack in Dang in
2001, the package was revived with sophisticated arms, intelligence sharing,
training and support in tactical deployment of the RNA in Maoist affected areas.
The Indian Army’s support and the formation of the India-Nepal bilateral group
on security played an important role to transforming the RNA from a ceremonial
army into a counter insurgency force. India was supplying INSAS 5.56 mm
rifles, ammunitions, training ammunition for artillery guns and more mine
sweeping vehicles. India granted Rs. 100 crores to RNA to buy from it arms,
such as, INSAS rifles, ammunition, advanced light helicopters, and mine
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protection vehicles in 2004.22 After 1962, for the first time, India stopped
supplying lethal weapons to the Nepalese Army after the then King took over in
February 2005.

Table 1: Military Equipment Supplied by India to Nepal between 2007-2010

Year Item

2007-08 Tent Extendable
2008-09 Demolition Stores, Spare parts 5.56mm
2009-10 Demolition Stores

Source: Laxman Behera, IDSA.

According to a small arms survey report, Nepalese Army had 160,000 firearms
as on 2012.

Table 2: Small Arms Inventory of the Nepalese Army as on 2012

Weapon Type Supplier Total Sources

M4 Automatic carbine United States 1,070 MoD (2011); Watters (2012d)

AKM (Type 56) Automatic rifle China 300 MoD (2011)

AR15/M16 Automatic rifle United States 2,000 MoD (2011)

Galil Automatic rifle Israel 2,000 MoD (2011)

INSAS Automatic rifle India 23,000 Asia News Agency (2005)

M16A2/A4 Automatic rifle United States 15,000 Watters (2012a, 2012b,
2012c)

Lee-Enfield Bolt-action rifle UK or India 30,000 Walter (2005, pp. 94–95)

Bren L4 Light machine gun Belgium 200 Ezell (1988, p. 274)

M249 Light machine gun United States 300 MoD (2011)

FN Minimi Medium machine gun Belgium 5,500 Crivellaro (2002)

9 mm FN or HP Semi-automatic pistol India 15,000 Ezell (1988, p. 274)

SAR (FAL or Semi-automatic rifle India 30,000 Eger (2006); Ezell (1988,
L1A1)  p. 274)

MSG90 Sniper rifle Germany 100 MoD (2011)

Sterling Sub-machine gun United Kingdom 25,000 MoD (2011)

MP-5 Sub-machine gun Germany 200 MoD (2011)

Source: Legacies of War in the Company of Peace, Small Arms Survey, Geneva, Issue Brief, no. 2,
May 2013.

Tables 1 and 2 indicate that other than India, Nepal procured arms and
ammunitions from China and some western countries as well. India-Nepal relation
was again affected on defence issues in 1988 when Nepal purchased weapons
from China. India treated the move as violation of the 1950 Treaty and the EL.
India interpreted Nepalese action as a compromise with the mutually assured
security arrangement. The nature of Indian weapons supply to the RNA was
mostly confined to small arms and ammunitions. Although India was committed
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to supply timely sophisticated weapons and other technical support, security forces
in Nepal felt that insufficient to counter the well equipped Maoists. Most
importantly, India also reportedly supplied substandard weapons to Nepal.
Moreover, there were perceptions in Nepal that Indian arms supply was dependent
on securing its political and security interests. This could be another reason Nepal
looked for third country option. Interestingly, no major regular joint exercises
were undertaken until 2011.

India and Nepal agreed on a defence agreement known as the Indo-Nepal
Defence Cooperation Framework in December 2009. The objective of the
framework could have been to supplement the existing Indo-Nepal Treaty of
Peace and Friendship of 1950, and also to further insure deepening of Indo-
Nepal relations, especially marked by close defence ties, against any fallout from
the simmering tensions in Nepal.23 Given the uncertainties surrounding the 1950
Treaty, India might have wanted to have a separate defence agreement with Nepal.
This could also be due to growing Chinese military aid to the Himalayan country
and its growing influence in Nepal. Besides the fresh defence cooperation, India
is lately moving towards re-supplying the Nepalese Army with weaponry such as
the INSAS rifles, mortars, howitzers and Armoured Personnel Carriers and is
also assisting in setting up airstrips, besides ensuring increased number of seats
for Nepal Army officer cadets at Indian military training institutions.

The Nepalese request for supply of lethal weapons was accepted by India
after the successful completion of the Peace Process in 2012. India was willing
to resume the supply of both lethal and non-lethal weapons to Nepal after the
latter requested the same during the meeting of the Bilateral Consultation Group
(BCG) on security Issues in 2011. The Nepalese side sought immediate supply
of weapons worth Rs. 1 billion, including military education exchanges, joint
exercises and supplies of military store and equipment. Some of the equipments
were supplied as a loan with 60 per cent payment and 40 per cent subsidy as
agreed at the tenth BCG in Bangalore in April 2013. As agreed, the Nepalese
Army would purchase cartridges and bullets, small weapons and mortars in the
first phase. Mines, detonators, safety fuses and time pencils from India would
also be bought subsequently. Payment terms were bilaterally agreed and as usual,
India agreed to provide grants and loans. It was also agreed that the armies of
both the countries would conduct joint exercises, along with having military
educational exchanges.24

As per the seventh BCG agreement, an India-Nepal joint military training
titled “Exercise Surya Kiran-V” was conducted at Pithoragarh on September 23,
2013. The objective of this training was not only training of troops in counter
terrorism operations but also to enhance defence cooperation and military relations
between the two nations. It provided an opportunity for the personnel of the two
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countries to share their experiences on counter terrorist operations, especially in
mountainous terrain, and also on aspects of disaster management. The two
countries earlier commenced joint training at platoon level (30 men from each
side) in 2011. The first two joint exercises focused primarily on jungle warfare
and counter-insurgency operations.25

Both the armies again started a joint military exercise titled ‘Ex-Surya Kiran-
VII’ in Pithoragarh of India on August 18, 2014. The two-week long joint exercise
focused on jungle warfare, anti-insurgency, disaster management (pandemic/
epidemic disaster), disaster relief and casualty evacuation under rescue operations
using helicopters.26

Geo-politics, Technology and Security

In 1950s and 60s, India had signed the Peace and Friendship Treaty and
established military mission by brining Nepal into its security umbrella while
China entered the Himalayas, the first line of India’s defence. These agreements
failed to create a joint front during India-China war in 1962 and Chinese
consolidation in the south of Himalayas. Now, China has crossed the Himalayas
again through massive economic investment in Nepal and infrastructure
development in the Tibet Autonomous Region (TAR). There is a view in Nepal
that Nepal’s status at the regional level may be changed once Chinese railway
lines reach Nepal border at Rasuwa/Kerung (China). This would emerge as an
alternative trade route for Nepal and Bhutan. The trans-Himalayan railway will
support Chinese policy of revival of South and south-west silk route. “The link
allows the PLA to respond quickly and transport supplies to south-western Tibet
in a contingency. The other link, the Lhasa-Nyingchi line, is set to begin
construction before the end of this year and to be completed by 2018. The line
will be 433 kilometres in length and trains may reach speeds of 160 km/hr, will
transport both passengers and goods and be used by civilians and the military.
It will form a reverse V-shape defense with the Lhasa-Xigaze Railway in southern
Tibet and enhance the PLA’s mobility in the Himalayas.”27

One Indian security analyst observed that, “Extension of the railway from
Lhasa to Kathmandu and onward to Lumbini, which is being discussed, will
have serious strategic implications for India. If China’s plans for the development
of Lumbini and building an airport materialise, that will add to India’s discomfiture
as will the establishment of any Chinese settlement on India’s borders.”28 Moreover,
historically, Himalayan passes played important role in battles between Tibet
and Nepal. During the 1792 Tibet-Nepal War, the Manchus troops called by the
Tibetan Government to defeat the Gurkhas used Kyirong route to invade Nepal.
Therefore, the objective of the railway line extension till Nepal border and setting
up of new ports could be to enhance Chinese monitoring capacity at the major
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vulnerable entry points to TAR. China also believes that, “the Kyirong Port will
serve as a link between China and the South Asian countries. It is expected to
bring a big number of visitors into Tibet and boost its tourism.”29 China will
have certain advantage by having the railway line across the Himalayas. First,
this will increase the mobility of the PLA in case of emergency situation. It will
give access to the remotest areas of the TAR. The presence of railway will help
in transporting heavy military armaments. Second, this will facilitate to restore
the old trading routes and open new alternative trading routes between Nepal
and China. Thus, reduce Nepal’s dependence on India. Third, the presence of
railway line till the newly opened trading point-Kyirong and Rasuwagadhi-may
open a new emergency route for Nepal by connecting gas and fossil fuel pipelines
from the nearest oil depot in Tibet. Last, but not least, this will further strengthen
people to people contact between Nepal and China by tourism, business and
non-political visits.

Interestingly, the developments coincide with the ongoing debate over the
future of the 1950 Treaty itself and the issue of the modernisation of the Nepalese
Army to prepare for the fifth generation warfare and the differences of views
between India and Nepal on the UN Arms Trade Treaty, which was passed in the
UN in April 2013. The debate over revision or abrogation of the 1950 Treaty
indicates that Nepal does not feel any threat from any country.

Non-Traditional Security (NTS) Threat

With rapid changes in geo-political dynamics in the 21st century, Nepal is more
worried about the new non-traditional threats. In the post-conflict period, Nepal’s
threat perceptions have changed. The ‘Nepali Army Doctrine 2014’, the first
official doctrine of Nepali Army (NA), has emphasised to develop and update
Nepal’s military strategies as per the fifth generation warfare (5GW) to tackle
violent extremist organisations. It further says that the NA should follow the
‘Threat-Cum-Capability-Based Model’ approach. The document has identified
nine threat perceptions: political, economic, social, religious, idealism, production
of lethal weapons, rapid population growth, climate change and global energy
crisis. The doctrine states that, “in case of chemical and biological war, as well
as the conventional war, defensive measures should be adopted”.30

However, although there are several bilateral arrangements—Home
Secretaries, Nepal-India Bilateral Consultative Group on Security Issues
(NIBCGSI), Joint Working Group on Border Management (JWG) and Border
District Coordination Committee (BDCC)—between India and Nepal to address
these issues, some of the issues continue to remain as a major security threat to
Nepal, especially in the post-conflict period. While the governance system is weak
in absence of constitutional provisions, Nepal still feels that India could have
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taken more actions against Terai-based criminals and armed groups, who use
Indian territory for safe haven. Moreover, during Maoist insurgency, Nepal
Government felt that India did not reciprocate on security issues by not arresting
Maoist cadres and leaders, who were taking shelter in India.

Given the geo-cultural linkages, major events in India and the Tibetan region
have impact on Nepal. During the Home Secretary level meeting in 2014, Nepal
asked India to cooperate in taking action against Terai-based illegal armed groups
which were taking shelter in Bihar and eastern Uttar Pradesh, sharing information
on movements of religious radical groups and preventing narcotics and small
arms trafficking from India to Nepal side. It also expressed concern over misuse
of open border by unscrupulous elements posing security threats.

As part of the capacity building program to tackle the NTS effectively, India
provided logistic support, including 764 different types of vehicles costing Rs.
800 million to the security agencies of Nepal in November 2013. During Prime
Minister Modi’s visit to Kathmandu in August 2014, both the countries had
agreed to sign an extradition treaty and mutual legal assistance to prevent illegal
activities by anti-State elements on the both sides of border. Both the countries
also agreed to expedite the signing of MoU on Police Academy and strengthen
coordination and consultation to deal with the problem of floods and inundation.

Of late, natural disasters like floods, landslide and earthquake have become
a major concern to both the counties. Any natural disaster in Nepal can have
impact in India and vice-versa. This has security implications too. Therefore, like
India has integrated its security with the security of Nepal, India has also
considered all disasters in Nepal as disaster befalling on India. For example, India
announced a relief assistance of Rs. 48 million (NR), for the victims of the 2014
floods and landslides that hit different parts of Nepal, claiming over 240 lives.
India has also arranged three helicopters and one airplane on standby at the
border for disaster relief operation.31 Again India had declared high alert in low
lying areas of Koshi river while a massive landslide on August 3, 2014 created an
artificial lake in the Sunkoshi river. The bursting of that artificial lake would
have submerged a large part of Bihar province of India; therefore, India declared
unilateral technical and material assistance to Nepal to bring back the natural
flow of river Sunkoshi.

In February 2014, India and Nepal agreed to cooperate on flood management
and flood control, particularly on rivers that originate in Nepal and reach the
Ganga river basin and others. The eighth meeting of the India-Nepal Joint
Committee on Inundation and Flood Management (JCIFM) was held in
Kathmandu in which both sides agreed to expedite work related to flood control
and inundation. In this regard, since 2008, India has been providing assistance
to Nepal for strengthening and extending embankments along rivers originating
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in that country like Lalbakeya (61 km), Bagmati (40 km), Kamala (66 km) and
Khado. According to the available statistics, the total grant assistance already
disbursed for embankment construction along these rivers stands at Indian Rs.1.86
billion or Nepali Rs. 2,917.68 million (nearly $30 million) between 2008 to
December 2013.32

However, despite having common challenges emerging from NTS, there are
a limited number of bilateral or institutional arrangements on mitigating common
disasters, except joint army operations, between India and Nepal. India has just
included disaster management program in the army joint exercise after the U.S.
introduced joint training programme on disaster management with the Nepalese
Army.

Conclusion

India’s Nepal policy has been guided by strategic issues pertaining to preventing
external forces’ presence in the south of Himalayas. It has mostly been a
continuation of the British ‘northern frontier’ policy with only minor changes.
Instead of strengthening Nepal to defend its territory independently against any
possible Chinese adventurism, India created vassal states in its periphery, which
has created the image of India as an interventionist power.33 In the post-1947
period, India did not face any serious threats on its northern frontier, especially
along its border with Nepal. Nepal remained neutral during the 1962 war between
India and China. However, given the ongoing border disputes between India
and China, Chinese Military infrastructure in Tibet and growing Chinese interest
in the southern Himalayas, the same might not happen with Nepal in future.
Further, the presence of western powers and Pakistan sponsored terrorist groups
on Nepalese soil would also undermine India’s internal and external security.

Most importantly, the Nepalese security discourse has been mostly influenced
by its ruling elites, who felt highly insecure due to geo-political changes in the
post-Cold War period. On the other hand, India’s security cooperation with Nepal
was guided by India’s security policy. India considered Nepal as its second line
of defence rather than as a security partner. India’s policy in the post-1950 treaty
period made Nepal dependent on India as the latter did not support the capacity
building of Nepal in security sphere. India’s over-possessive security policy forced
Nepal to make its own security arrangement by diversifying its foreign policy
with other countries, including China, and by becoming a member of the UN.
Therefore, Nepal treated the 1950 treaty as a political document signed for
protection of the then Rana regime against India’s democratic project. Nepal
never felt that the 1950 treaty would provide safety from Indian aggression or
would be a shield against China.

In the post conflict period, Nepal is vulnerable internally than facing external
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challenges given its geo-ethno-social structure. Since political instability and any
territorial threat on Nepal would have serious implication for India, it would be
in the interest of India to keep Nepal as a sovereign, independent and powerful
country to prevent other external powers and elements from posing common
threat to the region to exploit their geopolitical vulnerability.

Policy Recommendations

There is ample evidence in history and in the post cold war period of transgressing
sovereignty of the smaller countries by big powers. Since India has already
witnessed humiliating situation in 1962, it should not take risk again by
neglecting its principal barrier to protect its national security. Therefore, from
India’s point of view, following steps should be taken while considering Nepal’s
political and security sensitives:

1. Nepal should be divided as two lines-yellow and red. Terai should be
treated as a red line of any kind of external presence. And north of Terai
should be treated as part of the yellow line; in addition, no major strategic
engagements in the Terai region should be encouraged.

2. According to NA doctrine 2014, NTS possesses major threat; therefore,
strengthen military-to-military, paramilitary-to-paramilitary and
intelligence level of cooperation. Further on, special emphasis needs to
be given to strengthen cooperation at the army level; supply good
qualitative arms and ammunitions on time and never take any decisions
to affect the interest of Nepalese Army.

3. Need to highlight the strategic connections like Gurkha’s contribution
towards Indian security, role of ex-servicemen in strengthening bilateral
relations and unique arrangement of honorary position to army chiefs
of both the armies.

4. India’s presence in Nepal should be more visible in comparison to China.
This can be achieved by streamlining Delhi’s efforts to timely delivery
of projects. The relationship should be strengthened further by focusing
on economic and social issues.

5. Both the countries need to expedite to singing of the extradition treaty.
6. Need more institutional cooperation on disaster management.
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7
Assuring Security to Sri Lanka

Gulbin Sultana

Security situations in Sri Lanka since its independence have evolved with the
perceptions of the ruling class as well as with the shifts in the regional and
international security environment. At the time of independence, Sri Lankan
policymakers perceived political and military threats from external sources,
particularly from India and to some extent from the communists. The first Prime
Minister of independent Sri Lanka, D.S. Senanayake1 and the subsequent United
National Party (UNP) leaders till 1955 perceived communism as a threat to Sri
Lanka’s security.2 However, after 1955 the anti-communist feeling started receding
due to the Soviet recognition of Sri Lanka as a sovereign country. Ideologically,
too, the new government of Sri Lanka led by the Sri Lanka Freedom Party (SLFP),
which came into power in 1956, was friendly towards the Soviet Union. So no
threat was perceived from communist countries since then.

A strong suspicion of the possibility of aggression from India was the dominant
strand in D.S. Senanayake’s external policy.3 The ‘India fear’ continued to dominate
the subsequent UNP leaders, Dudley Senanayake and John Kotelawala too. John
Kotelawla, the third Prime Minister of Sri Lanka, talked about aggression from
“quarters closer home” and absorption of the island by India if the British bases
were withdrawn.4 India, after becoming an independent State, never hinted at
military aggression. In fact it talked about peaceful co-existence. Yet, Sri Lankan
leaders harboured the India fear for two factors: (1) Historical memories of the
invasions particularly from South India and suggestions made by some of the
Indian strategic thinkers and political leaders to bring Sri Lanka under Indian
federation for mutual defence;5 (2) India’s regional security policy during the
Cold War period. During this period, India considered the South Asian region
as its sphere of influence and opposed to its neighbours’ seeking any external
involvement in the region. If a South Asian country genuinely required any help,
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it should ask help from India.6 This was seen by Sri Lanka and other smaller
countries of the region as Indian domination and restriction on their strategic
autonomy. The UNP leaders at that time were also not very happy with the
presence of persons of Indian origin as they voted against the UNP.

The SLFP leaders did not have the acute sense of ‘India fear’ like the UNP
leaders. SWRD Bandaranaike had the best of relations with Jawaharlal Nehru.
Sirimavo Banadaranaike also shared friendly relations with India. However, she
did not ignore the ‘India factor’ in Sri Lanka’s security policy. Sirimavo
Bandaranaike, according to M.S. Kulandaswamy, “While appearing to be sensitive
to India’s strategic interests and aspirations...she revealed her government’s desire
and efforts to maximise the islands manoeuvrability vis-à-vis India by cultivating
China and Pakistan.”7

In 1971, Sri Lanka faced real security challenges from internal source. Janatha
Vimukthi Peramuna (JVP), a revolutionary group of rural Sinhala educated-
unemployed youth in the South, launched an insurrection against the Sri Lankan
Government. It was thought that there may be an external hand behind the
insurrection, but later it was realised that it was just an internal threat. The
insurrection was quelled with the help of foreign assistance particularly with the
help of India. Though the insurrection was suppressed, the country faced another
challenge from the Tamil militant groups since late 1970s, which subsequently
engaged the Sri Lankan forces into a full-fledged war for almost 26 years. The
JVP movement also revived in 1988-89. So the island in 1980s was facing
challenges from within—the Tamil militant groups in the North and Sinhala
militant group in South—as well as from an external source—India, who was
trying to intervene in the Sri Lankan affairs by providing assistance to the Tamil
militants and air dropping food for the people in the north. Along with the
Tamil militants, therefore, India too was seen as a threat to the integrity and
sovereignty of Sri Lanka. India however, was not trying to divide the island. By
providing training to the Tamil militant groups or air-dropping food items in
Jaffna, India tried to remind Sri Lanka that it would not tolerate an extra regional
power in its backyard and that Sri Lanka should immediately withdraw all the
facilities provided to the US in the Trincomalee harbour.

In the post-Cold War period, India redefined its regional policy. It projected
itself “to be a reasonable and liberal minded power that is conscious of the rights
and autonomy of its smaller neighbours to promote their security in a manner
that is suitable and best according to their calculations...”8 Since 1990s, India
maintained distance from the Sri Lankan ethnic conflict. At the same time, it
did not stop Sri Lanka from acquiring assistance from Pakistan, China and Israel.
However, despite assistance from Pakistan and China, Sri Lankan forces had to
face severe challenges from the Liberation of Tamil Tigers Eelam (LTTE). Both
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Chandrika Kumaratunga and Ranil Wikremesinghe during their respective tenures
sought Indian assistance to fight the LTTE, but the Indian Government refused
to provide military assistance in Sri Lanka’s ethnic conflict, except providing an
Offshore Patrol Vessel (OPV) in 2002. It was only during the fourth Eelam war
under Mahinda Rajapaksa that India provided military assistance (non-lethal) to
the Sri Lankan Government. With the assistance of India and other countries,
Sri Lanka annihilated the LTTE—the biggest threat to Sri Lanka since 1980s—
in 2009.

In the post-LTTE period, Sri Lanka is facing new sets of challenges. Former
Secretary of Defence and Urban Development Gotabaya Rajapaksa articulated
the potential threats for Sri Lanka in his article, “Sri Lanka’s National Security”,
published in Prism in 2014.9 According to him, the main concerns for Sri Lanka
in the post-LTTE period are: the possibility of re-emergence of terrorism or
emergence of other extremist groups; the worsening of ethnic divisions and
communal violence; the challenges of maritime security and border control; the
growth of organised crime; foreign interference in domestic affairs; and non-
traditional technology-driven threats, including social media. In the post-LTTE
period, India has been accused of interfering in the internal affairs of Sri Lanka
by directing the Sri Lankan Government to implement the 13th Amendment.
However, in the current scenario, more than India, Western powers like the US,
UK and European Union are seen as threats. Sri Lankan Government though is
disappointed with India because of its stand on the Tamil questions and war
crime issues; given India’s size, location, military strength and capability, it has
acknowledged and sought the Indian leadership to deal with the current threats.

In this background, it is argued that in the changed security situations of Sri
Lanka, India has emerged as a security provider from a security threat. Sri Lanka
has an inherent fear for Indian domination, and tries to deal with this fear by
getting close to the extra-regional powers as well as regional countries who are
inimical to India. However, time and again it has been established that India is
the only country which can provide real security to Sri Lanka.

Areas of Security Concerns and India’s Help to Sri Lanka

External Security Concerns

Sri Lanka as a small country had the fear10 that India which was aspiring to be
the regional power would dominate Sri Lanka. To protect its own sovereignty,
and particularly to deal with India, Sri Lanka signed the ‘defence agreement with
the UK’11 on November 11, 1947 under which it agreed to provide security
assistance to the country.12 At least until 1956, the UK played the role of security
provider to Sri Lanka. Sri Lankan Government during that period did not feel
the need to develop and modernise the armed forces. Even after the British
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withdrew from Sri Lanka, the Mahajana Eksath Peramuna (MEP)13 government
led by the SLFP regime did not give much attention to develop its armed forces
as it did not perceive any military threat from either India or any other power.
Moreover, after the failed coup attempt by Sri Lankan Military in 1962,14

whatever little plan government had to modernise the army was also stopped.
Thus, Sri Lanka lacked a credible armed force to protect the country. Therefore,
it was in Sri Lanka’s interest to keep the region free from military aggression.

Sri Lanka under Sirimavo Bandaranaike expressed concerns about superpower
naval presence in the Indian Ocean. This concern was dealt with by garnering
the support of like-minded countries at the multilateral forum like the United
Nations General Assembly (UNGA), Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and the
Commonwealth. India provided diplomatic support to Sri Lanka’s proposal to
declare ‘Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace’. India strongly supported the Sri Lankan
initiative at the Lusaka Summit in 1970 as well as in the UNGA when the proposal
was adopted as a Resolution at its 26th session in 1971.15

Internal Security Threat and Indian Assistance

When Sri Lanka suddenly faced the security threat from the JVP in 1971, its
armed forces were not capable to handle the threat. As violence spread, military
was called out but the situation had worsened. The then Prime Minister Sirimavo
Bandaranaike in her broadcast to the nation on April 24, 1971, admitted that
the government was not prepared to face an armed insurrection from the youth.
She declared, “We found that we had inadequate weapons, ammunitions and
aircrafts to meet a sustained threat over a long period of time by the terrorist
insurgents.”16 Srimavo Bandaranaike sent a distress signal to Indira Gandhi, the
then Prime Minister of India. K.P.S. Menon, the then Indian High Commission,
was sent to New Delhi, to personally convey the message. Indira Gandhi, when
she received the urgent message, hurriedly summoned her cabinet to discuss the
desperate appeal and within a few hours large quantity of small arms and
ammunition, six helicopters with crew, 150 Gurkha soldiers were dispatched.17

A flotilla from the Western Fleet of the Indian Navy went out of the Cochin
harbour to patrol the Ceylon maritime areas to intercept, in cases of any foreign
vessels entering to assist the insurgents.18 Sirimavo Bandaranaike also appealed
to the US, UK, China, Soviet Union and Pakistan to come for Sri Lanka’s
assistance. Pakistan delivered two helicopters to Colombo for the Ceylon Air
Force. England, America, Yugoslavia and Egypt too rushed assistance to Ceylon.
However, their assistance was limited.19 India played a major role in that situation,
which was greatly acknowledged by Sri Lankan Government as well. It is obvious
that the good rapport between Indira Gandhi and Sirimavo Bandaranaike
prompted the Indian support. An important factor that influenced India’s decision
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to provide naval assistance during the crisis in 1971 was anti-India comments
made by the JVP in its indoctrination lectures.20

Indian assistance to Sri Lanka during the JVP insurrection in 1971 did not
change UNP’s perceptions of India. The UNP regime which came into power in
1977 perceived India with suspicion. It was thought that by providing training
to the Sri Lankan Tamil militant groups, India was trying to form another
Bangladesh. President Jayewardene ensured Sri Lanka’s security from Indian
domination by deepening its relations with the West, particularly the US. In
1981, Colombo lifted the nine-year old ban on foreign warships at Trincomalee.21

In 1983, it signed an agreement with the US under which the Voice of America
was allowed to expand its activities in the Island. Sri Lanka provided these facilities
to the US, hoping security assistance to deal with the Tamil militants as well as
with India. Other than the US, Sri Lanka also approached the UK, China, Pakistan
and Malaysia for military and political support. Sri Lanka managed to get
assistance from Pakistan, Israel, China, South Africa, Malaysia and Singapore,
but the US and the UK expressed their reluctance to render direct military support
to Sri Lanka.22

Following the communal riots in 1983, Indira Gandhi, the then Prime
Minister of India, expressed her grave concerns and offered India’s good offices
to resolve the ethnic conflict through dialogue. She sent G. Parthasarathy to Sri
Lanka as her special envoy to work out a solution. Rajiv Gandhi, after becoming
Prime Minister of India in 1984, also offered India’s good offices and pressed for
negotiated political settlement of the ethnic conflict. From 1983 to 1985, the Sri
Lankan Government held dialogues with the political parties in Sri Lanka (APRC)
and the Tamil groups (Thimphu Talks in 1985) to find out solutions to the
ethnic problem, but without success. At the same time, violence continued,
particularly in Jaffna. On May 26, 1987, the Sri Lankan security force initiated
its mission to liberate Jaffna according to the order of then President Jayawardene,
which cost thousands of Tamil lives. There was the apprehension of an increased
flow of refugees into India, too. Then Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi asked then
High Commissioner J.N. Dixit “to make it clear to Colombo that New Delhi
would not let down the Tamils at the hour of their crisis. Should Sri Lanka
persist with her military machine to eliminate the LTTE altogether, New Delhi
would have no alternative but to provide the necessary logistical support to it...”23

India also decided to send relief supplies across the Palk Strait for the Tamils in
North by unarmed fishing boats and sought Sri Lankan Government’s cooperation.
However, Sri Lankan Navy did not allow those unarmed fishing boats to enter
into Sri Lankan waters. Feeling humiliated at this, India airdropped relief supplies
into Jaffna. Sri Lanka condemned this act and described it as an “unwarranted
assault” on its “sovereignty and territorial integrity”.24
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Following the Indian intervention, the Jayewardene government faced
challenges within Sri Lanka from all directions. Jayewardene’s opponents both
within and outside the government criticised Jayewardene for not able to stop
the Indian intervention. “While the opposition parties led by the SLFP launched
an anti-government stir, the JVP organised student strikes and armed attacks on
government establishments, creating a situation of utter chaos.”25 At the same
time, due to divisions within the armed forces, Jayewardene feared a coup attempt
with military assistance. In such circumstances, the then Sri Lankan President
Jayawerdene was compelled to seek Indian military assistance. He signed an Indo-
Lanka Accord with India in 1987 and gave his commitment to devolve power to
Tamils and address the language issue. Also with an exchange of letter, annexed
to the agreement, Sri Lanka agreed to respect India’s strategic interests by not
allowing any third countries to have facilities in Trincomalee. India on the other
hand agreed to provide military assistance to Sri Lanka during emergency.26

Accordingly, Indian Peace Keeping Force (IPKF) was sent to Sri Lanka at the
request of President Jayawerdene.

However, both Tamils and Sinhala including some of Jayawerdene’s own party
members were against the Indo-Lanka Accord and the IPKF mission. The then
Prime Minister Premadasa was against the presence of Indian peacekeeping force
in Sri Lanka. He contested the 1988 Presidential election as the UNP candidate.
During his election campaign, Premadasa announced that he would make the
IPKF soldiers to leave the island if he became President. He mentioned this in
his letter to then Indian Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi on June 2, 1989 requesting
complete withdrawal of the IPKF by July 31, 1989.27 Withdrawal of the IPKF
and reduction in India’s role was the point of convergence between Premadasa
and the LTTE. After becoming President, Premadasa through his Foreign Minister
Ranjan Wijeratne invited the LTTE for talks. Government extended its invitation
on April 13, 1989, and by April 15, LTTE responded to the government’s call
and the first round of talk between the LTTE and the Premadasa government
held on May 4, 1989.28 According to the Eelam People’s Revolutionary Liberation
Front (EPRLF) Secretary-General, R. Padmanabha, LTTE had agreed for talks
on the basis of three demands: the withdrawal of the IPKF, dissolution of the
North-East Provincial Council headed by the EPRLF and amending the
Constitution along the Canadian model.29 Then President Premadasa, on the
other hand, was keen to have dialogues with the LTTE, because the Indian
Government pledged to withdraw the IPKF only after the restoration of normalcy
in the North East. On June 1, 1989, Premadasa in a public declaration called
India to withdraw the IPKF by July 1989, referring the peace talks.30 The
intelligence sources of the IPKF found out that Sri Lankan Army had supplied
arms and equipment to the LTTE to fight against the IPKF soldiers, under the
specific orders of the President.31 On July 28, 1989, India agreed to start the
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withdrawal of the IPKF from July 29, 1989. The last contingent of the IPKF
withdrew from Sri Lanka on March 24, 1990.

IPKF could restore law and order in the north east province, disarm the
non-LTTE groups and bring about temporary cessation of hostilities between
the Sri Lankan Government and the LTTE.32 However, in the process, India lost
around 1,100 soldiers. Rajiv Gandhi too was assassinated by the LTTE for signing
the Indo-Lanka Accord. Following the withdrawal of the IPKF mission and the
assassination of Rajiv Gandhi, India decided to maintain a distance from Sri
Lankan ethnic conflict and not to send its troops to Sri Lanka.

However, the Indian Navy and Coastguard continued their patrolling in the
Palk Strait to prevent Tamil militant activities as committed in the Indo-Lanka
Accord. The 2.16 (B) of Indo-Lanka Accord says, “The Indian Navy/Coast Guard
will cooperate with the Sri Lanka Navy in preventing Tamil militant activities
from affecting Sri Lanka.”33 Accordingly, the Indian coastguard carried on its
Operation Tasha. Since the withdrawal of the IPKF, one coastguard ship ex-
Chennai and one IB/IC ex-Mandapam remained on continuous patrol in the
Palk Strait. Also, a Dornier aircraft ex-Chennai carried out air surveillance in
Palk Strait and Gulf of Mannar.34 Operation Nakabandi was launched on August
13, 1996 by India to check the influx of refugees from Sri Lanka to India and
to curb smuggling and other clandestine activities in Palk Bay and Gulf of
Mannar.35

In the letter exchanged by the President of Sri Lanka and the Prime Minister
of India, annexed to Indo-Lanka Accord in 1987, India gave commitment to
provide training facilities and military supplies for Sri Lankan security forces.
Accordingly, India continued to provide training to the Sri Lankan security forces.
India has trained thousands of Sri Lankan personnel at its military institutions:
from Counter-insurgency and Jungle Warfare School at Vairengte (Mizoram) to
School of Artillery at Devlali (Maharashtra). India has also imparted training to
the Sri Lankan personnel by providing specialised naval courses in gunnery,
navigation, communication and anti-submarine warfare. The premier Indian
Military Academy at Dehradun has even run special courses to train hundreds
of cadets from Sri Lanka.36

However, India did not provide any military supplies during the Eelam War
II and III. In 2000, Sri Lanka made a desperate call to India for help when Sri
Lankan forces lost the Elephant pass to the LTTE.37 But India refused to assist.
It is interesting to note that after withdrawal of the IPKF, when India decided to
disengage itself with the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka and India’s non-interference
in the internal affairs of Sri Lanka was reiterated by all the Indian prime ministers
since 1991, including I.K. Gujral;, Sri Lankan leaders38 and media39 wanted India
to interfere and undo the damage it inflicted by training and arming the LTTE.
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The India-Sri Lanka defence ties strengthened only after the signing of the
ceasefire agreement between the Sri Lankan Government and the LTTE in 2002.
Defence cooperation in the fields of defence training has expanded manifold
since then. The Sri Lankan armed forces comprised the largest number of foreign
trainees in Indian armed forces’ training institutions.40 A Sukanya class OPV
was gifted by the Indian coastguard to the Sri Lankan navy in 2002. An
understanding was reached between India and Sri Lanka wherein India committed
to not objecting to the involvement of extra-regional powers provided India was
kept in the loop by regular consultations.41

Ironically, Sri Lanka opposed the Indo-Lanka Accord in 1987, but in the
new millennium, it pushed for Defence Cooperation Agreement (DCA) with
India after India dropped Sri Lanka from its negative lists of defence supplies. In
late October 2003, then Sri Lankan Prime Minister, Ranil Wickremesinghe and
then Indian Prime Minister, A.B. Vajpayee issued a joint statement indicating
mutual interest in working towards a DCA.42 Mahinda Rajapaksa, the then Prime
Minister of Sri Lanka, also expressed an interest to have a defence cooperation
agreement during his state visit to India in 2004. However, after negotiating the
DCA for two years, India refused to sign it. Two arguments are put forward for
India not signing the defence agreement, first, because of the pressure from Tamil
political parties in India and second, Sri Lanka’s refusal to provide exclusive rights
to India on the Palaly airbase.43 Though India did not sign the Defence Agreement,
yet India played a major role in maintaining Sri Lanka’s security by not interfering
in the PA government’s war against the LTTE,44 non-involvement in the ethnic
conflict and by naval cooperation in containing Tamil militant activities.

When Mahinda Rajapaksa came to power and made a conscious decision to
defeat the LTTE, he and his brother and advisor Gotabaya Rajapaksa decided to
take India on board, realising that India is the only country which can influence
the military campaign. Gotabaya Rajapaksa mentioned:

In 1987, the enormously successful Vadamarachchi Operations had
pushed the LTTE to the brink of defeat. However, these operations could
not be sustained because the Indian Government intervened. The primary
problem in 1987 was that the relationship between the two countries had
not been managed very effectively.... In contrast, from the time of his
election, President Rajapaksa went out of his way to keep New Delhi
briefed about all the new developments taking place in Sri Lanka. He
understood that while other countries could mount pressure on us through
diplomatic channels or economic means, only India could influence the
military campaign.45

Through regular interaction and exchange of information, Sri Lanka convinced
India of the need to take the military option to its logical conclusion. India
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agreed to provide military assistance to the Sri Lankan Government while making
it clear that it would not supply lethal weapons. India offered its ‘Indra’ air search
radar to Sri Lanka. It has been reported that in early 2006, responding to the Sri
Lankan team’s request for military help, India gifted five Mi-17 helicopters to
the Sri Lankan Air Force to be flown under Sri Lankan Air Force insignia.46

These helicopters played a major role in rescuing Sri Lankan Army’s Deep
Penetration Units whenever they were surrounded by LTTE’s counter-infiltration
units or and also airlifted injured soldiers from deep inside LTTE-held territory.47

In 2007, India offered a US$100 million loan to buy Indian equipment, including
vehicles and air defence systems (non-deadly or non-offensive). India played a
crucial role in defeating the LTTE by providing naval intelligence to the Sri
Lankan Navy. It provided critical information about the Sea Tigers’ movements
and vessels, and ‘mother boats’ in the high seas which stored LTTE weapons.
Sri Lankan forces could destroy eleven of such ‘mother boats’ in the high seas by
2008 with the help of Indian naval intelligence.48 As a result, LTTE’s military
capabilities started shrinking fast, which led ultimately to its collapse by May
2009. However, India was not appreciated by Sri Lankans as much as it deserved.

Moreover, the Indian Government decided to support the Sri Lankan
Government’s military operation against the LTTE, because it also wanted to get
rid of LTTE’s menace in the region. Apparently, India decided to provide air
search radar to Sri Lanka to stop it from getting the Chinese radar system. It was
feared that by providing radars to Sri Lanka, China would easily overreach into
the Indian air space.49 So it can be argued that not only strategic interests, but
also the security interests compelled India to support Sri Lanka’s war against the
LTTE.

India-Sri Lanka Defence Cooperation in the post-LTTE Period

In the aftermath of the war in Sri Lanka, both India and Sri Lanka felt the
necessity to have a more comprehensive defence relationship. The institutional
mechanism of a yearly defence dialogue was decided by then Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh and then Sri Lankan President Mahinda Rajapaksa during
their summit meeting in Delhi in June 2010.50 India and Sri Lanka agreed to
commence staff-level talks between the navies and armies of the two countries,
and conduct a joint naval exercise between the two navies in 2011. Accordingly,
Sri Lanka and India began first Army-to-Army staff talks on June 28, 2011 to
bolster bilateral military cooperation with joint exercises and training programmes.
Both countries also held the inaugural round of Annual Defence Dialogue on
January 31, 2012. SLINEX, which was not carried out after 2005 due to war,
resumed since 2011.51 The Sri Lankan and Indian navies conducted a joint naval
training exercise from October 6-8, 2009 in the Western seas of Sri Lanka. INS
‘Shardul’ of the Indian Navy and INCGS ‘Varuna’ of the Indian Coast Guard
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with Indian Cadets on board and SLNS ‘Sayura’, SLNS ‘Samudura’ and ‘A 521’
of the Sri Lanka Navy participated in the exercise Code-named ‘Cadex 2009’.52

Casting off Procedures, Seamanship, Coastal Navigation, FLYEX and Fire
Fighting and Damage Control exercises, and searching a suspicious vessel using
small boats of the Special Boat Squadron were some of the areas which came for
evaluation. India has also agreed to provide assistance to Sri Lanka’s newly formed
coastguard. India has also agreed to train 1,400 defence personnel annually.

In the post-LTTE period, maritime security and maintenance of peace and
stability are the common security challenges for both India and Sri Lanka. There
are intelligence reports that terrorist attacks will be carried out in India by using
the Sri Lankan maritime route.53 This convergence of interests made the naval
forces of the two countries to cooperate despite the occasional tensions between
the two navies on the issue of attacks on fishermen.

Sri Lanka accepted India to play a lead role in ensuring maritime security in
the Indian Ocean region. A trilateral cooperation agreement on maritime security
was signed by India, Maldives and Sri Lanka on July 8, 2013.54 By signing the
agreement, the three countries agreed to collaborate in the areas of inter alia
Maritime Domain Awareness (MDA); strengthening coordination of maritime
Search and Rescue (SAR); promoting marine oil pollution response cooperation;
expanding ‘DOSTI’ (friendship) exercises; and sharing information on illegal
maritime activities and piracy. Both Sri Lanka and Maldives urged India to lead
in this endeavour. India will provide MDA training to Sri Lankan and Maldivian
officials, set up Maritime Rescue Coordination Centres (MRCCs) in Sri Lanka
and Maldives and provide expertise and technical assistance in the field of SAR.
Indian Coastguard conducted the International Maritime Organisation oil
pollution preparedness, Response and Cooperation level 1 and Level 2 courses in
Mumbai under the Indo-Maldives-Sri Lanka trilateral cooperation programme
from November 25 to December 6, 2013. Five participants each from Maldives
and Sri Lanka participated in the training.55 During the third NSA-Level meeting
in Delhi on March 6, 2014, new areas of cooperation including Hydrography;
training in Visit, Board, Search and Seizure Operations; training on board Indian
Sail Training Ships; exchanges between think tanks; and joint participation in
adventure activities were also discussed.56

During the eighth meeting of the India-Sri Lanka Joint Commission on
January 22, 2013, both the countries signed agreement on Combating
International Terrorism and Illicit Drug Trafficking.57 The first Director-General
levels talks between the Narcotics Control Bureau (NCB) of India and the Police
Narcotics Bureau (PNB) of Sri Lanka was held in New Delhi in August 2014,
wherein the two sides agreed to adopt a coordinated strategy to prevent drug
trafficking between the two countries. The two countries also agreed to continue
sharing of actionable intelligence in this regard.58
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Both India and Sri Lanka agreed to strengthen bilateral cooperation in the
uses of civil nuclear technology for peaceful purposes for the mutual benefit of
the people of the two countries. In this context, both the countries had two
rounds of talks. The first round of talks was held on October 12, 2012 in New
Delhi and the second round on May 5-6, 2013, where the draft text of a
comprehensive Agreement on Bilateral Civil Nuclear Cooperation was discussed.
Both the countries initiated the talk on the civil-nuclear cooperation following
the protests in Sri Lanka against the Koodankulam Nuclear power plant in
Chennai. Sri Lanka has raised concerns over the commissioning of the
Kudankulam Nuclear Plant in Tamil Nadu’s Tirunelveli district, which is only
250 kilometres from Sri Lanka’s north-western coastal town of Mannar. The Sri
Lankan Government had informed India in May 2011 about the need to enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the two countries based
on Article 9 of the second Convention on the early notification of nuclear
accidents. Responding to concerns, India discussed nuclear applications,
technological assistance, technological transfers, capacity building of officials in
Sri Lanka about nuclear safety and response to nuclear accidents.59

India’s Humanitarian Assistance to Sri Lanka during Natural and Man-
made Disasters

Sri Lanka is prone to natural disasters like floods, landslides, cyclones, droughts,
wind storms and coastal erosion. These natural disasters cause loss of life, and
enormous damage and destruction to property. The most severe challenge Sri
Lanka faced in the recent history was in 2004 due to tsunami. Thousands of
people died and millions have been displaced from their homes. In addition to
these natural disasters, the country also incurs heavy toll on account of man-
made disasters such as pollution, sand mining, etc. Indian armed forces provided
humanitarian assistance to Sri Lanka both during natural and man-made disasters,
as discussed below.

Flood Relief Operations

Consequent to unprecedented floods afflicting the districts of Ratnapura,
Kalutara, Matara and Hambantota in central and southern Provinces of Sri Lanka,
the Government of Sri Lanka had requested the Government of India on May
18, 2003 for medical-cum-humanitarian assistance for approximately 15,000
flood victims. Indian Army disaster management teams, comprising 20 doctors
and approximately 200 paramedics, engineers and administrative support
personnel were airlifted by the Indian Air Force from Allahabad and Secunderabad
to Colombo on May 20, 2003. The Indian Army troops established medical
camps in Ratnapura, Galle and Matara besides a number of Medical Aid Posts
in the affected villages on May 21, 2003, where a total of 16,957 victims were
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provided medical relief. Special medical supplies were sent to flight outbreak of
epidemics, such as typhoid and other deadly diseases like dengue fever and
malaria. INS Sharda was deployed at Galle, Sri Lanka from May 20-26, 2003
to provide relief. The teams were de-inducted on June 6, 2003.60

Again, in 2011, floods affected more than one million people, or one-twentieth
of the population of Sri Lanka.61 The Indian Government dispatched 25 tonnes
of relief material, including food, drinking water, sleeping mats, blankets and
bed sheets to Colombo for the flood-affected people in Sri Lanka by Indian Air
force Craft.62

Tsunami Assistance
The largest humanitarian assistance was provided in the aftermath of tsunami
in 2004. Indian Air Force helicopters set off for Sri Lanka within hours and an
Indian naval ship set sail from Kochi equipped with relief supplies within four
hours of a request from Sri Lanka, despite the fact that some of its own areas
were hit by the tsunami. One field Ambulance comprising nine doctors and
130 paramedics was airlifted to Sri Lanka on December 31, 2004. The field
ambulance provided aid in Hambantota and matara Districts in Southern Sri
Lanka. Aid was provided to around 7,846 patients. Mobile hygiene and sanitation
teams visited relief camps and villages. The army provided 66 tonnes of rations,
4.5 kl of kerosene oil, 7 tonnes of medicines and 30,000 pairs of socks. Two
Composite Task Forces carried out relief and rehabilitation tasks in Galle and
Hikkaduwa, to help in the distribution of relief material, restoration of power
supply, telephone communications, water supply, construction of temporary toilets
and assistance in construction of a bridge at Televatha. Relief operations in
Colombo and Male sector were also carried out using two HS-748 and six
Helicopters (Mi-8 and Mi-17) operating daily, airlifting approximately 17 tonnes
and evacuating the required personnel. Teams of divers were also deputed for
relief operations in Sri Lanka.63

Pollution Response Operations Off Sri Lanka
In a prompt response to the request received from the Government of Sri Lanka,
Government of India dispatched its naval Dornier aircraft and two coastguard
ships “Veera” and “Vikram” (OPV Class with Integral Helicopter) to the Southern
Coast of Sri Lanka to contain the oil spill that had occurred from a merchant
ship off the coast of Koggala. A total of 260 officers and men of the Indian
coastguard were involved in the oil spill and pollution control operation.64

In addition to these operations, many Sri Lankan nationals were rescued
from different crises in foreign countries by India. In 2006, Sri Lankan nationals
were rescued from Beirut during Israel-Lebanon conflict by Indian Navy ships
Mumbai, Brahmaputra, Betwa and Shakti.65 Search and Rescue operations by
Indian forces continue to save many Sri Lankan nationals.
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Constraints and Shortcomings in India’s Security Assistance to
Sri Lanka

India was perceived as a threat in the initial years of Sri Lanka’s independence,
and even during the 1980s when it trained the LTTE. Since 1990s Sri Lanka’s
threat perception changed, and in fact, it recognised India as a security provider
to Sri Lanka. Sri Lankan Government has sought Indian assistance whenever it
is in trouble. However, the Government of India could not provide all the military
assistance Sri Lanka sought to defeat the LTTE in view of respecting the
sentiments of the Tamil people in India. As already mentioned, the DCA too
was not signed in 2004 due to the Tamil factor.

Tamil Nadu has been opposing India’s security ties with Sri Lanka even after
the Eelam War. Since the ethnic conflict is not yet resolved and militarisation of
the Northern province is ongoing, Tamil Nadu still opposes India’s security
assistance to Sri Lanka. Increasing attack on Indian fishermen by Sri Lankan
Navy is another reason for Tamil Nadu’s opposition. It has even urged the central
government to not provide training to the Sri Lankan defence forces. Due to
heavy pressure from Tamil Nadu the Indian Defence Ministry in 2012 had to
stop training the Sri Lankan Air Force personnel at the Tambaram Air force Base
near Chennai in Tamil Nadu, and they were moved to the Yalahanka base in
Bangalore. However, the then Tamil Nadu Chief Minister J. Jayalalithaa
vehemently opposed the central government’s decision to move the Sri Lankans
to a different base in India, saying that the Lankan airmen should not be trained
anywhere in India.66 Tamil Nadu’s political parties including DMK, AIADMK
and the PMK have also opposed the central government’s reported move to supply
two OPVs to Sri Lanka to strengthen its capabilities to guard its maritime
boundaries.67 J. Jayalalithaa wrote to the Indian Prime Minister in 2013 to cancel
the sale of the OVPs to Sri Lanka.68

Despite Tamil opposition, India provided, and is still providing, military
assistance to Sri Lanka. However, not much publicity has been given to avoid
controversy within India. As a result, common people in Sri Lanka are not aware
about many aspects of the Indian assistance. India has been seen in Sri Lanka
more as an interfering country and as a regional hegemon than a security provider.

At this point, it is important to examine the Indo-Lanka relations in the
framework of the small states’ behaviour towards the regional power. Usually the
small states try to balance the regional power in the neighbourhood by having
close cooperation with the extra-regional powers. Though Sri Lanka realises that
India can provide all the security, it would not like to see India as the sole security
provider because of its inherent fear of India. In such a situation, it is clear that
even if India keeps quiet on the Tamil issues, Sri Lanka will still try to use a third
country to balance India. During the Cold War period, India’s regional policy was
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such that it did not allow any third country to interfere in the region. In such
circumstances, fear on the part of the smaller countries in the region was
understandable. However, in the post-Cold War period, India has clearly articulated
that it does not have any problem with the regional countries working with extra-
regional countries as well as those inimical to India, provided it is kept in the loop,
and with particular regard to Sri Lanka, that its territory is not allowed for anti-
India activities. Sri Lankan policymakers are well aware of this caveat, but the
Cold War period mentality is still prevalent among certain sections, and Sri Lankan
leaders try to exploit that. As an independent country, Sri Lanka has the right to
take any country’s help as it wishes, to protect its territorial integrity and sovereignty.
However, allowing a third country to use its facilities ignoring India’s security
concerns cause unnecessary tensions between the two countries. In early 2007,
when Sri Lanka acquired a Chinese-built JY-11 3D radar system, the then National
Security Adviser of India MK Narayanan said, “It is high time that Sri Lanka
understood that India is the big power in the region and ought to refrain from
going to Pakistan or China for weapons.”69 MK Narayanan’s objection to the
Chinese radar system was that it would overarch the Indian airspace. However,
Sri Lankans argued that they had to seek out China and Pakistan for arms as India
under pressure from Tamil groups refused to sell arms to their government to fight
against the LTTE. While it is true that due to the Tamil Nadu factor, India refused
to provide lethal weapons to Sri Lanka, it did provide non-lethal weapons and
intelligence assistance during the fourth Eelam War.

Recently, External Affairs Minister Sushma Swaraj objected to Chinese
building an Aircraft Maintenance Centre in Trincomalee. According to media
reports, China National Aero Technology Import-Export Corporation (CATIC)
had been granted permission to build such a centre at Trincomalee. The Aircraft
Maintenance Centre would service, maintain and repair all Chinese aircraft in
the Sri Lankan Air force. The project is to be built with a loan of US$ 40 million.70

The Sri Lankan Minister of External affairs, Prof. G.L. Peiris said in the Parliament
on July 22, 2014 that the government had only agreed on setting up such a
Centre, but had not thus far agreed on a possible location for the project. According
to him, there were only three possible locations for the project, and these had to
be areas which could land jet planes. The areas were Katunayake, Mattala and
Trincomalee. The most suitable would be decided when all factors were taken
into consideration. Sri Lanka has only 44 Chinese commercial aircraft, and these
too are very old. For years, Sri Lanka has managed using the local engineers to
repair them. Obtaining a loan of US$ 40 million to build an Aircraft Maintenance
Centre at this point, has raised eyebrows in India.71 Allowing the Chinese to go
ahead with the project will be a violation of the Indo-Lanka Accord of 1987,
according to which both India and Sri Lanka agreed not to allow their respective
territories to be used for activities prejudicial to each other’s interests. Because of
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all these, Sri Lankan Government has been considered as insensitive to India’s
security concerns leading unnecessary tensions between the two countries.

How to Remove the Shortcomings?

Severing defence cooperation with a neighbour cannot be viable for India’s own
security. On the Tamil question, the Government of India needs to put constant
pressure on Sri Lanka, and be assertive if required. It is important to find a
prompt and satisfactory solution to the concerns of the Indian fishermen. If the
attacks on the fishermen decline significantly, Tamil Nadu’s opposition to strong
security cooperation with Sri Lanka will also be reduced.

It is important to publicise India’s security assistance across Sri Lanka to
remove the misperceptions on India there. This should be the responsibility of
the Indian High Commission in Sri Lanka. It is said that India’s security assistance
is not given much publicity in Sri Lanka fearing agitation in Tamil Nadu.
Therefore, the Indian Government needs to communicate with the Tamil Nadu
leaders the importance of security cooperation with Sri Lanka.

Sri Lankan leaders and officials have ensured that they will not allow China
or any other power to use their territory against India.72 According to Sri Lankans,
their military cooperation with China is purely commercial in nature. However,
it cannot be guaranteed that the Chinese would not use their projects in Sri
Lanka particularly ports or airports for military purposes. A Chinese Navy
submarine’s visit to Sri Lanka’s Colombo Port prior to the Chinese President Xi
Jinping’s visit on September 16, 2014 triggered speculations in India. Reportedly,
it was the first time any Chinese conventional submarine visited foreign ports.73

India, therefore, needs to categorically convey to the Sri Lankan authorities that
it will not tolerate or keep quiet if China is allowed to use the Sri Lankan territory
for any activities which may affect India’s security.

Conclusion

India is expected to play the role of a security provider, and it has in the past
proved its worth by providing Sri Lanka security vis-à-vis military operations,
capacity building or humanitarian operations. In fact, given the geographical
proximity, it can provide faster assistance to Sri Lanka than any other power in
the region or outside it. While Sri Lanka is well aware of this situation, it would
not like to see India as the sole security provider. As a small country, Sri Lanka
will always try to balance India by cooperating with an extra-regional power
simultaneously. However, in all the aforementioned cases, be it the JVP
insurrection, armed ethnic conflict or natural disasters, it is observed that there
is a limitation to getting assistance from extra-regional countries. In international
relations, countries agree to cooperate with each other as long as it serves mutual
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interests. The US cooperated with the Sri Lankan Government as long as it served
its purpose. Today, China is finding it beneficial to work with the Sri Lankan
Government, but tomorrow it may very well change. But due to geographical
proximity, the security of both India and Sri Lanka are interlinked. Any kind of
security threat to Sri Lanka will have spillover effects on India’s security. Moreover,
recent intelligence reports suggest of attempts by third parties to launch terrorist
attacks in India using the Sri Lankan territory.74 Therefore, India will continue
its security cooperation with the Sri Lankan Government not only for its strategic
interests, but also to ensure its own security. In the post-LTTE period, both the
countries have expanded their security cooperation in the fields of maritime
security, civil nuclear technology for peaceful purposes and for combating illicit
drug trafficking. During the Second Defence Dialogue between the two countries
on October 10, 2014 in Colombo, ongoing defence cooperation initiatives were
jointly reviewed and new avenues for cooperation were identified.75 Following
the Defence Dialogue, Defence Secretary of Sri Lanka Gotabaya Rajapaksa and
Sri Lankan Navy Chief Vice Admiral Jayantha Perera visited India to strengthen
defence ties with India. In a bid to strengthen ties with Sri Lanka, India is
reportedly planning to supply two naval offshore patrol vessels and other military
equipment to Sri Lanka.76 In coming years, India-Sri Lanka security cooperation
is likely to grow stronger as Modi government enjoys absolute majority in the
Lok Sabha and not dependent on the political parties in the South who oppose
security ties with Sri Lanka.
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Maritime Security Partner in the Indo-Pacific
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The Indo-Pacific is increasingly the focus of world attention. This vast
nautical space, comprising mainly Asia’s maritime commons, is home to
some of most congested sea-lanes and a key geo-strategic theatre of global
power-play. With a vital geographic position at the centre of the integrated
Indo-Pacific, India has a key stake in its stability and security.
Notwithstanding apprehensions that naval pro-activism in Southeast Asia
may result in a strategic confrontation with China, India is well positioned
to partner regional states without threatening the security of other rising
powers.

Introduction

For many years following its independence, India’s conception of the maritime
domain and its security was limited to the Indian Ocean. This huge water body—
particularly its eastern part—was seen as the critical link between India and
countries on its periphery and a sphere of Indian influence.1 India strove for
political influence and strategic primacy in the Indian Ocean and saw itself as a
natural provider of security. Meanwhile, its political elites came to regard the
Asia-Pacific as a strategic adjunct—a geographical space viewed mainly through
the lens of a distant regionalism. While India had diplomatic and economic
interests in East Asia, New Delhi didn’t really consider region as being strategically
significant.

This is surprising, considering that India’s acknowledgement of its interests
in the Asia-Pacific region dates back to the 1940s when Jawaharlal Nehru had
emphatically referred to an Indian role in the region. In his book, Discovery of
India, Nehru wrote prophetically: “The Pacific is likely to take the place of the
Atlantic in the future as the nerve centre of the world. Though not directly a Pacific
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state, India will inevitably exercise an important influence there. India will also
develop as the centre of economic and strategic importance in a part of the world
which is going to develop in the future.”2 In subsequent years, the Nehruvian vision
for an Indian role in the East was a recurring theme in New Delhi’s Southeast
Asian engagements.

In a more practical sense, however, it was only at the turn of the 21st century
that the Asia-Pacific emerged as a prominent theatre of Indian political interest.
As Indian policymakers began acknowledging their national stakes in the east-
Asian littorals, a region earlier considered politically distant began to figure on
the New Delhi’s mental-map. However, while India developed a fair understanding
of its growing stakes in East Asia, it still wasn’t sure about the nature of its interests.
While in the post-colonial period the concept of an ‘Asia for Asians’ dominated
regional discourse –marked by regional initiatives such as the Bandung Conference
in 1955—the campaign for a ‘pan-Asian identity’ lost momentum as the region
fractured along the Cold War divide and global powers inserted themselves into
the regional space. In this complex scenario, India could not quite embed itself
into Asia.3

Over the past few years, a polarisation of the security scenario in Southeast
Asia has enabled New Delhi to define its interests with greater purpose and clarity.
As intra-regional rivalries and territorial disputes in the South China Sea have
played out with a fearsome intensity, India has been forced to make better sense
of its security engagements in East Asia. In another sense, however, this can also
be attributed to the rising salience of maritime security in the broader Indo-
Pacific region. This integrated oceanic space, comprising the full stretch of the
Indian Ocean and the Pacific, has rapidly eclipsed the once dominant Asia-Pacific
as the centre of global geo-politics. Widely accepted as the most economically
dynamic region in the world and a key arena of great-power competition and
conflict, the region is increasingly seen a crucial determinant of the rapidly shifting
strategic equations. Slowly but surely, India has come to accept the Indo-Pacific
as an arc of security interest.

Expectedly, the tenor of strategic interplay in the Indo-Pacific has been
unpredictable. While trade in the region has grown substantially, the overlapping
interests of various stakeholders, combined with the economic and military growth
of regional powers have caused confrontation and conflict. The strategic dissonance
doesn’t appear to merely be the result of military assertion of regional powers.
Instead, it is a by-product of the strategic conflicts over sovereignty claims and
maritime governance in the global commons. The situation has been further
complicated by the serious non-traditional challenges in the region that have
turned maritime-Asia into a corridor of uncertainty. Growing instances of drugs
and arms trade, human trafficking and illegal fishing have imperilled maritime
security in the region.
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With a vital geographic position in the centre of the integrated Indo-Pacific,
India has sought to develop its security role in the region. Its nautical endeavours
during the past few years have displayed an increasing willingness to be a security
provider in the region. But fears in some quarters that India’s growing maritime
role will bring it into conflict with China have circumscribed New Delhi’s security
posture.

This paper seeks to outline India’s stakes in littoral Asia and sketch the
contours of its security role in the region. It argues that notwithstanding the
apprehensions in some quarters about India’s naval presence in East Asia, there
are compelling reasons for New Delhi to play a robust role in securing the nautical
environs of the Indo-Pacific.

Geopolitics of the Indo-Pacific

For a fuller appreciation of India’s potential to be security provider, it is first
important to understand why stability in the Indo-Pacific is so crucial for global
prosperity. The Asian maritime theatre (a key constituent of the broader Indo-
Pacific) is the strategic fulcrum of global prosperity as it hosts vital nautical
capillaries of commerce that nourish world economies. Of the six major global
choke-points, in fact, four are in this region.4 Among these, the Straits of
Malacca—through which almost a quarter of world trade passes—is the most
vital. The main artery of the world economy, the Malacca straits is a key enabler
of not just China’s economy, but also for many economies of East Asia, Europe
and the Middle East.5

Likewise, the Straits of Hormuz is a critical conduit for energy shipments
from the Middle East and the flow of Asian labour, capital, and consumer goods,
particularly to the rich countries in the Arabian Peninsula. Geo-strategically
speaking, the choke-points dominate more than the commercial and economic
lifelines into and out of the rapidly expanding economies of South and East Asia.
The strategic growth and expansion of aspiring powers can be contained and
regulated through the mere control on the movements of their naval forces through
these Straits. More importantly, with more than 150,000 vessels transiting through
these narrow waterways every year the destinies of many regional and global
economies are dependent on effective maritime security.6

There is also the emergence of new trading centres in the region. Increasing
regional trade had led to the creation of port infrastructure and many transhipment
hubs. New ports, airports, roads, rail systems and pipelines now traverse Asia
from West to East and provide access to the landmass of Eurasia. The pace and
scope of infrastructure development has been so dramatic that sometimes entire
new ports have been developed on sites that were earlier little more than fishing
harbours such as Gwadar in Pakistan or Hambantota in Sri Lanka.



Asian Strategic Review 2015148

Increased interest in the Indian Ocean has resulted in a phenomenon of
competitive port building. If China has invested heavily in Hambantota, Gwadar,
Chittagong and Sittwe,7 then India too has taken upon itself the task of developing
Chabahar on the Southeastern coast of Iran.8 Similarly the U.S. is the primary
patron of the large port being built in Dukm, Oman.9 India, the U.S. and China
also happen to be the main power-brokers in the Indian Ocean—constantly
looking to influence emerging geopolitical equations in the region. Unsurprisingly,
analysts like Robert Kaplan have called the Indian Ocean a “cockpit of future
maritime rivalries”.

Viewed through a broader prism, therefore, India’s maritime outreach to
Southeast Asia is related to the wider geopolitics of the Indo-Pacific. Unsettled
by Beijing’s growing economic and military heft and the PLA-N’s aggressive
posture in East and Southeast Asia, China’s neighbours have increasingly exhorted
India to play the role of a geo-political balancer.10 These states have been clear
about their expectations from New Delhi, in terms of a security presence in the
Pacific, but the latter has desisted from playing any role that involves counteracting
China.

In the quest for its own logic of strategic maritime engagement, India has
stressed on a two-pronged rationale to justify maritime presence in the Pacific.11

The first is to secure its commercial interests in the region and uphold the principles
of ‘freedom of navigation’ and ‘access to global commons’. The second is to retain
the leverage to mount an effective response to a possible contingency in the Indian
Ocean borne out of the China’s land border aggression. Many of India’s strategic
elite believe that the developing maritime situation in the Indian Ocean is an
indirect result of the military pressure exerted by the PLA on the boundary with
India in Ladakh and Arunachal Pradesh. With repeated attempts by China to
change known positions on the ground through incursions India has been forced
to adopt a tough political posture and demand reciprocity in relations.12 New
Delhi, therefore, has avoided reaffirming its commitment to the “one China”
policy, arguing that Kashmir is a core concern for India as Taiwan or Tibet, is for
China.13

At the same time, the Indian Army has taken steps to increase its infrastructure
and military deployment along the border, most recently by deciding to proceed
with the creation of a new mountain strike corps of nearly 40,000 troops. India’s
maritime analysts have argued that notwithstanding the accretion in force-levels
on the border with China, it is finally the Indian navy’s stranglehold over the
Indian Ocean SLOCs that will provide the decisive leverage in restoring the
military balance-of-power with China.14

The Indian Navy, however, can only be an effective instrument if diplomacy
can be mobilised to its advantage. Sadly, despite the growing economic interaction
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in East Asia, New Delhi’s geo-political traction in the region still remains limited.15

India’s inadequate diplomatic heft has, in the main, been a collateral consequence
of Beijing’s deep economic ties with Southeast Asia.16 China has enormous
investments in its neighbouring countries and has planned massive infrastructure
projects in the region. The economic gains that Chinese investment in the region
promises cannot be matched by India. New Delhi, however, suspects that the
substantial financial payoffs entail long-term strategic implications that could
impinge on maritime security. Indian analysts reckon that the construction of
ports, logistical stations, storage facilities and free-trade zones is a ploy to project
China as a benevolent power. The idea, apparently, is to use the projects’
commercial returns to establish Beijing’s legitimate interests in the Indian Ocean.
But repeated offers of economic aid (for instance, a maritime cooperation fund
proposed by Chinese Premier Li Keqiang last year) only serve to reinforce doubts
about China’s real intensions.17

China’s rhetorical pronouncements of shared economic gains of the Maritime
Silk Route (MSR) do not conceal its real purpose: ensuring the security of sea
lines of communications (SLOCs). Since Beijing’s principal focus right now is
on African resources, the project could well be a proxy for a giant Chinese SLOC
running all the way from the East African coast, to the Southern coast of China.
It could ultimately result in the establishment of Chinese logistical hubs in the
Indian Ocean, linking up already existing string of pearls. If anything, this would
pose a challenge to India’s strategic leverage in the Indian Ocean. As China’s
military power and political influence in the Indian Ocean grows, it could result
in a dilution of New Delhi’s geo-political equities in the region.

India as a Security Provider in the Indian Ocean

Even while accepting the essential logic of the Indo-Pacific, India’s security elite
have tended to treat the Indian Ocean and the Pacific as two distinct theatres.18

The former has always been central to New Delhi’s maritime calculus and a key
component of national security. Over the past three decades, the security
establishment has displayed a consistent commitment to providing security cover
to smaller nations in the Indian Ocean. The enduring security partnerships with
the coastal and small island nations in the IOR underscore New Delhi’s emphasis
on its near-abroad. Not surprisingly, the Indian Navy has been declared as a net
security provider in the region,19 mandated to pursue “a proactive engagement
with countries in the Indian Ocean region and ensure peace and stability, to
meet its wider security interests.”20

India’s engagement with the island nations in the Indian Ocean is an apt
illustration of its desire for a robust presence in maritime security endeavours in
the region. The Indian Navy has patrolled Mauritius’ EEZ since 2003, and deputes
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a naval officer to manage the National Coast Guard of Mauritius. India laid the
foundation of its naval security cooperation with Mauritius with the gift of the
Indian Naval Ship (INS) Amar in 1971.21 Since then, it has periodically provided
Mauritius with maritime reconnaissance assets—including an interceptor patrol
boat (2001), three Dornier 228 maritime surveillance aircraft (2004 and 2010),22

three new Islander aircraft engines (2013) and even a coastal surveillance radar
system.

In addition to providing maritime assets and training, the Indian Navy also
carries out hydrographic surveys, and assists Mauritian Coast Guard ships in
EEZ surveillance and joint patrols. During a visit to Mauritius in February, 2013
Indian Navy chief Admiral D K Joshi handed over an inshore survey vessel to
Mauritius on New Delhi’s behalf. The Indian navy also delivered a new offshore
patrol vessel to Mauritius in December 2014, for use in anti-piracy operations,
and to fight illegal fishing and drug trafficking.23

The Indian Navy and Coast Guard also assist Seychelles in maintaining
security by providing maritime surveillance, ocean surveys, training, and maritime
military equipment and repair. In 2005, India gave the Seychelles Coast Guard
a fast-attack vessel, INS Tarmugli, and a Do-228 aircraft and two Chetak
helicopters in 2010.24 Over the years India has assisted in aerial and sea patrols
in the waters around Seychelles. Beyond bilateral relationships, New Delhi’s
leadership role in Indian Ocean institutions, such as with the Indian Ocean Rim-
Association for Regional Cooperation (IOR-ARC) and the Indian Ocean Naval
Symposium (IONS) reinforces its strong security relationships with island-states
in the Western Indian Ocean Region.

Contrary to popular perception, India’s maritime role in the Indian Ocean
isn’t limited to the security of smaller island states. Over the past decade, the
Indian Navy (IN) has played a significant role in securing the SLOCs in the
Indian Ocean. In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks in 2001, India agreed escort
sensitive U.S. cargos through the Straits of Malacca. The operation signalled the
end of its long-standing opposition to U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean,
also cementing India’s status as a key maritime security provider in the Indian
Ocean Region.25 Similarly, the IN’s role in counter-Piracy operations off-Somalia
has been significant. Since 2008, Indian naval ships have escorted over 2000
ships in the North-Western Indian Ocean, and are even known to have coordinated
with the Japanese and Chinese navies.26

India’s contribution to regional stability is deemed critical not just on account
of the threats posed by non-state actors, but also because of the growing military
prowess of smaller regional states. Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Myanmar
have been arming themselves and are increasingly asserting their stakes in regional
security and governance.27 Moreover, as China’s influence in the IOR has grown,
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India has mulled a stronger military relationship with its neighbours. Recent
reports suggest, New Delhi is considering the supplying two naval offshore patrol
vessels and other military equipment to Colombo, and enhancing the delivery of
Dhruv advanced light helicopters (ALH) and other hardware to Maldives.28

India’s Maritime Outreach in the Asia-Pacific

As opposed to the Indian Ocean, where India’s interests are predominantly
strategic, New Delhi views the Asia-Pacific primarily through the lens of
economics. Regional economic interaction has, indeed, played a key role in
enabling the growth trajectories of major Asian powers and has been a crucial
factor in India’s own development. However, since most of the intra-regional
economic engagement is contingent upon safe maritime passage for sea-borne
trade, ‘maritime security’ has gradually come to occupy an important place in
India’s economic and foreign policy agenda.

The evolution of India’s security posture in the Asia Pacific is, in many ways,
related to the transformation of its Look-East policy (LEP). As a strategic policy,
the LEP was more focused on economic growth and regional commercial
interactions than it was on security needs.29 In the early 1990s, after India was
liberated from the structural constraints of a rigid bipolar global order, the Indian
Government undertook an economic liberalisation program that led to an
imminent expansion of the country’s engagement with Southeast Asia. The aim
of the new strategy was to link India to the world’s most economically dynamic
region by liberalising economic exchanges with ASEAN countries and seeking
an economic and cultural reintegration with South East Asia.

Over the past two decades, the LEP has continued to be the prime policy
framework of India’s economic engagement with Southeast Asia. In this time,
there have been compelling reasons why the policy has primarily remained an
economic instrument.30 As global economic power has shifted towards Asia, the
imperative for engagement with East Asian economies had become stronger than
ever. India, which until the late 80s had limited economic interaction with
Southeast Asia, recognised the need to ‘engage east’.

In 2010, however, India began to augment the security dimension of the
LEP.31 After joining the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting plus Eight, for the
first time ever, India’s security interests in Southeast Asia were politically
acknowledged. The advent of the ADMM plus coincided with the rise of China
and the proliferation of non-traditional security threats in the Indian Ocean-
Pacific Ocean combine.

As a result of the incumbent threats, the Indian Navy’s regional security role
grew—particularly counter-piracy and counterterrorism, and other irregular
security issues such as anti-proliferation, counter-trafficking, and humanitarian
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assistance and disaster relief, South East Asia emerged as a key locus of India’s
security attention.32 In effect, maritime security and connectivity became a driver
for India’s re-conception of its interests in Southeast Asia. In time, the Indian
Navy began to increase its maritime forays in the region—the increased navy-to-
navy interaction followed by an expansion of defence aid to ASEAN countries.

In June 2014, on a visit to the aircraft carrier, INS Vikramaditya, Prime
Minister Narendra Modi linked maritime security to India’s growth story.33

Speaking about the need for secure sea-lanes, India’s new premier identified the
navy as a crucial factor in the nation’s economic development. Keeping the sea
lanes open for commerce, he noted, was a critical part of the navy’s agenda.34

Modi touched on the theme again during the commissioning of INS Kolkata in
August, where he noted the “inextricable connection between maritime power
and national growth story”, adding that the navy’s new ships could “inspire
confidence among those worried about the security of maritime trade”.35 Without
mentioning it directly, he hinted at an Indian role in the security of the broader
Asia-Pacific littorals, where regular and irregular threats have emerged as a source
of regional concern.

The re-conception of India’s security interests in the Asia-Pacific bears further
emphasis. After many years, New Delhi’s engagement with Southeast Asia is
being driven not just by growing trade and the attendant concerns of securing
the SLOCs, but also larger strategic developments such as the U.S. Pivot to Asia,
increasing Chinese military activity in the Indian Ocean, and India’s own growing
maritime capabilities. Consequently, India’s policy elite have identified key areas
of interest, where there are larger stakes to be protected. The South China Sea,
for instance, is vital for India—not only as a gateway for shipping in East Asia
but also as a strategic maritime link between the Pacific and the Indian Oceans.
It profoundly affects India’s strategic vision as a growing power, in terms of its
expanding security role in the integrated maritime theatre spanning the two oceans.
On more than one occasion, India has committed itself to protecting its
commercial interests in the South China Sea.36

In recent years the Indian Navy has taken active participation in the ADMM
plus exercises, even as the Indian engagement with the Expanded ASEAN
Maritime Forum (EAMF) has grown. While a section of the defence and foreign
policy establishment has been wary of projecting India as a strong security player
in the Western Pacific,37 there is a broad understanding that India must have the
necessary security presence to defend its substantial economic stakes. With state-
owned Oil and Natural Gas Corporation’s foreign arm, ONGC Videsh, involved
in major oil-exploration activity off the coast of Vietnam and a substantial part
of Indian energy and trade passing through the Malacca straits, the pragmatic
school has insisted that India take keen interest in maritime security developments
in the Asia-Pacific region.
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Defence Cooperation with ASEAN

New Delhi, thus, has had to tread the middle path between military pro-activism
and zero intervention in the Pacific. Defence cooperation with ASEAN members
has been low-level—geared primarily towards exchanges of high-level visits,
strategic dialogues, port calls, training exchanges, joint exercises and provision
of defence equipment. Importantly, India has looked to ASEAN’s leadership to
address its regional security concerns. While endorsing ASEAN’s security policies
in combating non-traditional threats, it has also backed the association’s
negotiating positions in solving the fractious maritime disputes in the Western
Pacific.38 In recent years, India has sought to take its relationship with ASEAN
to a higher level. During the ASEAN-India commemorative summit in January
2013, for instance, New Delhi set-out a blueprint for enhanced security
cooperation in the future, characterising the summit as an important milestone
that could take maritime ties to a new high.39

In the months that followed the commemorative summit, ASEAN nations
reached out seeking India’s security assistance. In July 2013, the Myanmar Navy’s
commander-in-chief, Vice Admiral Thura That Swe, sought the help of the Indian
Government in building offshore patrol vessels and in supplying naval sensors,
as well as other military equipment, indicating a deeper level of relations between
the two nations.40 Myanmar Naval personnel are already trained at various
institutions in India, and the Indian Navy has given Myanmar four Islander
maritime patrol aircraft in the last decade. Following India’s pledge of security
assistance to Southeast Asia, Naypidaw is clearly looking for a more robust defence
partnership with New Delhi.

About the same time that it reached out to Myanmar, India also offered a
$100 million credit line to Vietnam for the purchase of military equipment. This
was finalised during the visit of the general secretary of the Communist Party of
Vietnam, Nguyen Phu Trong, to India in July 2013.41 Usually a privilege reserved
for India’s immediate neighbours, this was the first time that New Delhi has
extended a credit line for defence purchases to a geographically more distant
nation. Then, in October 2014, during the visit of the Vietnamese Premier
Nguyen Tan Dung, New Delhi announced its decision to supply four naval patrol
vessels to Vietnam. This was deemed a significant development, both for its timing,
which coincides with Hanoi’s raised pitch on its territorial dispute with China,
and also the strategic signal that India sought to send out by modernising the
Vietnamese military and expanding its involvement in Vietnam’s energy sector.

The importance of ASEAN in India’s strategic calculus is also clearly reflected
in two high-level visits undertaken by Indian policymakers last year: Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh’s tour to Japan and Thailand in May 2013 and Defence
Minister A.K. Antony’s visit to Singapore, Thailand and Australia in July the
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same year.42 The latter visits to Bangkok and Canberra were especially significant
and exemplified the larger effort at expanding India’s strategic cooperation in the
Asia-Pacific.

Antony’s visit to Thailand came immediately after Prime Minister Manmohan
Singh’s tour of the country in which the Thai Government expressed interest in
collaborating with the Indian Defence industry. The defence minister discussed
the possibility of enhancing joint patrolling of the common maritime boundary
between the India and Thailand. With new assets being based in Nicobar,
including a new naval air station, India expressed confidence to carry out patrols
in the region.43 More significantly, he offered Thailand the opportunity to
cooperate and collaborate in the defence production sector and also to help meet
Thai armed forces’ needs through Indian military industry.44

The most significant visit to the Asia Pacific, however, came in the form of
a prime ministerial tour of Australia in November 2014 where an agreement for
a framework for bilateral defence cooperation was signed.45 A wide-ranging and
comprehensive bilateral agreement, it has resulted in the formal acknowledgement
of many shared challenges in the maritime domain. According to the action plan
of the Framework for Security Cooperation, both sides will hold annual prime
ministerial meetings, a Foreign Ministers’ Framework Dialogue, regular defence
ministers’ meeting and annual defence policy talks and regular bilateral maritime
exercises—the first of which would be held in 2015.46

With Indonesia, the Indian Navy has been doing coordinated patrols outside
the Malacca straits ever since the signing of the strategic partnership agreement
in 2005. But following Defence minister AK Antony’s visit to Indonesia in 2012,
defence cooperation rose significantly with greater interaction on counter-terrorism
and maritime security. Recent reports suggest the two navies have raised the level
of the CORPATs to expand them into full-fledged joint exercises.47 With a new
nautically proactive president at the helm in Jakarta, and his dreams and promises
of a stronger maritime-Indonesia,48 there is more reason for New Delhi to scale
up its cooperation.

The improvement in cooperation with Malaysia too has been palpable. Kuala
Lumpur has also been looking for training its Scorpene submarine crew and
maintenance of the submarines and India has expressed a willingness to help.49

Similarly, there has been talk about India improving its defence and maritime
cooperation with Cambodia, Laos, Brunei and Philippines.50 Reportedly many
of the recent discussions have been combating non-traditional threats such as
piracy, trafficking, arms-smuggling, maritime pollution and over-fishing.51 But
freedom of navigation still remains a top-priority issue. Together, the aforesaid
developments underline a new seriousness in New Delhi’s “Look East” policy
and a growing acknowledgement of India’s key role in the foreign policy matrix
of nations in East and Southeast Asia.



Maritime Security Partner in the Indo-Pacific 155

Meanwhile, increased visits by Indian Naval ships to South East Asia have
shown the Indian Navy to be the lead agency in developing India’s outreach in
the Western Pacific.52 In 2013, Indian Naval ships visited Vietnam, Philippines,
Singapore and Malaysia and carried out bilateral maritime exercises with each of
their navies. A similar visit, a year ago, witnessed an interaction between the
Indian Navy and the PLA-N with a rare port call at Shanghai. The Indian Navy’s
interactions with the PLA-N have, in fact, been growing. In April 2014, the INS
Shivalik’s participation in naval exercises with PLA-N ships off the coast of
Qingdao appeared to generate much operational synergy and good-will.53

Within the broader East Asia region, however, the Indian Navy’s ties with
Singapore and Vietnam are particularly notable. After the 15th meeting of India-
Vietnam Joint Commission in July 2013, the strategic partnership between the
two countries was expanded to include a cooperative agenda on regional and
global issues, and the provision of enhanced material aid.54 While India has been
offering training to Vietnamese military officers, a defence-related credit line will
help Vietnam in buying Indian security equipment and platforms. For its part,
Vietnam has offered India access to its ports in the South China Sea, including
Nha Trang.55

With Singapore too maritime relations remain as robust as ever. The
Singapore-India Maritime Bilateral Exercise (SIMBEX) in the South China Sea
has been getting more intense overtime, and has improved its operational content.
India holds a defence policy dialogue with Singapore every year, in which both
sides identify future areas of cooperation and share mutual security concerns.56

During these exercises joint anti-piracy drills are carried out in and around the
Straits of Malacca and the Bay of Bengal aimed at protecting commercial sea
lanes and enhancing maritime security. Besides, the two military research and
development organisations—India’s Defence Research and Development
Organisation (DRDO) and Singapore’s Defence Science and Technology Agency
(DSTA)—have been involved in defence technology cooperation.57

In addition to the key role that it has played in addressing regular maritime
security concerns, the Indian Navy has been expanding its engagement with other
regional navies in the non-traditional security domain. While India’s Southeast
Asian partners have a common interest in securing the international waterways,
each is deeply concerned about Chinese assertiveness in the South China Sea.
Engagement with India, for many of them, is a geo-political imperative with a
potential to restore the strategic balance in the Western Pacific. Not surprisingly,
participation in the Indian Navy’s biennial MILAN multinational exercises,
conducted since 1992, has expanded significantly. The latest instalment in
February this year saw participation by 17 countries—up from four in 1995,
included five new participants: two African nations (Kenya and Tanzania), two
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Southeast Asian states (Philippines and Cambodia) and the island nations of
Mauritius, Maldives and Seychelles.58

Meanwhile, India continues to engage closely with the U.S. in the Asian
littorals. Twice in the span of a month in July 2014—the U.S. Navy’s RIMPAC59

exercises off-Hawaii, and the India-US MALABAR60 exercises off-Okinawa—
the Indian Navy exhibited its close operational relationship with its American
counterpart. In particular, MALABAR-2014 has been significant, not just because
of the participation of a Japanese Maritime Self-Defence Force (JMSDF)
contingent, but also for the high-spectrum maritime exercises the three sides
engaged in. Maritime manoeuvres this time included carrier strike operations,
surface and anti-submarine warfare, and VBSS (visit, board, search and seizure)
operations—each requiring a higher state of interoperability and integration, and
all exercises previously avoided by the Indian Navy during multilateral
engagements. Taken together, the India’s recent maritime interactions have served
to locate the IN within the strategic environs of the Pacific. With New Delhi’s
newfound status as the largest importer of American defence equipment, the
Indian Navy’s latest engagements have been widely interpreted as an expression
of strategic intent in Asia’s wider littorals.

While the IN’s efforts in the Pacific haven’t been in the nature of defining
strokes to shape the strategic contours of Southeast Asia, its maritime-‘Act East’
has in itself been quite substantive. India has preferred a strategy of low-profile
engagement that consciously keeps away from overt military activism in the
tension-ridden waters of the South China Sea. Lest it’s growing maritime
engagements with nations in the Western Pacific—many of them traditional U.S.
allies—be seen as tacit alliance-building against China, the Indian Navy has
focused more on its bilateral engagements with other regional navies. These include
the India-Thailand coordinated patrol aimed at countering terrorism, piracy and
arms smuggling, and the Singapore-India Maritime Bilateral Exercise.61 The Indian
Navy’s training and capacity building efforts towards Southeast Asian countries
too have drawn acclaim. Maritime analysts aver New Delhi’s role in low-end
capacity building and its insistence on upholding the fundamental maritime
principals of “freedom of navigation” and “open commerce” has been widely
interpreted as a willingness to be a responsible maritime stake-holder in the Asia-
Pacific.62

India-Japan Maritime Cooperation

It is often claimed that the real driver for India’s strengthening security relations
with partners in East and Southeast Asia has been the putative balancing process
in the Asia-Pacific.63 India’s growing ties with Japan are a case in point. Seen as
a part of the China counter-balancing, some analysts contend it is a strategy
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that seeks to achieve strategic congruence for a more favourable balance-of-power
in the region. Prime Minister Modi’s visit to Japan in September 2014—widely
seen as an unqualified success—does appear to fuel that perception. With a
commitment from Japan of $ 35 billion to India over the next five years for
developmental projects and an agreement to accelerate military ties, the
relationship is on the threshold of being cemented by the impending sale of the
US-2 amphibious aircraft.64 Importantly, the Indian Navy is slated to be the
beneficiary of Japan’s first overseas military sale in nearly 50 years.

To be sure, the dominant narrative still characterises Indo-Japanese relations
as a function of Tokyo’s economic aid and infrastructure development funds to
New Delhi. Japan has offered to construct the Delhi-Mumbai and Chennai-
Bangalore industrial corridors, and is a major FDI player in India.65 Yet, there
are many that see the advancing economic ties as a mere adjunct to the growing
security relationship between the two countries.66  After all, security analysts point
out, Premier Abe—the most enthusiastic proponent of a strong India-Japan
relationship—has often described ‘security’ as the main thrust of advancing ties
between the two countries.67 He has also spoken of the need for both countries
to work together in the Indo-Pacific region, or “broader Asia.68

Courtesy Abe’s support, Japan’s security cooperation with India is today better
than it has ever been in the past. The two countries now have a structured maritime
exercise in the form of the Japan-India Maritime Exercises (JIMEX), the second
edition of which was held in the Bay-of-Bengal in February 2014. Japan joined
India and the U.S. for the MALABAR series of maritime exercises in 2014—the
three naval contingents engaging in high-spectrum operational drills in the East
China Sea.69

The growing maritime engagement now includes building naval capacity,
naval and coast guard exchanges, joint naval and coast guard exercises and greater
cooperation in information sharing and technical assistance; the protection of
sea lines of communication (SLOCs) and anti-piracy efforts in the Gulf of Aden;
and extending patrol boats and capacity building training to the littoral states in
the Strait of Malacca. Along with their strategic dialogue, the two sides have
launched a bilateral Shipping Policy Forum, a Maritime Security Dialogue, and
a Cyber-security Dialogue.

Interestingly, consequent to Modi’s visit to Tokyo, officials on both sides
were instructed to launch working-level consultations with a view to promote
defence equipment and technology cooperation. Such defence cooperation,
especially in co-production and co-development of defence equipment, would
not only assist in building up the Indian Defence industrial base, it will also help
Japan by utilising the strong Indian software capabilities, which is a major
component of modern defence equipment, in leveraging its hardware capabilities
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with Indian software strength.70 The recent moves to increase the level of foreign
direct investment in Indian defence industry along with the increased participation
of Indian private industry in defence production could go a long way in building
stronger Japan-India defence and strategic cooperation.

The India-China Maritime Dynamic

An interesting facet of India’s recent maritime evolution is its efforts to improve
its relationship with China. In February 2014, the Indian Navy sent a warship
INS Shivalik to participate in a multilateral naval exercise at the north-eastern
Chinese port city of Qingdao.71 The naval exercise—meant to commemorate
China’s 65th anniversary, and was held alongside the Western Pacific Naval
Symposium (WPNS)—was the first time Indian Naval ships were participating
in a People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) organised multilateral maritime
exercise.

The interaction at Qingdao notwithstanding, there is little doubt India is
apprehensive about growing Chinese maritime presence in the South China Sea
and the Eastern Indian Ocean. Chinese military modernisation and the PLAN’s
regular foray’s in the Indian Ocean have caused fear in Indian mind that suspect
China will soon demand a stake in the affairs of the Indian Ocean Region—
especially a voice in matters of maritime governance in regional institutions like
the Indian Ocean Rim Association (IORA), fast perceived to be succumbing to
China’s growing diplomatic and economic sway.72 Beijing too hasn’t been
welcoming to Indian naval forays into the South China Sea.73 Not surprisingly
then, despite having cooperated regularly in combating piracy off the coast of
Somalia and even having exercised together in the Western Pacific, the Indian
Navy and PLA-N have generally restricted themselves to their separate geographical
areas of maritime interest. Each is distinctly uncomfortable with the other’s
presence in their respective theatres of nautical influence.

A crucial factor, however, in shaping India’s maritime relationship with China
has been the latter’s proposal for the establishment of maritime infrastructure in
the Indian Ocean. On two separate occasions during the past few months, China
has proposed India join the Maritime Silk Route (MSR)—a grand maritime
project proposed by Beijing that promises connectivity, infrastructure and
commercial development. During the visit of Vice President Hamid Ansari’s to
Beijing in July 2014, and also the 17th round of Special Representative Talks in
February 2014, China urged India to actively participate in the MSR.74 Unsure
about the project’s geo-strategic implications, New Delhi requested for more details
to help reach an early decision.

Meanwhile the MSR has received a welcoming response in Sri Lanka and
Maldives. Colombo has already received a $1.4 billion from Beijing to build the
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“Colombo Port City,” and Male has allowed Beijing to undertake up-gradation
of the Maldives’ airport and construct a bridge from the capital city to the island
hosting the Maldives’ international airport. Worryingly, however, there has been
very little detail released about the MSR, except that it involves the development
of maritime nodes that will help enhance trade and sea-connectivity and assist
substantially in the development of local economies75

Some Indian analysts suspect that in the face of a relentless publicity campaign
by China, many Indian Ocean states may sign up to the MSR without considering
the viability and strategic purpose of the project. On the other hand, the recent
announcement of a $ 40 billion dollar fund for the “One-Belt-One-Road” project
(of which, the MSR is a part) suggests that Beijing is serious about giving concrete
shape to its ambitious proposal. Indeed, if the project’s stated aim of creating
land and sea linkages from China onto wider-Asia and Europe becomes a reality,
New Delhi might regret nixing Beijing’s proposal. The fact that the “New Silk
Road”—the MSR’s land counter-part– seems to have taken-off in right earnest
will certainly be weighing on the minds of Indian policy-makers.

A Security Role in the Pacific

The Indian Navy has already declared itself as a security provider in the Indian
Ocean.76 Its outreach to the smaller Indian Ocean states, the Middle East, Africa
and the South Asian littoral highlights its presence as vital for the security of the
Indian Ocean’s sea lines of communications (SLOCs). The success of the Indian
Ocean Naval Symposium (IONS) and the MILAN exercises underscores the
Indian Navy’s robust involvement in regional maritime security, even as Indian
policymakers have sought to contribute vigorously in regional multilateral fora
such as the IORA.

Notwithstanding its expanding security role, however, much of the Indian
Navy’s present contribution to security has been in the form of EEZ patrolling,
information sharing and humanitarian assistance. With the Asian littorals
emerging as contested spaces, there is a general sense that alongside its benign
maritime role, India is looked upon to also play a strong balancing role in the
region. Against the backdrop of China’s aggressive posturing in the South China
Sea, regional states expect India to take a hard stance on maritime territorial
issues, mainly with regard to matters involving security of sea-lanes and freedom
of navigation. New Delhi has shown these are principles it is willing to defend.
However, for the moment, it is reluctant to commit to anything more than
engagement on non-traditional maritime issues such as humanitarian assistance
and capacity building.

India need not, though, be self-limiting in its conception of regional maritime
security; for it might be entirely possible for India to alter its model of security
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to provide the assistance being sought, without necessarily getting into a
confrontation with other powerful nations and causing conflict. It could—both
figuratively and practically—be an effective counterpoise to the rising challenges
in the Pacific.

New Delhi’s recent maritime endeavours show it is beginning to recognise
its unique role of pragmatic balancing and effective security provisioning. The
Indian Navy’s participation last year in the RIMPAC and the MALABAR77

exercises in the Pacific—the latter interaction involving joint drills between Indian,
U.S. and Japanese warships—reveals a desire for a security model that allows for
both subtle strategic push-back and the provision of regional goods. The new
paradigm, however, does not threaten or provoke other powerful players. In the
same stretch of time, for instance, that the IN performed high-spectrum exercises
with the USN during MALABAR and RIMPAC, it also performed maritime
maneuverers with the PLA-N at Qingdao and the Russian navy (INDRA-14).

A Stabiliser of Regional Balance

With growing commercial and diplomatic interests, India realises the need to be
a proactive and responsible regional stakeholder in the Asia-Pacific. It has made
a strong case for supporting not only ‘freedom of navigation’ but also ‘access to
global commons’ in accordance with principles of international law.
Notwithstanding New Delhi’s reluctance to play a regional balancing role to
counter China’s military might, it is beginning to appreciate the need for delicate
maritime balancing in the Pacific. It realises that by playing a subtle stabilisation
role, the IN could be a source of positive deterrence and greater regional good.
This does not necessarily translate into an anti-China coalition, but certainly
has the potential to impose subtle checks on China’s aggressive displays of military
maritime power. By just being more involved in security affairs in Southeast
Asia, New Delhi could be a responsible stake-holder of peace and stability in
the region.

As it develops its combat potential and strategic reach, the Indian navy too
appears keen to dispel the impression that it mandate remains confined to India’s
coastal and near regional waters. It has set an expansive agenda for itself and
aspires to be a world-class blue-water navy. While longer forays into the western
Pacific do impose costs and constraints, an inability to confront challenges could
seriously inhibit the realisation of India’s strategic goals. To be a dominant maritime
power in Asia, the Indian navy will need to work with like-minded stakeholders
in a singular and clear-minded pursuit of common objectives.

Today, India regards multilateral maritime exercises with likeminded actors
as not just cooperative endeavours but strategic interactions. The periodic
engagements with the maritime forces of the U.S., Britain, France, Russia, Japan
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and China clearly give the Indian Navy the strategic relevance to project India’s
geopolitical influence. India’s naval planners also recognise the value of joint
operations with advanced platforms in a complex strategic setting. Most
importantly, even while not operating in a coalition of maritime forces, the Indian
navy is prepared to combine strengths to achieve common goals.

From a policy perspective, India’s abiding interests lie in ensuring its
reinvigorated ‘Act East’ Policy is not reduced to a mere tag-line or statement of
nominal interest. To improve its security role in South East Asia, the Indian
Navy must augment its maritime presence in the Indo-Pacific region and expand
its security cooperation with South East Asian countries. Maritime-Asia needs a
new security framework that must see India play a central leadership role. Only
then will New Delhi be able to achieve its larger strategic objectives.
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Introduction

Asia has been witnessing a remarkable economic growth since the last decade.
With 60 per cent of the world’s population1 and with high economic growth
rate, it has become a key part of the world economy. According to the Asian
Development Bank (ADB), in 2013, developing Asia comprising 45 member
countries with gross domestic product (GDP) growth rate of 6.1 per cent
represented one of the world’s fastest growing economies.2 In the July 2014 Asian
Development Outlook (ADO), it projected developing Asia to grow steadily at
6.2 per cent in 2014 and 6.4 per cent in 2015.3 In addition, with the rapid
global power shift from the developed western states to Asia, new centres of
economic and political power have emerged i.e. China, India, Indonesia, Japan,
and Australia which further altered the power dynamics of the region. The world
is steadily moving into a “post-American world”4 where the influence of Asian
powers is growing.5 Although the United States still remains a pre-eminent power
in the world, its global dominance has declined since the beginning of the 21st

century. At the same time, Asia is levied with daunting security challenges. Issues
like border problem, revisionist power, nationalistic assertions, maritime security,
nuclear proliferation, terrorism, piracy, drug and human trafficking, climate
change, environmental crises, energy security etc. are the major challenges to
the nation-states and have deeper implications for the region’s peace, development
and cooperation. The region’s peace and security is not only closely linked to
India’s and that of the United States, but the countries of the entire region as
well as the global peace and security. In a nutshell, the emerging trends and
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issues in Asia offer unique opportunities as well as challenges to the nation-states
for developing cooperation.

India is an emerging world power in this rapidly changing geo-strategic and
geopolitical landscape of Asia. India’s rise with economic, military and political
power positively affects Asia’s peace and security. Economically, India’s growth
rate has been accelerated. In 2013, its GDP was about $ 2 trillion. It has over
$ 300 billion foreign exchange reserves.6 The 2010 Goldman Sachs report India
Revisited predicted that India will be “the third largest economy in the world by
2030, behind only China and the U.S. By 2050, the Indian economy is projected
to be similar in size to that of the U.S.”7 India is today increasingly integrated
with the world economy, especially compared to its own previous record.
Importantly, India’s economic engagement with the Asian countries has been
constantly increasing. During the period April 2012-January 2013, Asia accounted
for 60.08 per cent of India’s total imports and 50.78 per cent of India’s total
exports.8 Its own population of more than a billion plus, of which 65 per cent
are under the age of 35 years and more than 50 per cent are in the working age
group, is also seen as a promising market. In addition, well-educated English
speaking upper and middle class are very important which provide greater
optimism and resolve to succeed. The rising private consumption; increasing
foreign and domestic investments; booming IT, textile, Bollywood and tourism
sectors further boost India’s economy.9 Its economic interests now have assumed
a higher priority in defining India’s foreign policy and security goals.

Militarily, India is one of the strongest countries in the world. It has over 1.3
million soldiers (third largest army in the world), and a huge arsenal of weaponry
including nuclear weapons; it was also the world’s largest importer of defence
equipment for the year 2012 and 2013.10 Though Russia is still number one
country in terms of arms supplier to India, in recent years it has diversified its
defence relationship by developing robust defence cooperation with the U.S.,
France and Israel. Particularly, the U.S. has emerged as a major supplier of defence
equipment to India. India bought $5.9 billion defence equipment in the year
2013. Major U.S. export deliveries to India include Boeing’s P-8 Poseidon
maritime surveillance aircraft which contributed to India’s 42 per cent increase
in import expenditures in 2012.11 During India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s
September 2014 visit to U.S., the two sides welcomed their decision to renew
the 2005 India-U.S. defence cooperation agreement for another 10 years. In the
joint statement, President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Modi not only
agreed to further intensify their cooperation on strategic issues, but strongly
expressed to “build an enduring partnership in which both sides treat each other
at the same level as their closest partners, including defence technology transfers,
trade, research, co-production, and co-development.”12 In recent years, India’s
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defence and security cooperation with Asian countries has also significantly
developed. It is now increasingly holding dialogues with Asian countries on key
security issues, including maritime security, counterterrorism, piracy, and disaster
management. Moreover, Indian Defence forces are well trained and prepared to
meet any of the emerging security challenges. However, its current security posture
and status in the world are based on its continuing possession of a nuclear deterrent.
Its quest for a special role in the world remains a strong feature of its foreign
policy and the character of that role has become more India-specific and less
visionary.13

Politically, India is the world’s largest democratic country with stable political
system. For instance, in 2014 General Election of India, out of the total 834.1
million eligible voters, 553.8 million people cast their vote for a stable BJP led
NDA Government in an atmosphere of confusing array of political parties.14

India with a pluralistic society has succeeded in transforming potential fault lines
of language, culture, religion, and ethnicity into bonds that unite the nation. It
strongly believes that development can be achieved and sustained through
democracy. As Prime Minister Modi in his recent interview to CNN’s Fareed
Zakaria rightly said, “You can’t say that growth is not possible because of
democracy. Democracy is our commitment. It is our great legacy, a legacy we
simply cannot compromise. Democracy is in our DNA.”15 In fact, democracy
and development complement each other. In addition, India’s “soft power”
influence is growing in Asia and beyond.16 Importantly, Indian policy makers are
fundamentally pragmatic and strongly believe that India’s continued economic
growth and military power are the essential foundation for achieving its foreign
policy goals.

Therefore, India’s growing economic and military power, a stable democratic
political system, and its global ambitions makes it a potential world power. In
the present world politics, national power is in fact judged by these criteria. India’s
emergence on the world stage with this composition of national power gives it
a greater leverage in the matters of world affairs and in a unique position to play
a leadership role in the world, especially in Asia. In fact, it is already an important
player in the ongoing regional and multilateral negotiations on major strategic
issues, including trade and investment, energy security, climate change and security
issues, particularly maritime security, terrorism and proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD). India has also been playing a significant role in the
UN peacekeeping operations over the last 60 years commencing with its
participation in the Korea in 1950.17 These roles have attracted world’s attention
towards India, especially that of the United States. The United States clearly
recognises India’s emergence on the world stage and its potential role in
maintaining peace, stability and security in Asia which is critical to sustaining
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and advancing foreign policy interests of both the nations. For instance, U.S.
Secretary of Defence Chuck Hagel recently said, “India not only represents one
of the most significant countries by any measurement in the world today, but
will help shape a new world order that is emerging in this young century.”18 As
India’s power grows, the U.S. expects it to be “a net provider of security” in the
Indian Ocean Region and beyond. As former U.S. Secretary of State Hilary
Clinton, speaking at the Anna Centenary Library in Chennai, India, on July 20,
2011 said that with a population of 1.3 billion people and a rapidly growing
economy, India is “not simply emerging, but has emerged” as a global power,
and hence should play a leading role in the future of the Asia-Pacific region as
well as Central and South Asia.19 While India continues to refashion its security
policy towards this dynamic region, the U.S. has already made a paradigm shift
in its foreign policy to cope up with the inescapable geo-strategic reality of the
21st century. The U.S. now regards India as a “lynchpin” in its new defence strategy
that focuses on Asia. In this strategy, it is not only urging India to play an active
role in Asia, but calls for further deepening of defence and strategic relationship
between the two countries.

In the light of increasing U.S. expectations of India as a security provider
and its growing security ties with India, the present chapter aims to analyse and
examine India’s potential role as a security provider in Asia. It also aims to analyse
the U.S. support to India in augmenting its capabilities to play security provider
role. The chapter has been broadly divided into four sections. The first section
provides an analysis of the evolving India-U.S. security relationship and the U.S.
changing perceptions of India as an emerging world power and security provider
in Asia and beyond. The second section focuses on expanding India-U.S. security
cooperation in Asia, particularly covering the regions of South Asia, Central Asia,
West Asia and East and South East Asia. Taking into account their shared strategic
interests in the region, this section examines the progress made so far in their
security cooperation in Asia as a whole. The third section deals with the major
constraints that the two countries are facing in further enhancing security
cooperation in this region. Finally, besides summarising the nature of the evolving
India-U.S. security cooperation in Asia and its future prospects, it makes an
overall assessment of the United States contributions to India in augmenting its
capabilities to play security provider role.

Evolving India-U.S. Security Relationship and the U.S.
Perception of India as a Security Provider

India’s emergence on the world stage with economic, military and political power;
and, its potential role as a security provider in Asia has significantly contributed
to the development of India-U.S. security relations. Indeed, India-U.S. relations
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have been transformed over the last one and half decade. In this transformed
relationship, defence and security cooperation is the most visible aspect of their
relationship. This is quite apparent from the increasing frequency and scope of
bilateral military exercises, growing defence trade, counterterrorism cooperation,
homeland security cooperation, as well as growing cooperation on regional and
global security issues.

It may be recalled that with the end of the Cold War and collapse of the
Soviet Union, India drastically changed its economic and foreign policies to cope
with the new geo-strategic realities of the post-Cold War world where the U.S.
emerged as an extra-regional security partner of India. India’s May 1998 nuclear
tests and self-declaration of nuclear weapons state brought global power attention.
Though the U.S. imposed economic and military sanctions on India in the
immediate aftermath of its nuclear tests, it found highly necessary to engage the
growing Asian power both economically and strategically. The then India’s External
Affairs Minister Jaswant Singh and U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott,
held 14 rounds of strategic dialogues spanning over two years that brought the
two nations closer on security front. Consequently, the U.S. played a significant
role during the Kargil war of 1999 in dispelling the nuclear fallout in the South
Asian region. In the history of India-U.S. relations, it was for the first time that
the U.S. positively supported India against Pakistan. President Clinton asked
then Pakistan leaders to respect the line of control, resolve the Kashmir issue
bilaterally, not to resort to violence, and practice restraint.20 This dramatically
created positive atmosphere in New Delhi and changed India’s perceptions towards
the U.S. These developments in the post 1998 nuclear tests created mutual trust
between the two countries which led to a historic visit of President Bill Clinton
to India.

President Bill Clinton’s visit to India in March 2000 was a turning point in
India-U.S. security relations. During the visit, the two sides not only resolved to
“create a closer and qualitatively new relationship” but signing of “a vision
statement for the 21st century”21 provided the basis for the subsequent governments
to further advance their relationship. The two sides had established their first
joint working group on counterterrorism, formalising an area of cooperation
that earlier existed.22 Importantly, at that time, the U.S. also expressed its
willingness to work with India, particularly in Asia and recognised India’s potential
role in the region. For instance, in the “vision statement”, the two sides strongly
expressed, that “In the new century, India and the United States will be partners
in peace, with a common interest in and complementary responsibility for ensuring
regional and international security.”23 And, they agreed to, “engage in regular
consultations on, and work together for, strategic stability in Asia and beyond.”24

Moreover, recognising shared interests and values between the two countries,
President Clinton in his address to the Indian Parliament called India as a “natural
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ally”.25 Though the visit was a successful, it could not make any transformational
effect. The Clinton Administration continued to hyphenate India-Pakistan
relations and it’s preoccupation with nuclear non-proliferation policy towards
the region hindered the progress of India-US security relations.26

However, security cooperation between the two countries really began to
transform after the September 11, 2001 incident. Particularly, after the Bush
Administration removed most of the remaining military and economic sanctions
which were imposed on India for its nuclear tests in May 1998, which helped to
improve defence and technological cooperation between the two countries. In
the year 2002, India and the U.S. signed a General Security of Military
Information Agreement (GSOMIA), which facilitated U.S. weapons and
technological sales to India.27 In the same year in its National Security Strategy
(NSS), the Bush Administration recognised India as a “growing world power
with which we have common strategic interests.”28 In 2003, India and the US
signed a Statement of Principles (SOP) for enhancing bilateral cooperation in
the field of strategic trade. In addition, the administration called India as a key
“strategic partner”, dramatically shifted United States nuclear policy towards India
by aligning India as a responsible stakeholder in controlling the proliferation of
nuclear weapons; and, initiated a strategic partnership with India in 2004 laying
out a roadmap for expanding cooperation in the areas of civil nuclear, civil space
programme, dual-use technology, in addition to expanding their dialogue on
missile defence. It also signed a new framework for defence cooperation agreement
with India in 2005 where the two sides agreed to conduct regular joint military
exercises, to strengthen the capabilities of militaries for promoting security and
defeat terrorism, expand interaction with other nations for promoting regional
and global peace and stability, and, to collaborate in multilateral operations.29 It
often expressed its “goal is to help India become a major world power in the 21st
century.”30 These initiatives paved the way for a closer India-U.S. security
relationship on regional and global issues as well. In fact, India-U.S. security
relations reached to a new height with the successful completion of the nuclear
deal towards the end of the Bush Administration.

The bipartisan support for establishing a robust India-U.S. security
relationship continued even after the Obama Administration came into power in
2009. Since then, the administration regards India as a “defining” and
“indispensable” partner of the U.S. in the 21st century. It strongly believes that
India is not only simply emerging but has already emerged as a world power.31

President Obama’s visit to India in November 2010 raised huge expectations of
their security relations. During the visit, he not only supported India’s membership
in the four multilateral export control regimes—Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG),
Australia Group (AG), Wassenaar Arrangement (WA) and Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR), but India’s permanent membership in the reformed
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United Nations Security Council (UNSC), recognising India as a close strategic
partner. The two sides in their joint statement strongly expressed to work on the
regional and global security issues as well.32

The rise of Asia however lies at the heart of the United States revaluation vis-
à-vis India. As the United States is increasingly dependent on Asian markets for
trade and investment to sustain and grow its own economy.33 In this regard, the
United States views the Indian Navy as an important partner in maritime policing
in the Indian Ocean Region (IOR) where over 70 per cent of international trade
and goods passes. The free and safe supply of energy holds key for Asian and also
for the U.S. economy where Indian Navy is playing a critical role. The U.S. is
also increasingly concerned about China’s growing assertiveness across Asia. The
U.S. strongly believes that India can play an important role in managing the
balance of power in the region which in its view would help maintain region’s
peace and security. Taking into account these aspects, the U.S. Defence
Department’s 2010 Quadrennial Defence Review (QDR) states, as India’s “military
capabilities grow, India will contribute to Asia as a net provider of security in the
Indian Ocean and beyond.”34 The US basically expects, India as an emerging
player on the world stage “has a vital role to play in confronting global challenges
and working with like-minded partners to ensure peace, stability, and prosperity.”35

India’s role particularly “in the interdiction of WMD-related transfers,
counterterrorism, counter-piracy and humanitarian relief help to further safeguard
U.S. interests in the region”. The U.S. recent defence budget cuts also provide
another reason for Washington to share the burden by encouraging collective
security measures across the region.36 Thus, envisioning India as a security provider
in the broader IOR, it is eager to achieve its strategic objectives in the region by
sharing security burden with India.

Moreover, the U.S. believes that a strong relationship with India will benefit
the people of the two nations as well as the countries of Asia and the world at
large. It also expects India as a successful global example of a democracy and as
a pluralistic society can play a leadership role in promoting democracy and human
rights norms in Asia. As former Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central
Asian Affairs, Robert Blake in a speech said that “India is considered an important
global example of successful, largescale democracy, as well as a potential partner
in encouraging the spread of representative political systems. Washington also
hopes to enlist New Delhi’s voice in support of international human rights norms,
particularly in the Asian region.”37 Besides, with the coming of Modi Government
to power in May 2014, it is expected that India-U.S. strategic relationship will
further improve. India’s Prime Minister Modi has already expressed his strong
desire to work with the U.S. on common areas of interests and he believes a
strong India-U.S. relationship is joint effort for peace and prosperity. As Prime
Minister Narendra Modi and President Obama in their “Vision Statement for
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the U.S.-India Strategic Partnership” declared that India-US “strategic partnership
is a joint endeavour for prosperity and peace. Through intense consultations,
joint exercises, and shared technology, our security cooperation will make the
region and the world safe and secure.”38

Therefore, India’s emergence on the world stage and its potential role in
providing security in Asia has created enormous strategic and security interests
for the U.S. The growing convergence of their security interests on a wide range
of issues has brought the two nations much closer in Asia. As a result, India-U.S.
security relationship today is witnessing “unprecedented levels of military-to-
military ties, defence trade, and counterterrorism and intelligence cooperation.”39

In fact, India now conducts the maximum number of joint military exercises
with the U.S. defence forces than any other country and bilateral defence trade
constitute over $10 billion in last one decade. The two sides are now further
exploring opportunities to transform the buyer-seller defence relationship to joint
defence research, development, and co-production. It is worth noting here that
the India-U.S. Joint Declaration on Defence Cooperation, issued on September
27, 2013, has placed the two countries in a unique category. The declaration
stipulates, that “the United States and India share common security interests and
place each other at the same level as their closest partners”.40 Currently, the two
sides are mutually engaging each other through various bilateral and multilateral
mechanisms to further advance their security relationship.

The relationship is however not completely free of problems. There are
considerable differences between the two countries over bilateral and regional
issues which raise fundamental questions about the evolving security relationship
and pose daunting challenges in further advancing their security cooperation in
Asia. On issues such as troop’s withdrawal from Afghanistan, managing
relationship with Pakistan and China, defining and fighting against terrorism,
in addressing Iranian nuclear issue etc. the two sides have clear differences. The
two sides must therefore address these differences in order to realise the goal of
building a robust strategic relationship in the 21st century; else the relations will
not only start to drift apart, but problems will keep on surfacing and delay its
progress as it happened during recent diplomatic row over India’s diplomat Devyani
Khobragade’s arrest, strip-search and indictment by the U.S. authorities. In this
regard, the security establishments of the two countries need to closely engage
each other to address the key security challenges. Progress on these will determine
their evolving security cooperation at the regional and global levels.

Growing Convergence of Security Interests in Asia

The global power shift from the West to Asia and India’s emergence on the world
stage has created new opportunities for both India and the U.S. to work together
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in Asia. The growing convergence of their security interests further drive the
two nations towards building a robust security partnership in the 21st century.
As a result, the two sides have established various bilateral mechanisms for
expanding their cooperation in the region such as East-Asia Consultation Group
in 2010, Central Asia Consultation Group in June 2011 and West Asia
Consultation Group in July 2011. The two sides are regularly holding dialogues
on issues pertaining to South Asia. They have also established trilateral dialogues
between India-Japan-United States and India-Afghanistan-United States in
addition to the quadrilateral dialogue between the Australia-Japan-India-U.S.
Besides, the two sides are holding “regular strategic consultations on pressing
global challenges such as terrorism, areas of mutually beneficial cooperation such
as peacekeeping, multilateral organisations such as the United Nations, and
strategically significant regions where the U.S. and India share mutual interests.”41

Building on these ongoing bilateral, trilateral and quadrilateral dialogues,
India and the U.S. seek “to expand their consultations to include a dialogue on
the Indian Ocean Region, to deepen coordination on cross-cutting issues including
maritime security and conservation of natural resources.”42 Therefore, taking into
account the growing India-U.S. cooperation on a wide range of issues pertaining
to Asia, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and President Obama in their
September 2013 joint statement, “recognised that increased cooperation in these
areas will strengthen the United States-India strategic partnership, highlighting
shared democratic values and the capabilities the United States and India have
to work together across Asia and around the globe.”43 Indeed, there is huge
opportunity for both the nations to further develop their strategic and security
cooperation in Asia. A strong security relationship between the world’s strongest
and largest democracy in Asia would provide peace and stability in the region
and would benefit the people of the region and the world at large. As Prime
Minister Modi and President Obama in their first joint editorial in the Washington
Post stated, “the region and the world benefit from the greater stability and security
that our friendship creates. We remain committed to the larger effort to integrate
South Asia and connect it with markets and people in Central and Southeast
Asia.”44 However, the United States support to India in augmenting its capabilities
to play a larger role in Asia will be the key factor in developing a closer India-
U.S. strategic partnership in the region. The following sections deal with the
evolving India-U.S. security cooperation across Asia.

Security Cooperation in South Asia

Culturally, politically and geographically, India is deeply connected with the South
Asian countries. South Asia’s peace, stability and prosperity are also closely
connected with India’s own progress. At present, however, it is the most volatile
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region in the world. Issues like terrorism, nuclear proliferation and political
instability throw serious challenges to region’s peace and stability. These factors
compel India to pursue peaceful relations with its neighbours in order to sustain
its own rise. India’s ability to establish and maintain predominant power in a
stable region is seen as being vital to achieve a peaceful and predictable
environment in which it can prosper. For instance, in a 2009 speech, the then
Foreign Secretary of India Nirupama Rao clearly brought out the importance of
South Asia’s peace and stability to India, “That we strive for a peaceful and stable
neighbourhood and for building peaceful and mutually beneficial relations with
our neighbours goes without saying. This is an issue of critical importance since
in the absence of such a neighbourhood, our efforts to play any substantive
regional or global role, in accordance with our size and economic strength, and
also our unhindered economic development would stand to be affected. Therefore,
having a peaceful and stable neighbourhood is one of our top most foreign policy
goals.”45 As a result, in contrast to its past foreign policy towards the region,
India is now engaging its neighbours more actively. The newly elected Prime
Minister Modi’s invitation to South Asian leaders during his oath taking ceremony
and his first foreign visits to Bhutan and Nepal are clear proof to this. As an
emerging power, it now can play a vital role in maintaining the stability and
security of the region as well as prosperity of the people of the region. However,
the existing insecurity in the region is a major threat to India’s own security and
prosperity. This would also limit India’s ability to play a leadership role in Asia.
As David Brewster in his recent book India as an Asia Pacific Power argues that
India’s failure to create a peaceful and stable security environment in its immediate
neighbourhood will affect its credibility as a security provider in Asia.46

As mentioned, terrorism is a major challenge to India as well as to the United
States in the region. Over the past two decades, the consequence of terrorist
attacks on Indian economic prosperity has been felt acutely. India has been
attempting to reform and strengthen its counterterrorism and counterinsurgency
efforts. It has prioritised trade and aid incentives for South Asian nations to
promote amicable relations with them, paralleling domestic efforts of security
reform.47 In addition to taking steps to normalise ties with Pakistan, it has been
approaching its other neighbours, Bangladesh and Nepal in particular, to counter
infiltration attempts by Pakistan-based militants. India is also working more closely
with extra-regional partners, particularly with the United States, to share
information and best practices on counterterrorism. In fact, India-U.S.
counterterrorism cooperation has significantly improved since the September 11,
2001 incident. The two sides have made efforts to build military capabilities to
conduct counterterrorism operations through military training and education
programme, joint military exercises, intelligence, defence and logistics
cooperation.48
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India and the U.S. share the common objective of stabilising Afghanistan,
in order to deny sanctuary for terrorist networks targeting Indian and American
citizens and interests. India is currently a key partner of the United States in
shoring up support for Afghanistan through foreign aid and long-term strategic
agreements with Kabul. Bilateral counterterrorism cooperation has also been
strengthened in issue-areas beyond those directly related to Afghanistan, especially
in the wake of the 2008 terrorist attack in Mumbai. The targeting of establishments
frequented by westerners in addition to busy local hubs during that attack
illustrated the shared interests involved. One U.S. State Department official
described Indian commercial centres with a large presence of Americans as “big,
squishy targets” for anti-American terrorist groups.49 The United States Office of
the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) in its annual threat assessment
2010 report stated of India envisaging ‘a stable, friendly Afghanistan as crucial
to India’s security,’ but taking a ‘measured approach to its assistance to Kabul.’
The report, noted, that “Indian leaders have underscored their desire to help re-
establish a viable civil society in Afghanistan under a strong democratic
government that is representative of all ethnic groups in Afghanistan.”50 In this
regard, India is implementing bilateral civilian assistance programmes and
reconstruction aid, which has already exceeded $ 2 billion, and that New Delhi
‘probably interprets recent public polling in Afghanistan which indicates that
Afghan citizens are favourably disposed towards India’s role in that country as a
positive endorsement of Indian activities.51 In 2011, India and Afghanistan signed
strategic partnership agreement which allowed India to play security role in the
post-2014. So far Indian role in Afghanistan has earned a considerable reputation
for it. However, this has created strong suspicion in Pakistan. Since many of the
terrorist groups are safely operating in Pakistan which has links with the Pakistan’s
ISI and its Army, they are poised to attack at Indian interests in Afghanistan.
This remains unchanged even after the recent improvement in India-Pakistan
relations. In this regard, Stephen Blank, senior fellow at the American Foreign
Policy Council states, “Without a U.S. presence in Afghanistan, the challenges
to India to sustain its investment there in the face of declining western support,
continuing terrorism, and Pakistani machinations multiply.”52

On Pakistan, India and the U.S. believe that a stable and economically
successful Pakistan is in their common interest. However, Husain Haqqani, former
Pakistan’s ambassador to the United States and currently director for South and
Central Asia at the Hudson Institute, Washington DC observes that “Rhetoric
and expressions of desire for more trade notwithstanding, security remains the
overarching consideration in India-Pakistan ties.”53 He added that in July 2014,
“Pakistan’s military launched a military operation against terrorist safe havens
along its border with Afghanistan, yet the Pakistani state is far from shutting
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down the jihadi infrastructure.”54 India obviously remains unhappy over Pakistan’s
failure to prosecute terrorists involved in the 2008 Mumbai attacks.

These security threats in South Asia not only pose serious challenge to the
two countries strategic interests in the region, but it immensely affects India’s
ability to play larger role beyond this region. The United States could use its
strategic leverage in influencing Pakistan’s behaviour towards Afghanistan in
general and India in particular. Meanwhile, after new Afghanistan President Ashraf
Ghani came to power, Afghanistan and the U.S. have signed a BSA to allow
American troops to stay in the country post-2014. Under the agreement, 12,000
foreign military personnel are expected to stay after 2014, when the combat
mission of Afghanistan’s U.S.-led NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organisation)
force ends. The force is expected to be made up of 9,800 U.S. troops with the
rest from other NATO members.55 Unlike earlier U.S. decision of complete
drawdown of forces, this diminished troop’s deployment somehow help
Afghanistan fight against terrorism and restore peace and stability in it. This
comes after the rise of ISIS (Islamic State of Iraq and Syria) terrorist groups in
Iraq. However, the United States continuous financial and military assistance to
Pakistan without sticks attached failed to bring any positive change in latter’s
behaviour. The U.S. in particular needs to pay greater sensitivity towards India’s
security interests in the region.

Security Cooperation in Central Asia

India and the U.S. have shared strategic interests in the Central Asian region.
Both look to improve the economic connectivity of the region and also common
security interests of fighting against international terrorism.56 The U.S. expects
India to play an active role in achieving their shared national interests in the
region. For instance, in July 2011, former U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton,
said that “India and the United States share an interest in helping the people of
this entire region build strong democratic societies and market economies, and
to resolve long-festering conflicts.”57 The U.S. strongly believes that “India’s
diverse democratic system in which people of all faiths and backgrounds
participate equally can serve as a model”58 for the countries of the region. Secretary
Clinton emphasised that India’s “leadership in South and Central Asia is critically
important”59 for the regions peace, security and prosperity. In this regard, she
called for India and its South and Central Asian neighbours to work together to
improve standard of living and reduce dependence on outside aid by creating a
“new Silk Road” for regional trade, with upgraded border crossings and reduced
bureaucratic barriers in order to encourage the free flow of goods. An increasing
level of trade and connectivity between the countries of these two regions will
surely create an atmosphere of peace and stability.
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However, the main driving force behind India’s growing relationship with
the Central Asian countries is its energy and geo-strategic interests. In pursuing
those objectives, it faces multiple and mounting security challenges from the
Afghanistan-Pakistan region. Afghanistan occupies an important role in enhancing
regional trade, but the impending U.S. withdrawal of troops from it could leave
India as the most exposed foreign power supporting Afghanistan. Given the gravity
of security threats in the Af-Pak region, even the diminished military and financial
assistance to Afghanistan would have negative effect on its rebuilding and
reconstruction process. This will also affect India’s objective of bringing much
needed energy from Central Asia and also on its strategic interests.

Like India, the Central Asian countries, which provided logistics support to
the U.S. in its war against terrorism over the years, are deeply concerned about
the security implications of troop’s withdrawal from Afghanistan after 2014 due
to its proximity to Afghanistan and Pakistan—the breeding grounds of terrorism.
They are already facing security threats from extremists groups like the Islamic
Movement of Uzbekistan, the Hizb-il-Tahrir and the United Tajik Opposition
which have affiliations with Afghanistan and Pakistan. The withdrawal of troops
will thus not only diminish United States influence in Central Asian and Af-Pak
region, but will most likely lead to intensified terrorist attacks on them. In addition,
Pakistan continues to display its hostile attitudes towards India by blocking it
geographical and political access to Afghanistan and Central Asia. This also
possesses a major constraint in enhancing India-U.S. strategic cooperation through
regional economic connectivity. In this scenario, India’s ability to provide any
economic and military assistance to either Afghanistan or Central Asian countries
will be affected. Stephen Blank stated that “since the U.S. functions as the creator
of political space for India to operate in both Afghanistan and Central Asia, the
U.S. withdrawal reduces India’s ability to gain a major foothold in an area that
will probably be subjected to increasing political and strategic rivalry after 2014”.60

While India has developed close political and economic relationship with
Central Asian countries, it is seriously handicapped by a lack of geographical
access. There are various proposals for connecting with the region by road, rail,
and sea links via Afghanistan and Iran but they are yet to be materialised.61

However, India and the Central Asian countries could step up their engagement
in fighting against terrorism and also could enhance their contribution to the
reconstruction and rebuilding process of Afghanistan through joint projects. India’s
full membership in the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation’s (SCO) would also
help India to work with other member countries in establishing regional peace
and security. In this regard, Indian Foreign Secretary Sujatha Singh, addressing
the SCO Heads of Government Council in Tashkent, Uzbekistan in November
2013 pointed out that the SCO should play a greater role in “rebuilding and
reconstruction of Afghanistan, through common projects and financial
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commitments.”62 India as an observer in the inter-governmental organisation
has also endeavoured to play a constructive role both on security and developmental
issues. Increased security cooperation between India and Central Asian countries
would help address the emerging security challenges, especially after withdrawal
of international troops from Afghanistan.

Security Cooperation in West Asia

Before 1990, India’s foreign policy towards this region was largely determined
by its stance on the Arab-Israeli issue. Since 1992, it has significantly improved
its relationship with Israel when it established diplomatic relations with it. Defence
and intelligence cooperation are the two most visible areas of their expanded
relationship. In fact, Israel has emerged as the second largest supplier of arms to
India after Russia with arms trade of over $ 10 billion in the last one decade.63

At the same time, steady economic growth over the past decade has caused a
sharp increase in India’s energy requirements. In the year, 2012-13, India imported
around 63 per cent of its total oil from West Asia. India’s dependence on foreign
supplies is set to further increase with its rapid economic growth. The region is
also one of the leading trading partners of India with a total trade of around $
200 billion in 2012-13.64 Besides, about seven million Indians live in the area
and they send over $30 billion remittances annually to India.

Energy is however a major factor in India’s expanding relationship with the
regional countries, including Iran. From strategic point of view, Iran is very
important for India as it provides access to Afghanistan and Central Asia. However,
India-Iran relationship is going in the opposite direction from the United States
ongoing efforts to isolate Iran over the nuclear issue. Though New Delhi and
Washington have been consulting to find ways to cooperate on preventing the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, the unresolved nuclear issue looms threat on
India’s energy imports from it. The ongoing crises in the greater West Asian
region, including in Iraq further adds concerns for India. However, India’s quest
for energy security as well as strategic interests could re-shape the region’s geo-
political landscape and affects India’s security relationship, particularly with the
United States.

Moreover, India and the U.S. recognise the growing threat of ISIS to
international peace and security. They look forward to enhance their security
cooperation to counter this threat. But there are differences in their approaches
to address this threat. Particularly, the United States unilateral military actions
against ISIS have led to negative consequences, even though it has contained the
rise of ISIS. When the U.S. takes military actions against such groups by entering
other sovereign nation’s territory, it must coordinate with those countries, including
Syria where ISIS is safely operating. It also must get approval from the United
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Nations and the Security Council before taking any such military actions.65

Because such security challenges are trans-national in nature which require
coordinated international responses. However, the United States unilateral action
weakens rather than strengthening the international cooperative approach.
Similarly, India’s approach of diplomatically resolving Iranian nuclear issue differs
from United States approach of sanctions and coercive diplomacy.

On the other hand, India with its democratic background, principled position
of non-interference in the internal affairs of other countries, and long experience
in UN peacekeeping operations, is in a right position to work as a mediator and
can help restore peace and stability in West Asia.66 Therefore, India and the U.S.
should develop a coordinated and common approach towards this region by
regularly holding their West Asia Consultation Group. This will help both the
nations to effectively work on the major security issues in the region.

Security Cooperation in East and South East Asia

The East and South East Asian region represents the centre of gravity of the
world’s economic, political and strategic interests. The region has emerged as a
significant geo-strategic space and a theatre of Great Power competition and
rivalry. While traditional rivalries over maritime territory, sovereignty and
resources have intensified among the regional countries, the rise of non-traditional
threats such as terrorism, piracy, drug trafficking and climate change have thrown
new challenges to the nation-states. The centrality of the region is however its
natural resources, energy and international trade which renders, “its stability
critical, the looming threat of maritime crime and environmental crises in the
region making it an area of vital concern for maritime forces”.67 The nature of
these security challenges in the region considerably has transnational implications
which require international cooperative response. This geopolitical shift that
shaped the expanded India-U.S. security relationship has changed the way both
related to the region.

India’s relationship with the East and Southeast Asia are very traditional. In
the early 1990s, it revived this relationship through its Look East Policy (LEP).
Since then its engagement with the countries of this region has been enhanced
at economic and strategic levels. In fact, its LEP is a tacit acknowledgement that
India needs to learn from the record of its eastern neighbours. This policy also
reflects India’s interest in protecting its broader economic and political interests
throughout Asia. Moreover, India has strategic partnerships with many of the
regional countries including Japan, South Korea and Australia. Particularly, India’s
relations with the ASEAN countries have seen a spurt in high-level visits and
expanding trade and investment in the past decade. India has become a formal
dialogue partner of ASEAN and would like to expand its participation in Southeast
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Asian and Asia-wide institutions. Here too, there has been a modest but increasing
programme of joint military exercises and port visits. For India, the big attraction
is a more stable set of political and economic relations to the east, as well as the
possibility of joint operations in the energy field. In addition, “India has signed
three free trade agreements, all with East Asian partners: Japan, Korea, and the
ASEAN. Participation in several ASEAN-centred institutions underscored the
political dimension of India’s Asia-wide ties.”68

India’s security and strategic cooperation with the U.S. in the region has also
dramatically developed over the last decade. There is an India-Japan-U.S. trilateral
and India-Japan-Australia-U.S. quadrilateral partnership.69 In a similar fashion,
bilateral relations with Japan have improved greatly in recent years. Japan and
India have a number of mutual interests such as preventing incidents of piracy
and terrorism in the sea lanes through the Malacca Straits, improving bilateral
trade relations and promoting peace in Sri Lanka. There have also been occasional
joint military exercises, although India is also careful in not portraying its
relationship with Japan in a too militaristic tone. This is because, in case of
giving higher importance to security-related Indian cooperation with Japan, likely
to be inhibited by concerns over its likely negative impact on the developing
Sino-Indian relations, which are more multi-dimensional than the Indo-Japanese
relations.70

Most of the regional countries not only seek to further strengthen their
partnership with India on a wide range of issues including trade, defence, science
and technology, maritime security and disaster management, but also urges India
to play an active and larger role in the region. In this regard, David Brewster
argues that most of the countries in this region welcome India as a benign security
provider.71 The U.S. in particular considers India as a “linchpin” in its rebalance
strategy. It is generally perceived that strengthening relationship between them
will help promote regional peace and stability as they share common values,
interests as well as common security challenges.

There is however concern that “the Indian Ocean Region could witness a
major military surge by China, turning it into an arena of great power competition
in Asia.”72 China has rapidly developed its relationship with Indian Ocean rim
countries which is perceived as a “string of pearls” strategy to contain India. In
response to this, India has sought to improve its naval and security cooperation
with countries of East Asia including Japan, Vietnam, Singapore and the
Philippines as well as with South Asian countries. However, India’s strategic
leverage particularly in East Asia is not comparable with that of China’s growing
clout in the Eastern Indian Ocean. China has recently gained this influence by
funding huge maritime infrastructure projects such as Gwadar in Pakistan,
Hambantota in Sri Lanka, Coco Islands in Myanmar, and Chittagong in
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Bangladesh—the so called ‘String of Pearls’. These infrastructural facilities may
have commercial purpose at present but according to Admiral Sureesh Mehta,
former Chief of the Indian Navy, also “have a considerable scope for military
applications.”73 He further observers that, “China’s ability to put India under
strain in the Indian Ocean is a growing factor shaping the broader dynamic of
Asian security.”74 Nonetheless, currently India and the U.S. are actively engaging
with rising China. Both want China to play a positive role in building regional
peace and security. As the Office of the Director of National Intelligence in United
States in its 2010 report quoted Prime Minister Singh “the world should prepare
for the rise of China as a major power”.75 India believes that engaging with China
is the ‘right strategy’ for both the nations. Importantly, recent improvements and
development of relationship between India and China, two rising powers of Asia,
is of great strategic significance.76 This not only promotes their common national
interests, but significantly contributes to regional peace, prosperity and stability.

Asia is still the fastest growing region in terms of economic development in
the world. Most of the countries in the region, including major powers i.e. China,
India, and Japan pay their main attention to economic development. They want
to have a peaceful and stable regional and international security environment so
that they can pursue their developmental goals unhindered. The U.S. which is
deeply involved in the region, especially after September 11 incident has high
stakes in the regions peace and stability than ever before. The economic dynamics
have greatly promoted common strategic interests and enhance cooperation
between them at bilateral, regional, and global levels for combating the security
challenges, including terrorism, WMD proliferation, piracy, maritime security,
energy, climate change, human and drug trafficking. In the same vein, India and
the U.S. have come a long way since President Bill Clinton’s visit India in March
2000 in building their security relationship in the region. However, given their
shared interests on a broad range of issues, the huge potential for further progress
on those issues, and the strong domestic support that the relationship enjoys in
both the countries, India-U.S. relationship deserves a much higher place. However,
the two sides need to make concerted efforts for building a strong strategic
relationship in the 21st century which they aim for.

Challenges

Despite the growing convergence of security interests and shared values between
India and the U.S., they confront many challenges in expanding their security
cooperation in Asia. At the bilateral level, after a decade of steady improvement
in the relationship, it has become stagnated. While some critics regard the
relationship is under plateau, others consider it is as drifting apart. Though a
new hope and confidence has arisen after coming up of the new Modi
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Government to power, especially after Modi’s successful visit to the U.S. in
September 2014, the two sides are facing numerous challenges in building a
strong relationship in the 21st century, including implementing the much hyped
India-U.S. nuclear deal; bringing more economic reforms for enhancing bilateral
trade and investments; shifting buyer-seller defence relationship into a much
higher level of joint defence research, development and co-production.

One of the key challenges that they face is however building consensus on
implementing the pending defence agreements such as Communications
Interoperability and Security Memorandum of Agreement (CISMOA), Basic
Exchange and Cooperation Agreement for Geo-spatial Cooperation (BECA) and
the Logistics Support Agreement (LSA) which the U.S. believes not only help
advance their defence cooperation but would also help India to play a larger role
beyond the South Asian region. In this regard, the January 2012 strategic guidance
noted that, “A reduction in resources will require innovative and creative solutions
to maintain our support for allied and partner interoperability and building partner
capacity”.77 It clearly puts emphasis on building interoperability and capacity of
the emerging partners through joint military exercises and defence equipment
sales. In recent past, however, the U.S. Government officials and defence
manufacturers have expressed their frustration over India’s unwillingness to sign
these defence agreements.78 Though the U.S. believes CISMOA and BECA would
enable technology transfer and seamless communications between the two
militaries’ weapons systems and the mutual “logistical support” agreement would
help build the capabilities of their armed forces to meet the security challenges
of the 21st century at the time of peacekeeping and humanitarian disaster relief
operations. The security analysts have pointed out that this could lead to a formal
India-U.S. military alliance in due course.79 India’s Defence Ministry as well as
the navy and air force chiefs were also of the view that there was little to be
gained by such agreements with the Americans and that they might even offend
India’s more important defence partners such as the Russians.80

At regional level, the two countries are facing major challenges at all the sub-
regions of Asia. In South Asia, big challenges come from Afghanistan and Pakistan.
In Afghanistan, the U.S. is in hurry to withdraw its troops by shifting its prior
goal of establishing a stable, peaceful and prosperous Afghanistan to an acceptable
Afghanistan. Though India has made significant contribution to Afghanistan’s
reconstruction process, it is deeply concerned about the prevailing security situation
in Afghanistan. There is a very strong reason to believe that terrorism will be
back to Afghanistan affair once the international forces leave it. The case of Iraq
is clear evidence of this. Peace and stability in Afghanistan is also highly necessary
for India’s goal of implementing the TAPI pipeline project which aims at
promoting India’s economic growth by ensuring its energy security. In this regard,
Washington’s proclaimed Silk Road project is largely intended to promote ties
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between Central Asia, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India. However, given Pakistan’s
hostile attitudes towards India if Afghanistan fails, India’s goal of bringing gas
from Turkmenistan will be seriously affected. India’s relationship with the Central
Asian countries is also developing over the last two decades and New Delhi is yet
to cultivate strong ties with these countries. However, like India, the existing
insecurity in Afghanistan is a serious concern for the Central Asian countries
and they too are worried about the post-2014 troop’s withdrawal. Therefore,
given the present situation in Afghanistan, international community including
the U.S. must continue to support it for at least another decade.

On Pakistan, though India-U.S. counterterrorism cooperation has
significantly developed since the September 11 incident vis-à-vis Pakistan, India
and the U.S. have “contrasting policies toward Pakistan and fundamental
differences in bureaucratic systems serve to constrict the depth of cooperation
between the United States and India.”81 India’s urge to the United States to use
its strategic leverage on Pakistan to mend its behaviour is in vain, instead
recognition of Pakistan as non-NATO ally negatively affects India’s security. Thus,
any U.S. pressure and repeated pleas to India to accommodate Pakistan, ignoring
its track record on abetting ‘cross-border terrorism’ are unacceptable to India.
The United States continued military and economic assistance to Pakistan that
bear no relevance to its expected role in the ‘war on terrorism’ has also been a
cause of concern for India over the years. This creates big challenge for both the
nations in building mutual trust and confidence in forging security cooperation
in the region. Moreover, the Washington’s recent efforts in negotiating with “good
terrorism” are a clear sign of ignoring India’s security sensitivity. India clearly
points out that one cannot classify terrorism as “good terrorism” and “bad
terrorism”, terrorism is terrorism and they are threat to humanity. India is of the
view that all the international community who believe in humanity should join
together in fighting against terrorism.82 So far as West Asia is concerned, the
region is very important for India from both strategic and energy security point
of view. However, the ongoing unrest in the region and rise of ISIS has raised
serious security concerns for India. In this regard, Iran is very important for
India. It is one of the larger suppliers of energy to India. It is also a point of entry
and exit from Afghanistan and Central Asian. However, it is “a questionable
partner because its nuclear issues are by no means resolved.”83 India and the U.S.
agree on the increasing threat of ISIS to international peace and security. They
also recognise the importance of peace and stability in the greater West Asian
region, but differences between the two countries apparently arise on their
approaches to resolve the crises in the region, including the Iranian nuclear issue.

On East and South East Asia, though there seems to be growing
complementarity between the United States “Rebalancing Strategy” and India’s
“Look East Policy”, they confront challenges in building consensus on vital
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strategic issues of national importance and also bringing reforms at regional and
global institutions to address the emerging security challenges such as energy,
international terrorism, nuclear proliferation and climate change. These challenges
are trans-national and cross-cutting in nature which requires coordinated
international responses. In addition, India’s strategic interests in the region derive
primarily from the domestic needs of ensuring energy security, safeguarding its
SLOCs in the Andaman Sea and enhancing the international image of India as
a rising power.84 India’s evolving “Look East Policy” however disappointed some
U.S. Government officials and strategic experts who would like to see New Delhi
forging closer trade and security links with America’s Asian allies. As former
Secretary of State Clinton urged New Delhi “not just to look east, but to engage
east and act east, as well.”85 Moreover, the U.S.’ Asia re-balance strategy comes
in the backdrop of China’s phenomenal economic rise and increasing military
assertiveness in the South and East Pacific. Rising China’s political and military
ambitions has also given India major reasons to be wary. However, both India
and the U.S. have some very different reasons to be worried about China. For
India, these concerns about China are primarily related to the boundary dispute,
the growing trade deficit and the rise of Chinese economic and political influence
in South Asia, China’s nuclear links with Pakistan and China’s support for the
Pakistani position on Kashmir. Washington has historically paid little attention
particularly to the Sino-Pakistani nuclear weapons and missiles ties which together
with Pakistan-sponsored terrorism has contributed the most to the deterioration
of India’s security environment.86 On the other hand, the United States primarily
following a hedging strategy towards China. As economically, Washington is
increasingly engaging with rising China and militarily it tries to contain China
by developing military partnership with its key allies and emerging partners in
the region. Thus, notwithstanding the two countries serious concern about China’s
growing military assertiveness and their shared interests of resolving the South
China Sea dispute peacefully, the two countries policies clearly diverge on
managing their relationship with China.

Finally, New Delhi and Washington differ on their perception of the emerging
world order and on the present structure of the global decision making. While
India perceives for a multi-polar world where the global agenda would be set by
a constellation of nations including Russia, the United States, China, Japan and
India, the U.S. still looks to dominate the world in setting the global agenda by
itself. Furthermore, India does not want to be seen as a military ally of the U.S.
Instead, it wants to develop a mutually beneficial relationship with all the major
powers including United States. It is also perceived that if India would blindly
follow the U.S. policy in Asia then this could compromise its strategic and foreign
policy autonomy. At present, it has diversity of engagements in Asia and the
world, institutionalised in the form of triangular and multilateral groupings like
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IBSA (India, Brazil and South Africa), BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and
South Africa), India-China-Russia and those with Japan, Australia, and the U.S.
In this regard, Kanwal Sibal, former Foreign Secretary of India, has rightly bought
out India’s concern, stating that, “India wants to develop broad-based mutually
beneficial relations with various global power centres rather than being seen as
excessively leaning towards one power centre.”87 Harsh V. Pant, a professor in
the Department of Defence Studies in King’s College London, also says that
strategic autonomy effectively means India wants friendly relations with everybody
which, “means you are not ready to make choices.”88 In addition, at a time when
the U.S.’ economic and political power is relatively declining, India’s regional
and international profile is growing, and the war possibility with China is very
unlikely in the immediate future, it is believed that its balanced relationship with
all the major countries of the world including Russia, China, Japan, and U.S. is
very critical to its rise as a major power in the coming years. This allows India
to maintain its foreign policy autonomy and would provide enough strategic
manoeuvres in future.

Conclusion

From the above analyses, it can be said that the future prospects of India-U.S.
security cooperation in Asia will largely depend on India’s continuous rise as a
world power and the success of their bilateral relationship. Though India-U.S.
relations have dramatically improved since President Bill Clinton’s visit to India
in March 2000, they are yet to achieve the full potential of the relationship, and
the goal of establishing a robust strategic partnership in the 21st century. At
present, the utmost important question is how they can take strategic relationship
forward by addressing the major challenges that they confront at bilateral, regional
and global levels. However, India-U.S. security cooperation is still evolving and
will certainly shape the peace and security in Asia and the world. As India’s Prime
Minister Modi and U.S. President Obama in their joint editorial rightly stated
that India-U.S. “natural and unique partnership can help shape international
security and peace for years to come.”89 They added, “While our shared efforts
will benefit our own people, our partnership aspires to be larger than merely the
sum of its parts. As nations, as people, we aspire to a better future for all; one in
which our strategic partnership also produces benefits for the world at large.”
And, “The promise of a better tomorrow is not solely for Indians and Americans:
It also beckons us to move forward together for a better world. This is the central
premise of our defining partnership for the 21st century. Forward together we
go—chalein saath saath.”90

Most importantly, the global power shift from the West to Asia is going to
be a process lasting some decades into the future where India will continue to
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evolve as a world power. In this budding geo-strategic and geopolitical landscape
of Asia, the major objective of India’s foreign policy has been to secure for itself
strategic autonomy so that it can pursue its national interests. India’s critical
security concerns are: external security (emanating from Pakistan and China);
internal security; sustained economic growth; energy security; maritime security;
and access to technology.91 India’s persistent success at the domestic front as well
as peace and stability in its immediate neighbourhood would principally decide
its role as a security provider in Asia. In addition, India’s own strategy towards
Asia has been evolving since the end of the Cold War. Over these years, “while
India sought to engage with Asia and has been able to convert these challenges
into opportunities through a combination of political, economic, and foreign
policy measures, its approach in managing them has been ad hoc and not based
on a forward looking grand strategy”.92 As a result, its security relationship with
the regional countries is not fully developed. In addition, the lack of India’s
diplomatic capacities is hampering its capabilities to engage with Asian countries
more intensely and also affects its ability to provide security in the region.
Consequently, it has not displayed fully its leadership role in the region.

Nonetheless, India has made significant efforts to enhance regional peace
and stability, and to expand its outreach across Asia. India’s increasing defence
and security relationship with Asian countries is clear evident to this. It has
considerably improved its relationship with major maritime powers of the region
including the U.S., Japan, Australia, and China who influence and determine
the peace and security of the region. Importantly, as India’s national interests are
no more confined to South Asian region, domestic consensus is now building up
in favour of India playing an active role beyond this region. India’s emergence on
the world stage certainly has a positive impact on Asia’s peace and stability which
is critical for sustaining and advancing the countries national interests in the
region. The U.S. regards that India’s rise is in America’s interests and has been
urging India to play an active role in providing security in this region. Though
it supports India’s membership in the UNSC; four international export control
regimes—NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA; and wants to transform buyer-seller
defence relationship into joint defence research, development and coproduction
of defence equipment by further deepening of defence and strategic relationship
with India. In the practical sense, however, the U.S. support to India is not
sufficient enough in building its capabilities to play a larger role in Asia. The
U.S. must therefore help India to develop its capacities by helping it in building
indigenous defence industries; in the field of innovation and technology transfer;
in meeting the growing energy demands; and in reforming regional and global
decision making institutions for bringing India into these decision making bodies.
Substantial efforts in the areas will help enhance India’s great power status and
its ability to provide security in Asia. This will also foster India-U.S. security
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cooperation in Asia on a broad range of issues. The U.S. support in these areas
is a litmus test of the burgeoning India-U.S. security relationship in the 21st

century.
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10
Security Engagement in Southeast Asia

Rahul Mishra

Introduction

With the ushering in of the twenty-first century, geopolitical and geo-economic
realities of the world have transformed substantially. This change brought about
scores of changes in the world order. One of the major developments was the
shift in the nucleus of global politics to Asia and the emergence of the East and
Southeast Asian economies. After the end of the Cold War, Southeast Asian
economies grew faster than those in several other regions. That was also the time
when India embarked on its economic reforms and began to look towards the
Southeast Asian region. Additionally, in terms of defence cooperation, India
strived to comprehensively engage the Southeast Asian countries. India’s
reengagement with the region started with the initiation of India’s Look East
Policy in 1992. The policy was the brainchild of the then Indian Prime Minister,
P.V. Narasimha Rao and was religiously followed by the successive governments.
The Look East Policy, rechristened as the ‘Act East Policy’ in 2014 by the Narendra
Modi-led National Democratic Alliance (NDA) Government, was one of the
policy outcomes of India’s Balance of Payments crisis and subsequent economic
reforms, lack of progress in the South Asian Association of Regional Cooperation
(SAARC), globalisation and the end of the Cold War. The Look East policy was
an attempt on the part of India to foster closer ties with the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) member states as also those countries falling
in wider East Asian region.

The Look/Act East Policy has successfully entered in its third decade, and
over the years, India has engaged countries of the region both at the bilateral and
multilateral levels. On the bilateral front, there is constructive cooperation between
India and the individual ASEAN member states. So far as India’s multilateral
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engagement is concerned, India’s entry into several ASEAN-led mechanisms such
as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), ASEAN Defence Ministers Meeting
(ADMM) Plus, East Asia Summit (EAS) and signing of strategic partnership
agreement with ASEAN in 2012 further strengthened India’s engagement with
the countries of the Southeast Asian region and their flagship organisation—
ASEAN.

Since 1990s, despite the 1997 Asian Financial Crisis, most of the East Asian
countries have maintained impressive economic growth. Taking cues from recent
developments, Indian Prime Minister, Narendra Modi-led NDA Government
expanded the scope and focus of the Look East Policy after sensing that Phase I
and Phase II of the policy could not achieve their fullest potential, despite being
success stories.1 With the Act East Policy, India aims to engage more robustly
with countries of the Southeast Asian region as well as the countries of the wider
Asia-Pacific region not only in economic and cultural sense but also in political
and strategic domains. ASEAN member states have also appreciated India’s
initiatives and welcomed it with open arms. Swiftly changing regional security
architecture can be cited as one of the most prominent reasons for India’s proactive
engagement with the region. India’s rising bonhomie with Australia, Japan, South
Korea and the U.S. paves its path for reinforcing its position in the Southeast
Asian and the wider Asia-Pacific region.

This article argues that India’s close politico-security and economic
partnership, and support in fighting non-traditional security threats, bilateral
and multilateral capacity building programmes and the growing security
engagements with the three Southeast Asian countries, i.e., Indonesia, Singapore
and Vietnam have facilitated strengthening of India’s position in the Southeast
Asian region, leading to India’s gradual emergence as a security provider.

Indonesia

India-Indonesia relations date back to more than two millennia. The cultural
bridge between India and Indonesia that has been in existence since the Neolithic
period operates at several levels: art, architecture, popular drama and literature,
Indian communities in Indonesia, and even the societal configuration of Indonesia
and their struggle for freedom from Colonialism. This speaks volumes about
the historic linkages between the two countries.2 India-Indonesia relations were
mainly shaped by their anti-Colonial sentiments. In the contemporary times,
Indonesia has been viewed as a long-term strategic partner of India, increasingly
occupying the central stage in India’s foreign policy. Indonesia being the biggest
archipelagic nation in the world holds substantial importance in India’s diplomatic
maneuvers mainly because of its geographical proximity with India. Though,
India does not share a land border with Indonesia, the two countries share a
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maritime boundary. Indonesia is not too far away from India. From the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands, Indonesia is approximately 128 km (90 nautical miles)
away. This proximity situates Indonesia at a higher position in India’s maritime
security calculus. For India, maintaining cordial relations with Southeast Asian
countries, especially Indonesia, is crucial for its national security as the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands are closer to Indonesia than to New Delhi. The Andaman
and Nicobar Islands, which are strategically located at the juncture of the Bay of
Bengal and the Malacca Straits, compel India to secure its maritime interests in
the region. In 2001, India realised the strategic significance of these islands and
created the Andaman and Nicobar Joint Command at Port Blair, the only tri-
service geographical command of the Indian Armed Forces. With the setting up
of India’s Andaman and Nicobar Joint Command, Indonesia’s significance has
increased manifold. Closeness between India and Indonesia at the international
stage is natural as the two countries have several commonalities. While India is
the largest democracy in the world, Indonesia is the third largest and these two
countries are strong proponents of the Nonalignment and strategic autonomy.
Both India and Indonesia are the biggest countries in demographic, geographic
and economic terms in their respective regions. In fact, both India and Indonesia
can be termed as ‘first among equals’ in the South Asian and the Southeast Asian
region respectively.

Economic Aspects

Economic security is one of the key foundations of security, and lies at the core
of a country’s role as a security provider. Slowly and steadily India has also started
working on this aspect with regard to its engagement with the region and its
countries—Indonesia, Singapore and Vietnam. India is Indonesia’s ninth largest
trading partner, while Indonesia is India’s second largest trading partner in the
ASEAN region. However, the Balance of Trade is tilted in Indonesia’s favour. It
may be noted that though India-Indonesia trade is much below its potential,
Indonesia is still an important economic partner of India and their economic
cooperation has increased by leaps and bounds in recent years. Bilateral trade
has increased manifold since 2007. India-Indonesia bilateral trade reached $ 20
billion in 2013-14 from a meagre figure of just $ 6.9 billion in 2007-08. The
two countries aim to reach the $ 45 billion mark by the end of 2015. India’s
exports to Indonesia include refined petroleum products, maize, commercial
vehicles, telecommunication equipments, oil seeds, animal feed, cotton, steel
products, plastics and pharmaceuticals in bulk and formulation; while it imports
crude palm oil, coal, minerals, rubber, pulp and paper and hydrocarbons reserves.3

So far as India’s investment in Indonesia is concerned, by 2020, India strives
to surpass China to become the largest investor in Indonesia, which seems
achievable. As of now, India’s investment is close to $ 15 billion in Indonesia.
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Several Indian companies have made significant investments in coal mining,
infrastructure, power, textiles, steel, automotive, mining machinery, consumer
goods and banking sectors; whereas prominent Indian groups/companies such
as Tata Power, Reliance, Adani, GMR, Oorja, Trimex, Videocon, L&T, GVK,
Punj Lloyd, CG Power, Madhucon, Indo Rama, Aditya Birla, Bombay Dyeing,
JK Industries, Jindal Stainless Steel, ESSAR, Ispat, Tata Motors, Mahindra, TVS,
Bajaj, Minda, Classic Stripes, BEML, Godrej, Wipro, Balmer & Lawrie, State
Bank of India, Bank of India, ICICI Bank, etc. have established fully-owned
subsidiaries/joint ventures in Indonesia.4 While the current developments suggest
a positive trend, there are still a few bottlenecks in bilateral trade and investment
relations. For instance, Indonesia’s investment in India is yet to reach a satisfactory
level. Additionally, early and agreeable negotiations on Comprehensive Economic
Cooperation Agreement (CECA) would benefit the two sides in the long run.
India’s increasing investments in Indonesia’s energy sector indicates that as India’s
energy demands rise, it would take more steps to ensure a reliable supply, leading
to India’s greater role in Indonesian foreign policy priorities and stronger bilateral
relations.

Strategic Dimension

There are no two views that India has expanded the scope of its Look East Policy
to include the military and strategic aspects. Over the years, in order to realise
its maritime goals, India has modified the functions of the Indian Navy to
strengthen its interactions with other navies of the Indian Ocean littoral.
Interestingly, in the late 1980s, when India was upgrading its naval capabilities
by acquiring the aircraft carrier INS Virat, and the three-year lease of INS Chakra
(a Soviet-built nuclear-propelled submarine); Indonesia, among others, expressed
its concern that such acquisitions by India are aimed at becoming a ‘regional
hegemon’ having an offensive combat force with influence beyond the Indian
Ocean and Malacca Straits.5 However, India learnt its lessons and massive naval
diplomacy was put to use.6 Regular Maritime Confidence-Building Measures
(CBMs) ushered in a new era of cooperation, which began to transcend the
naval contours.7

Arguably, the most important steps were the joint naval exercises that India
started holding periodically with Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore from 1990s
near the Andaman and Nicobar Islands.8 The then Chief of Naval Staff (CNS)
claimed that the ships’ visit and communication exercises should dispel the
apprehensions about any Indian ulterior motives in Southeast Asia.9 Subsequently,
with its efforts India was successful in allaying concerns among Southeast Asian
states about its naval capabilities.10 India, which was seen as one of the potential
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hegemons competing with China and Japan, proved itself as an emerging ‘benign
power of consequence’ and a security provider within two decades.11

So far as the joint naval exercises are concerned, a steep rise has been witnessed
in their numbers since the end of the Cold War. In order to strengthen its defence
cooperation with other countries, India has been sending ships to the foreign
ports, hosting foreign ships and assisting its maritime neighbours in disaster
management activities. Training defence personnel has also been a common feature
of India’s strategic engagement in the Southeast Asian region. Friendly visit of
the Indian naval assault vessel, INS Airavat to Vietnam in July 2011, and the
Sail Training Ship (STS), INS Sudarshini expedition 2013 are just a few examples
of deepening India-Southeast Asia maritime relations.

India and Indonesia not only have a common vision for economic growth
and development but also have a common perspective on strategic issues such as
defence and maritime security across the Bay of Bengal and the Malacca Straits.
India has always been conscious of naval competition in the Indian Ocean region
and the salience of Indonesia in its strategic calculus. Perhaps that is the reason
why India held its first joint naval exercise with the Indonesian Navy at the
Surabaya coast in 1989. That was just the starting point of their joint naval
exercises. The two navies have been conducting joint maritime patrol exercises,
HADR operations and regular exchange of officials for defence training purposes
for several years now.12 The Indian and Indonesian Navies work together on
naval patrols and transnational crime prevention exercises.13 In 1994, the Indian
Navy conducted second joint exercise with the Indonesian Navy. In October
2000, to test the compatibility of these two navies, the Indian Navy conducted
Passage Exercise (PASSEX) with the Indonesian naval ships.

Later in 2002, India and Indonesia conducted their first-ever India-Indonesia
Coordinated Patrol (INDINDO CORPAT) in the International Maritime
Boundary Line (IMBL) in the Andaman Sea. The INDINDO CORPAT, so far,
has had both navies dispatch two ships each for joint patrol of the seas against
piracy, armed robbery, poaching, illegal immigration, drug trafficking, and human
trafficking.14 Till now, twenty-four rounds of INDINDO CORPAT along the
IMBL have taken place. The 24th edition of INDINDO CORPAT was conducted
on September 9-30, 2014.15

The years 2001 (cooperation in defence), 2002 (first biennial patrol), 2005
(Strategic Partnership) and 2007 (Joint Consultative Mechanism of FMs) and
the visit of the former Indonesian President, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (2011)
are a few milestones in terms of India-Indonesia relations in the past few years.
Former Indian Prime Minister, Manmohan Singh’s 2013 Indonesia visit provided
further impetus to India’s strategic partnership with Indonesia.

The year 2005 can be termed ‘watershed’ in India-Indonesia relations when
the two sides signed the ‘Joint Declaration on Establishing a Strategic
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Partnership’.16 During India’s former Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s Indonesia
visit, the two sides agreed to ‘adopt a five-pronged initiative for strengthening
the Strategic Partnership with the objective of taking the robust, multifaceted
cooperation to even greater heights in areas of Strategic Engagement, Defence
and Security Cooperation, Comprehensive Economic Partnership, Cultural and
People-to-People Links and Cooperation in Responding to Common
Challenges.’17 There has also been an increase in the joint bilateral and multilateral
(MILAN, KOMODO) naval exercises between India and Indonesia which suggest
that there is a strong element of trust between the two countries.

India and Indonesia are conscious of the need to ensure the safety and security
of the Sea Lanes of Communication (SLOC). In that regard, the Indian Ocean
Rim Association (IORA) and Indian Ocean Naval Symposium (IONS) have
been established, with India and Indonesia as its key members. IORA and IONS
have provided the member countries with a platform to engage in consultations
to tackle regional maritime threats and challenges.18 Together, the political, strategic
and economic considerations are likely to drive Indonesia to ‘see India’s military
and naval growth as a maritime security provider in the Indian Ocean more than
a security threat to complement, rather than supplant, the U.S. military presence.’19

The U.S. Rebalancing or Pivot to Asia, and China’s increasingly assertive postures
are also shaping Indonesia’s perception of India, as ‘while suspecting China’s rise,
Indonesia remains reluctant to be perceived as increasingly aligned with the United
States. India could provide an alternative for Indonesia to tread between the two
powers.’20 China’s unprecedented rise and increasingly aggressive postures in the
region have emerged as both a challenge and an opportunity for the two countries,
as both India and Indonesia are hedging their bets.

However, it should be noted that the rise in mutual trust has been gradual,
involving sustained efforts and systematic planning; and requires effective
implementation of the same for further strengthening of India-Indonesia ties.
There was a time when almost all Southeast Asian countries including Indonesia
had serious apprehensions about India’s moves in the Indian Ocean region, which
were termed as its ‘hegemonic designs’. With time, however, Indonesia’s
perceptions have changed, and for Indonesia, India is no longer a threat, but an
evolving regional ‘security provider’.

Singapore

India-Singapore relations are arguably the most underrated bilateral relations in
India’s foreign policy discourse. India’s linkages with Singapore are not new and
date back to pre-independence era, when Singapore was a part of Malaysia.
However, the formal relations began in 1965, advancing further only in the post-
Cold War era. Singapore’s steady economic growth was the main driving force
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in India-Singapore relations. Today, Singapore has emerged as one of the top
investors in India. In fact, Singapore has become one of the main pillars of the
Look/Act East Policy.

With the initiation of the Look East Policy, India first reached out to Singapore
and the latter whole-heartedly welcomed India to the region. Former Prime
Minister Goh Chok Tong was invited by P.V. Narasimha Rao to mark the Republic
Days’ celebration in 1994. P.V. Narasimha Rao paid the return visit in the same
year, which proved significant in gaining Singapore’s support for India’s full
dialogue partnership in ASEAN. The relations were cordial to the extent that
Singapore began to lobby for India’s full dialogue partnership in the ASEAN.
Singapore’s ‘India Fever’ initiative proved to be a great success, establishing
Singapore as the catalyst in socialising India with the ASEAN region.

Singapore’s support to India was one of the major reasons behind India’s
improved image in the Southeast Asian region. India, too, has always been
supportive of Singapore at the regional and international fora. For instance, India
along with China and Malaysia supported Singapore’s candidature for the United
Nations membership. Perceptibly, Singapore had its own reasons to inch closer
to India. Singapore gained independence from Malaysia in 1965 and found India
as one of the most reliable potential partners in the post-Colonial world. The
Singaporeans have always recognised a legitimate role for India as a regional
security provider.21 In what has been called Singapore’s ‘survival phase’ in the
years following independence, Singapore saw itself as being in a precarious strategic
position, concerned not only with the prospect of Communist Chinese-supported
internal subversion, but also with external threats posed by Indonesia and a
potentially aggressive Malaysia. In such a situation, Singapore saw India as
potentially helping to maintain its new-found sovereignty against infringements
by China as well as its large neighbours.22 Singapore has always proved that it is
India’s friend in need. For instance, it extended its support to India explicitly
during the 1965 India-Pakistan War. Also, Singapore has played a pivotal role in
India’s membership in EAS and ASEAN and its various fora.

In the contemporary times, the bond between India and Singapore is stronger
than ever before. To say that these two countries share a special relationship would
not be an exaggeration. Ethnic Indians constitute about 9.1 per cent of the total
population of 5.4 million, including permanent residents,23 and are the third
largest ethnic group after Chinese and the Malays. The significance of Singapore
in India’s foreign policy can be gauged by the fact that so as to boost Act East
Policy, Prime Minister Modi is likely to pay a state visit to Singapore in 2015.
Interestingly, this visit will make it the second Southeast Asian country where
Modi would undertake his international trip. His first visit in Southeast Asia was
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to Myanmar, where he attended the EAS and ASEAN Summits. In 2015, India
and Singapore are also celebrating 60 years of their diplomatic ties.

Economic Aspects

Trade and investment statistics prove that India and Singapore depend on each
other for their economic security and prosperity. Singapore is India’s largest trading
partner as also the largest investor in the Southeast Asian region. Sometimes it
is also referred to as India’s economic gateway to the Southeast Asian region.
The signing of CECA on June 29, 2005 has further strengthened their economic
relations. The agreement still holds relevance for both countries as this was
Singapore’s first such agreement in the Indian subcontinent. Economic and
commercial ties have expanded significantly; particularly after the conclusion of
the CECA in 2005 with bilateral trade growing from $ 8.8 billion in 2005-06
to $ 21.1 billion in 2012-13.24 However, in 2013-14, bilateral trade reduced to
$ 19.3 billion, which made Singapore the seventh largest trading partner of India
in the world.

On the investment front, since the early 1990s, Singaporean companies have
been active in India’s equity market as a source of Foreign Institutional Investments
(FIIs) and the trend has gathered momentum in recent years. Singapore has
emerged as the largest investor in India with a share of more than 11 percent of
the total Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) received by India, a cumulative amount
of $ 25.5 billion from April 2000 to March 2014.25

Strategic Dimension

While India-Singapore economic cooperation displays a positive image, their
defence and strategic cooperation is not far behind. Though Singapore always
persuaded India to play a broader security role in the region, their defence
cooperation has taken a concrete shape only in the post-Cold War period. For
instance, in the years following its independence, Singapore made a formal request
to India to provide military training to the Singapore Armed forces personnel.
However, the Indian leadership, mainly because of India’s neutrality clause, turned
down the request. Later, in 1971, when the U.K. decided to shut its naval bases-
HMS Sembawang and Singapore Naval Base, the first Prime Minister of the
independent Singapore, Lee Kuan Yew paid a visit to India and offered those
bases to India for naval endeavours. Indian leadership turned down the proposal
citing similar reasons again. During most of the Cold War period, India’s close
proximity with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) did not allow
India to act as a security provider, neither at global level nor at the regional
level. The 1971 Bangladesh War of Independence can be cited as the only
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noteworthy exception in that regard. Till 1990s, India continued to shy away
from exercising its influence in the region.

The disintegration of the U.S.S.R. coupled with the end of the Cold War,
created a strategic vacuum, compelling India to move out of its shell. Despite
fears in the early 1990s that a superpower withdrawal from the region might lead
to unhealthy rivalry between Japan, China and India, the Singaporeans concluded
by 1993 that India’s strategic presence in Southeast Asia would, ‘help stabilise
the region by counterbalancing the other political heavyweights’.26 Former Prime
Minister of Singapore, Goh Chok Tong stated:

We see Singapore as being lifted by two economies. I visualise ASEAN as
a fuselage of a jumbo plane with China as one wing, and India the other
wing. If both wings take off, ASEAN as a fuselage will also be lifted.
Singapore is part of this fuselage.27

Given the position of Singapore at the head of the Malacca Straits, between the
South China Sea and the Indian Ocean, maritime security will inevitably be at
the heart of any security relationship between India and Singapore.28 It is widely
accepted that India and Singapore share warm and long-standing defence
relations. Defence interactions between the two countries include high-level visits,
policy dialogues, joint military training, courses, seminars and other professional
exchanges. Bilateral defence engagements have deepened since the signing of the
Defence Cooperation Agreement in 2003, as well as the Air Force and Army
Bilateral Agreements in 2007 and 2008 respectively.29 In retrospect, they
embarked on their naval cooperation with the first PASSEX in the Bay of Bengal
in February 1993. In February 1994, a joint naval exercise codenamed ‘Lion
King’ for training in the Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) was conducted in the
Andaman and Nicobar Islands. Subsequently, in January 1995, the Indian Navy
conducted another ASW training exercise in the Bay of Bengal with the Royal
Singapore Navy (RSN). This was followed by a joint naval exercise conducted
in the Bay of Bengal in March 1996. In 1998, India-Singapore naval cooperation
achieved another milestone with the Singapore Navy getting access to the Indian
naval training facilities.

In 2000, defence cooperation was stepped up with the friendly visit of INS
Sindhuvir to Singapore. In 2003, their defence cooperation was elevated to the
next level when the two sides inked the Defence Cooperation Agreement. Under
the agreement, India and Singapore focused on the threat of international terrorism
and maritime security, and sought to establish intelligence exchange and a defence
policy dialogue as well as expand and deepen exchanges and exercises between
the two defence forces.30 As a follow up to the agreement, both sides began annual
defence dialogue in 2004. A strategic partnership with Singapore has developed
to a large extent, with India giving training facilities on lease basis to Singapore
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Air Force personnel. After training its pilots at Kalaikunda air base and nearby
firing ranges, India signed another agreement with Singapore on August 12,
2008, permitting it the use of the Babina and Deolali firing ranges for armour
and artillery exercises.31 The 2008 agreement facilitated the training of Singaporean
ground forces in India till 2013. Significantly, India also allowed Singapore to
station a small detachment of its army personnel and equipment (artillery guns
and tanks) at the Babina and Deolali ranges for the duration of the agreement.32

In October 2004, India and Singapore held their bilateral air exercise
codenamed SINDEX 04 in Gwalior in central India and again in January 2006,
at Kalaikunda, near Kolkata. On November 24, 2008, the sixth joint air exercise
between the Air Forces of India and Singapore was held at the Kalaikunda air
base in Kolkata.33 The growing operational familiarity has led the navies of the
two countries to venture into the South China Sea and conduct joint exercises
as part of SIMBEX (Singapore India Maritime Bilateral Exercise)-05. Though
SIMBEX was first conducted in 1994; with time, it began to gain prominence,
which is “designed to enhance inter-operability and mutual understanding between
the two navies”. This was given an added thrust at the diplomatic level when in
February 2006, Singapore posted its first ever defence adviser to New
Delhi.34 According to the Indian Navy reports, the 2014 SIMBEX exercise was
the twenty-first round in the joint naval exercises conducted by the navies of
India and Singapore since early 1990s.

Interestingly, from 1993 till date, India’s highest number of joint naval
exercises has been with Singapore only. These include missions for search and
rescue operations, anti-piracy and ASW (RM&PK). India and Singapore have
been working closely on the bilateral defence Research and Development (R&D)
also. For instance, in 2006, the two sides convened a joint study on bilateral
defence, which led to the bilateral defence technology meeting in 2007. However,
due to the ST Technology controversy, subsequent delays and several other issues,
the plans have not fructified completely. Nevertheless, in terms of defence ties,
it is worth highlighting that ‘India has developed a competency with regard to
electronic systems while Singapore has built up the expertise in the systems
integration and in minitiaturisation of systems. As India’s domestic defence sector
is still constrained, it is imperative to initiate fruitful and effective defence relations
with technologically advanced countries like Singapore. Countries such as
Australia, Japan and South Korea have their own large domestic demand and it
is difficult to achieve a closer partnership with them.’35 The pattern of defence
cooperation between India and Singapore shows that if this trend continues,
Singapore will soon become one of India’s largest defence partners in terms of the
training and joint operations exercise. It is in this context that one may argue
that India-Singapore maritime cooperation and Defence R&D are increasingly
becoming the important dimensions of India’s Act East Policy.
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India’s role as a ‘Security Provider’ gets verified in case of Singapore in a
rather unique way, as except Singapore, no other country is known to have taken
Indian military facilities on lease. The quality and scale of India-Singapore
cooperation in capacity building of military personnel is unmatchable, especially
in the Southeast Asian region. This makes Singapore different from any other
country in the Southeast Asian region, in terms of India’s role as a partner and
a ‘Security Provider’.

Vietnam

Vietnam is arguably the best testimony of India’s emergence as a ‘Security
Provider’. India’s traditionally close and cordial relations with Vietnam have their
historical roots in the common struggle for liberation from foreign rule and the
national struggle for independence.36 Though India and Vietnam do not have a
common border, India-Vietnam friendship has been exceptional and their bond
is stronger than any of their immediate neighbours. Since 1950s, India-Vietnam
relations have been remarkably cordial. The Cold War politics did not affect
their cordial relations, and it was for Vietnam that India had to eventually shun
its plan regarding joining of ASEAN as a dialogue partner in 1980.Regular
exchange of high-level visits between these two countries has strengthened their
relations. For instance, Jawaharlal Nehru paid a state visit to Vietnam in 1954
that was aimed at assuring the newly independent country of India’s support.
Given that Vietnam was amongst one of the first few friends of India after the
latter got independence in 1947, India has always been on Vietnam’s side through
thick and thin. India welcomed Vietnam’s independence from France and later
again supported Vietnam during the Cambodian crisis. Indian leadership has
always been open about New Delhi’s closeness to Vietnam. For instance, in 1972,
just a few months after the liberation of Bangladesh, the then Minster of External
Affairs, Swaran Singh issued a statement saying that, “the liberation of Bangladesh
was a great heroic event and the reunification of Vietnam will be equally heroic
and great”. In the same year, India-Vietnam (North Vietnam) diplomatic ties
were elevated to the ambassadorial level, which gave a further fillip to their
relations. In 1979, the then Minster of External Affairs, Atal Behari Vajpayee
cut short his China visit in protest, when China launched a military offensive
against Vietnam. In 1995, India was one of the first countries to welcome the
accession of Vietnam to ASEAN.

From Vietnam’s viewpoint, cordial relationship with India has been one of
the prominent foreign policy priorities. Vietnam’s strong association with India
has always complemented India’s eastward engagement. It may be noted that
Vietnam too has always reciprocated India’s gestures. For instance, Vietnam had
extended its support to India during India-Pakistan War of 1971 as also during
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the 1999 Kargil conflict. Among the CLMV (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and
Vietnam) countries, Vietnam has been India’s long-time friend and Indian
leadership perceives Vietnam as one of the most important countries for the Look
East Policy. Consequently, Vietnam has endorsed India’s bid for United Nations
Security Council (UNSC) membership, and also supported India’s candidature
for the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) membership, after its entry
in APEC. Despite China’s resistance, Vietnam supported India’s membership to
the EAS.37 The two countries cooperate with each other effectively in several
regional groupings including the Mekong-Ganga Cooperation (MGC), ASEAN
and the EAS.

Economic Aspects

India is swiftly emerging as one of the key security providers for Vietnam in the
economic domain. During the past five years, bilateral trade has gone up
significantly and reached $ 5.23 billion in 2013, up by an estimated 30 percent
increase compared to 2012.38 The two countries are striving to reach the $ 15
billion mark by 2020. Unfortunately, however, India-Vietnam trade and
investment ties are still much below the optimal level. Nevertheless, as far as
India’s investment in Vietnam is concerned, Vietnam has proved to be a favourable
destination. As of June 2013, according to the figures from Vietnam’s Foreign
Investment Agency, India has 73 investment projects with total registered capital
of $ 252.21 million.39 ONGC Videsh Limited (OVL), Essar Exploration and
Production Ltd, Nagarjuna Ltd, KCP Industries Limited, Philips Carbon and
McLeod Russell are some of the major Indian investors.40 Major pharmaceutical
firms such as Torrent, Zydus, Cadila, Glenmark and Panacea Biotech have also
set up offices to promote their products in Vietnam. Incidentally, India is one of
the largest exporters of pharmaceutical products to Vietnam.41 In essence, bilateral
economic cooperation is in the form of India’s extension of loans and
developmental aid to Vietnam. Till date, India has extended 17 Lines of Credit
(LoC) to Vietnam totaling $ 164.5 million.42

India-Vietnam energy cooperation comprises a major part of India-Vietnam
economic cooperation. It primarily includes joint oil and gas exploration activities
off-the-Vietnam coast in the South China Sea. India’s state-owned oil company,
OVL has so far invested approximately $ 360 million in three acquired blocks
namely: Block 06.1, Block 127 and Block 128. India has invested $ 342.78 million
in Block No. 06.1 till March 2012; $ 68 million in Block 127 till March 2010;
and $ 49.14 million in Block 128 till March 2012.43

Strategic Dimension

Shared vision of Asia, common concerns, and convergence of interests largely
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define India-Vietnam strategic cooperation. The two countries have been working
together to deepen their bilateral defence and strategic cooperation. Though
Vietnam has always seen India as a long-term strategic partner, officially, their
defence cooperation began with the signing of the first major MoU on defence
cooperation in September 1994. The agreement was elevated to the defence
protocol in 2000. Later in 2007, joint declaration on defence led to the agreement
on comprehensive defence engagement. These arrangements allowed the sale of
military helicopters and equipments to Vietnam and training programmes for
Vietnam’s military personnel as well as pilots. Moreover, the 2000 defence protocol
facilitated the Indian officers to avail jungle warfare training in the training
institutions in Vietnam. India and Vietnam established strategic partnership in
2007, which led to the initiation of their annual strategic defence dialogue. In
addition to this, Vietnam has given India access to its Nha Trang port in the
Khanh Hoa province, which makes India perhaps the only country in the world
to have an access to such a strategically located port.44 It is noteworthy that the
Nha Trang Port is geographically proximate to the Cam Ranh Bay. In the
maritime domain, India-Vietnam joint bilateral naval exercises have become a
regular feature, so have the coordinated sea-patrols and simulation exercises, which
are complemented by multilateral joint exercises such as the MILAN. As part of
the MoU signed in 2007, India agreed to transfer 5,000 naval spare parts
(belonging to Petya Class Submarines) to Vietnam for its naval up-
gradation.45 With the supply of BRAHMOS missiles to Vietnam, not only the
India-Vietnam defence ties will take a giant leap, but it would also become a
‘game changer’ in India’s projection as a security provider in the region.

As a security provider, India has not only been engaged in the capacity building
of Vietnam military personnel, giving them access to the Indian Military Academy
and other training institutions, but it is also involved in helping Vietnam with
the upkeep of weaponry bought from Russia. Vietnam aims to develop civilian
nuclear technology and construct first nuclear power plant by 2020/2022.46

Considering India’s expertise, Hanoi is seeking India’s support, and an agreement
in that regard has already been signed.47 India’s support to Vietnam in developing
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes will prove to be another milestone in India’s
evolution as a security provider.

The China Factor

Due to the protracted South China Sea dispute, China has proved to be one of
the most important factors shaping Hanoi’s strategic calculations and foreign
policy. It has been argued that India’s long-drawn border dispute and Vietnam’s
maritime dispute in the South China Sea are the principal reasons drawing these
two countries closer. Nevertheless, India’s consistent support to Vietnam for a
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peaceful resolution of the South China Sea dispute has played a significant role
in deepening mutual trust between New Delhi and Hanoi.48 As China is getting
increasingly assertive in its maritime claims, and a rising India is still assuring
its traditional friendship with Vietnam, Hanoi finds it beneficial to lean towards
India. However, China has been critical of India-Vietnam cooperation, not only
in the military domain but also in terms of energy cooperation.49 China has been
critical of India’s oil and gas exploration activities with Vietnam, off-the-Vietnam
coast. China maintains that any country carrying out oil and gas exploration
activities with Vietnam in the South China Sea interferes in China’s internal
affairs.50 Furthermore, it has been reported that, in 2011, unidentified Chinese
warship demanded India’s INS Airavat, an amphibious assault vessel, which was
on a friendly visit to Vietnam and other Southeast Asian countries, to identify
itself and explain its presence in the so called “Chinese waters”.51 The move was
an attempt to deter the Indian Navy from carrying out such activities in future.

So far as Vietnam is concerned, India has indeed proved to be a security
provider, especially in the military domain. However, as long as economic
cooperation remains weak in comparison to defence ties, India’s role a robust
security provider will remain incomplete.

India as a Security Provider in Southeast Asia: Concluding
Observations

In the post-Cold War era, the U.S. and China have established themselves as
the principal extra-regional actors in the Southeast Asian region. Of late, India
too has emerged as a regional player. In the regional context, it is vital for India
to work in tandem with the Southeast Asian countries, particularly with
Indonesia, Singapore and Vietnam, to become a major stakeholder in the region.
Indonesia, Singapore and Vietnam have been India’s reliable partners in the
region. While Indonesia and Singapore are the two largest economies in the
region, Vietnam-India cooperation in military and energy domains serves India’s
requirements. It is remarkable how the Southeast Asian countries such as
Indonesia, which were apprehensive of India’s strategic presence in the region,
today, see it as a benign security provider. Evidently, it is the rising convergence
of politico-military and economic interests that has allowed India to carve out
its own space in the Southeast Asian region.

Southeast Asia is the only region that has coordinated long-term multilateral
and bilateral defence cooperation with India. (Meeting of the [Littorals of Bay
of Bengal] [Andaman & Nicobar]) (MILAN) is indeed an outcome of India’s
deepening security relations with the ASEAN member countries. Since 1995,
Indian navy has been holding joint exercises with the navies of the Southeast
Asian countries. An initiative of the Indian Navy in the early nineties to create
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a forum for the littoral navies of the region for exchange of thoughts in the area
of maritime cooperation gave way to the first edition of MILAN in the year
1995.52 First ever MILAN exercise saw participation from Indonesia, Singapore
and Thailand at Port Blair, Andaman, and Nicobar Islands. ‘MILAN’, a biennial
gathering of navies hosted by India since its inception, involves as many as
17participating countries. In 2008, delegates from Vietnam participated in
MILAN. Since then, they have held intermittent bilateral discussions on counter-
terrorism and intelligence sharing.53 The 2014 MILAN exercise was significant
in a sense that 17 nations, including India, had come together in making its
biggest edition.54 It was the first time that the two other Southeast Asian nations,
Cambodia and the Philippines also participated in MILAN. MILAN was started
with an aim to enhance relations with the navies of Southeast Asian countries
such as Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand. At present, the scope the
biennial exercise is extended to include Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster
Relief (HADR) as also the non-traditional security threats. Joint naval exercises
such as MILAN have helped India in projecting its image as a benign major
stakeholder in the region.

That India is keen to make its presence felt as a security provider in the
region is evident from the fact that it has been trying to participate in the
MALSINDO Coordinated Patrols. Launched in 2004, MALSINDO involves
Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore, and Thailand (joined in 2008), and aims to
protect the Malacca Straits. India has argued its case on the basis that it has
stakes in the safety of the Malacca Straits since around 40 per cent of India’s
trade crosses this region. It has been argued that ‘the Malacca Straits, being a
choke point with the heaviest traffic in the world, demands the participation of
stakeholders who can comfortably cooperate with other participating
countries.’55 However, India is yet to become a part of the MALSINDO.
Interestingly, it has been noted that ‘in 2004, while the littoral states of the Malacca
Straits strongly objected to the suggestion made by the US navy for a regional
initiative to combat terrorism, piracy etc, they were open to accepting assistance
from India for improving the maritime safety of the Straits.’56 The decision by
Indonesia and Malaysia not to protest against Indian and US naval escort
operations in the Malacca Straits in 2001 and 2002 testify to India’s growing
acceptance in the region.57 “As a part of its renewed activism in the wider Asia-
Pacific region and its Act East Policy, aimed at strengthening its influence in
Southeast Asia, India has also become increasingly involved in Southeast Asian
maritime security.”58

It has also been reported that the ‘The Indian Navy plans to deploy its
medium-range Dornier surveillance aircraft at its furthest air station in the
Andaman and Nicobar islands to keep a regular watch on the oil and cargo traffic
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passing through the strategic Malacca Straits and two other crucial sea lanes used
to ferry these materials to China and Southeast Asia.’59 This clearly shows India’s
intentions and increasing capability to establish itself as a security provider. The
statement given by the Prime Minister of Vietnam proves that ASEAN member
countries look forward to India playing a bigger role in the region. During the
ASEAN–India Commemorative Summit held on December 20-21, 2012 in New
Delhi, he stated that India should:

Back ASEAN and China in fully and effectively implementing the Joint
Statement marking the 10th anniversary of the Declaration on the Conduct
of Parties in the East Sea (South China Sea) and support the ASEAN in
implementing its Six-Point Principle on the East Sea (South China Sea)
to ensure the settlement of disputes by peaceful measures in line with
international law, especially the 1982 United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea.60

India, which shares a long maritime boundary with the ASEAN region has
adopted a cooperative stance towards these countries and is assuming a more
proactive role towards maritime security in the region. Joint naval exercises to
fight against non-traditional security challenges and being vocal about the South
China Sea dispute are cases in point. In addition to this, over the years, India
has established its reputation as a benign ‘non-threatening’ power. By supporting
the rule-based and just order in Maritime Asia, India has proved itself as a
contributor to the peace and stability in the region.

With respect to India’s participation in the Humanitarian Assistance and
Disaster Relief (HADR) activities in the region, it has proved itself to be a credible
security provider. India’s timely aid to Indonesia when it was struck by Tsunami
in 2004 enhanced New Delhi’s image as a credible Security Provider in the Non-
Traditional Security Realm. This was the ‘largest humanitarian relief operation
the Indian Navy has ever conducted outside India’s territorial waters.’61 Under
Operation Gambhir in Indonesia, Indian aid included two ships (one hospital);
40 tonnes of relief material; 25 tonnes of medical stores; one helicopter deployed;
20 helicopter sorties executed; one medical camp and 1,750 patients treated.62

Similarly, in 2008, when the Cyclone Nargis affected Myanmar, Indian response
was impressively prompt.

In terms of capacity building, India’s joint operations and training programmes
have established that India is fast emerging as a security provider. Another indicator
to measure India’s weight as a security provider can be capacity building. India
has been providing training to defence personnel of the Southeast Asian countries.
As mentioned earlier in the paper, India has signed defence agreements with
several Southeast Asian countries to train their armed forces as also their police
forces. In this sense, India’s defence cooperation has been stepped up. Additionally,
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India has also been providing English language training and computer education
in Vietnam and other Southeast Asian countries, thereby contributing to the
human security as well. In the field of space technology, India has helped Indonesia
(LAPAN-TUBAT), and Singapore (VELOX-I, VELOX-PIII, TeLEOS-1, X-SAT)
launch their satellites at competitive prices.63 In the Indian Ocean region, the
Andaman Sumatra seduction zone, Bay of Bengal is one of the two tsunami-
genic source regions. The 24×7 tsunami early warning center (ITEWC)
continuously monitors, detects tsunamis, and issues advisories.64 The ITEWC
also acts as one of the regional tsunami advisory service providers for the Indian
Ocean region. Countries such as Vietnam rely on India for weather monitoring
and disaster alerts. India also provides free information on cyclones to Southeast
Asian countries.65 India has created a niche area for itself in space technology,
remote sensing, weather forecast and early warning of seaborne disasters, thereby
emerging as a credible security provider in the non-traditional security domain.
This is particularly true in case of the Southeast Asian region.

The prospects of rise of India as a security provider seem to be higher than
ever before, which are shaped by its rising military, economic & technological
capabilities and its benign image. However, to establish itself as a reliable security
provider in the region, India has to look beyond military training and benign
aspects of naval diplomacy. Greater HADR operations with bigger role in safety
of SLOC, and joint defence production ventures with Southeast Asian partners
will facilitate India’s rise as a credible security provider in the region. The key to
India’s emergence as a credible security provider also lies in comprehensively
befriending more countries of the Southeast Asian region while developing its
own capabilities in providing these countries with the necessary wherewithal to
effectively deal with traditional and non-traditional security challenges.
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India in East Asia: Reviewing the Role of a

Security Provider

Jagannath Panda

Introduction

In the current interplay of world politics, the new debate in India is that New
Delhi needs an “Act East”policy much more than just the Look East policy.1

The recent statement of India’s Minister for External Affairs, Sushma Swaraj,2

indicates that there is a huge scope for India to emerge as a stronger power as
well as a possible security provider in East Asia. India’s political and multilateral
engagement in East Asia has robustly increased in the last decade, but with mixed
success. Since initiating its Look East policy in 1992, India has pushed forward
its political, economic and strategic engagements with East Asia steadily, and
has upgraded its engagements with countries and institutions in the region. Under
an “extended neighbourhood” diplomacy, the compass of India’s Look East policy
has expanded from the Southeast Asia to East Asia and to Asia-Pacific, covering
a range of multilateral mechanisms and institutions, including primarily the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). It needs to be noted, however,
that these institutional engagements have not adequately augmented India’s
defence and security postures in East Asia. Principally, this is because India has
been a cautious actor and a passive respondent to security dynamics and acting
more as a security partner in East Asia, limiting its venture to play and emerge
as a possible security provider in the region.

East Asia being a priority region in India’s foreign policy outlook, India has
tried to pursue an active policy in Southeast Asia and the Asia-Pacific. It is pertinent
to ask, however, whether New Delhi’s politico-strategic engagement with the
region is adequate or whether India should revisit its current dispensation as a
security provider in the region. East Asia’s security environment is rapidly changing
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with growing Chinese authority. The smaller and bigger countries of the region
expect India to become a possible security provider for them through greater
strategic and military engagements. Japan and South Korea, two of India’s
“extended neighbours”, for example, perceive India’s presence as conducive to
their strategic interests. Besides, the Americans have advocated that New Delhi
must play a pro-active role in East Asia. Given the interests of these different
powers, the Indian political as well as official circles also recognise that India
now sees itself as a net security provider.3 Former Prime Minister Manmohan
Singh expressed the view in May 2013 that India had positioned itself to perform
the role of a net security provider in the immediate Indian Ocean Region (IOR)
and beyond.4

This paper aims to appraise if India can play a leadership role in East Asia
and emerge as a “balancer” to China’s prominence and authority in the region.
It points out the influences and nuances that facilitate Indian strategic interests
in East Asia and how the region responds to India’s strategic forte and presence.
In the following four sections, I first examine East Asia’s importance in India’s
current strategic context and its extended neighbourhood diplomacy,as well as
how India is placed as an actor in this region currently. Second, I look at the key
security and defence understandings that India currently pursues with the ASEAN
members within the broader spectrum of East Asian politics, and consider whether
these are sufficient to meet the expectations from the region to be a possible
security provider. Third, I delve into the institutional or multilateral bonding
that exists between India and East Asia, to highlight the scope and gaps, if any.
Fourth, I outline India’s engagement with the major powers in the region, and
assesse where India must play a leadership role. This appraisal has been carried
out on the premise that India has been a reluctant security provider.

East Asia in India’s ‘Extended Neighbourhood’ Diplomacy

New Delhi’s East Asian reach is a construct of its “extended neighbourhood”
conception.5 The official parlance of this concept was outlined in 2006 by the
then Minister of External Affairs, Pranab Mukherjee. He said that India’s political,
economic and defence engagement with West Asia, Central Asia, Southeast Asia
as well as in the IOR explained this phenomenon.6 This concept of “extended
neighbourhood” signifies a classic mixture of soft power as well as hard power
projection with continuous multilateral political, economic and ideational
engagements that India steadily employs in different parts of Asia. In East Asia,
India’s Look East policy consists of a range of institutional, political, economic
as well as security engagements. The principal contours of this engagement are:
institutional bonding with ASEAN and other major powers; importance of
smaller and bigger countries; geographic resources; and maritime dynamics vis-
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à-vis China’s dominant presence in the region. The scope of India’s multilateral
linkage with East Asia is founded on its institutional bonding through the East
Asia Summit (EAS), ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) and the ASEAN Defence
Ministers Meeting plus (ADMM+).

ASEAN remains the main threshold in India’s East Asia policy. Not only
does ASEAN enhance India’s “extended neighbourhood” policy in East Asia, it
equally provides India an institutional base to engage with the region structurally.7

Engaging with ASEAN and instituting sectoral linkages with East Asia through
ASEAN has been one of India’s key policy priorities.8 New Delhi has so far followed
a “gradualist” approach in engaging with ASEAN steadily. India was inducted as
a sectoral partner of ASEAN in 1992, dialogue partner in 1996 and summit-
level partner in 2002. In 2003, the two sides signed the Instrument of Accession
to the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia, and a Joint Declaration
for Cooperation to Combat International Terrorism and a Framework Agreement
on Comprehensive Economic Cooperation at the Bali Summit. In 2004, India-
ASEAN ties were further upgraded with the ASEAN-India Partnership for Peace,
Progress and Shared Prosperity.9 This was followed by a Plan of Action that was
implemented from 2004-2010; its second phase is in progress from 2010-2015.10

India’s Look East policy was advanced further with the December 2012 India-
ASEAN Commemorative Summit marking 20years of India’s association with
ASEAN and the 10thanniversary of India-ASEAN summit-level partnership, to
upgrade the bilateral ties to a “strategic partnership”.11 The crux of this
Commemorative Summit was an evolving security understanding between the
two sides, mainly on the aspect of maritime cooperation.

During the India-ASEAN Commemorative Summit, the then Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh said: “We see our partnership with ASEAN not merely as a
reaffirmation of ties with neighbouring countries or as an instrument of economic
development, but also as an integral part of our vision of a stable, secure and
prosperous Asia and its surrounding Indian Ocean and Pacific Regions”.12 But
India still continues to remain a reluctant and cautious power when it comes to
defence- and security-centred issues in East Asia, not taking a position on most
security-related issues, including maritime disputes. Not necessarily India has to
take a position on most security or conflict driven issues; yet given the security
outlook and policy perspective that it shares with East Asia, New Delhi must rise
to the occasion and express a leadership position. India’s approach to East Asia
through ASEAN so far has been more economic-centric, and is based more on
collaborative institutional mechanisms. Given the growing security dynamics and
maritime politics in East Asia, India and ASEAN have nevertheless upgraded
their partnership to a “strategic” one, where ASEAN member countries like
Vietnam, the Philippines and Singapore expect India to play a leadership role.
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For instance, praising the active policy of the new Indian Government under
Prime Minister Narendra Modi and viewing India as a key “strategic partner” in
the evolving Southeast Asian security architecture, the Deputy Prime Minister
and Foreign Minister of Vietnam, Pham Binh Minh has appealed to India for
a greater role in “freedom of navigation, maritime safety and security in the South
China Sea region”. He also stated: “India’s strategic partnership owes its strength
to the fact that your Look East policy meets our ASEAN’s outward looking
policy.”13

Defence and Security Partnership: The Key

In East Asia, India does enjoy a good thrust of “strategic partnership” with Japan,
South Korea and ASEAN, the last being the most important. This “strategic
partnership”, formally launched in 2012, is still in the process of consolidation.
For long the Southeast Asian community has seen India’s presence on a “positive
scale”,14 particularly asan alternate power in the region to an extent with regard
to China. Both India and ASEAN have engaged earlier with a set of dialogue
mechanisms, high-level visits of defence personnel, training and education,
coordinated patrols, joint military exercises, etc. Most of these engagements have,
however, been “bilateral centric”.15 Also, even though Southeast Asia has been
at the core of India’s security concerns in its Northeast, India’s defence and security
engagement with ASEAN has been of a low standard.

Most of India’s defence engagements with the Southeast Asian countries have
been with those that are engaged with maritime disputes with Beijing or those
who see India as a potential rising power that may provide a possible security
partnership in the longer term. Even though India envisages that defence relations
with ASEAN are an essential part of its Look East policy, it has preferred to
engage with the region mostly in terms of diplomatic and security dialogue
mechanisms such as ARF and ADMM+ and the Shangri La Dialogue, as well as
establishing bilateral defence and security dialogues with important members
like Vietnam, Singapore, Thailand, the Philippines, Indonesia, Myanmar and
Malaysia.16 India has stronger defence relations with Vietnam, which has a
troubled relationship with China on the issue of the South China Sea, and
Singapore which has always seen India as a natural security provider to Southeast
Asia.17 Singapore is not only a key to India’s Look East policy but also India’s
largest trading partner among ASEAN members.18 India’s relationship with
Singapore is a ‘unique’ one, as Singapore trains its defence personnel at Indian
military bases owing to its land scarcity. The two countries have a range of
cooperation such as in defence and scientific research covering defence technology.
India has enjoyed a “natural trust” with Singapore in its defence engagements,
principally with the signing of the 2003 India Singapore Defence Cooperation
Agreement.
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India’s defence and security ties with Vietnam have also moved constantly to
a higher order, with a robust common understanding on regional security issues.
China’s rising dominance in regional security issues, mainly in maritime disputes
concerning the South China Sea, has the two countries closer in the recent past.
Ever since they signed a defence understanding, their defence and security
relationship has moved on to regular joint military exercises and training,
intelligence sharing and exchange of information, joint coastguard training to
combat piracy, jungle warfare, sea search and operation rescue, etc. According to
India’s new Minister of External Affairs, Sushma Swaraj, the “on-going defence
cooperation with Vietnam is an important aspect of India-Vietnam strategic
partnership”.19 India, however, is yet to emerge as a confidence power in
Vietnamese outlook as a defence partner. The recent visits of the Indian President
to Vietnam and Vietnamese Prime Minister to India seem to have raised the
level of confidence between the two. India is now seems determine to share
advanced high-tech weapons and equipment’s. Vietnam also expects India to
train its navy that New Delhi now seems to be taking seriously.

With Indonesia, India’s defence cooperation has been a measured one so far.
The primacy of the India-Indonesia bilateral engagement is based more on the
“democratic” factor—that India as the largest democracy and Indonesia as the
third-largest democracy in the world need to establish stronger ties for their bilateral
and regional interests. The Joint Statement issued during former Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh’s visit to Indonesia highlighted “five initiatives” to strengthen
the India-Indonesia Strategic Partnership. They are: strategic engagement, defence
and security cooperation, comprehensive economic partnership, cultural and
people-to-people contact and cooperation with regard to responding to common
challenges.20 The outlines of possible scope of defence and security cooperation
between the two countries stated in this Joint Statement cover possible bilateral,
regional and global cooperation. Information and intelligence sharing, training
and joint exercises between the air forces, collaboration in sale and coproduction
of defence equipment are some of the key aspects of India-Indonesia defence
ties.21 Establishing closer cooperation and capacity building and joint exercises
are some of the other highlighted objectives that the two countries agreed to
enhance. India and Indonesia have also a strong maritime vision to cooperate in
the IOR.22 But some of these stated proposals are yet to be implemented fully.
Indonesia has not opened much towards India on maritime issues. Indonesia’s
geographic location between the Indian and Pacific Oceans must stimulate India
to raise its ties with it.

Thailand and Malaysia are two other countries with which India must aim
to establish strong security and defence ties. At the moment, India’s economic
engagement with the two seems to be the main connecting factor. In January
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2012, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed between India and
Thailand, which incorporates that both countries must establish regular joint
exercises, joint maritime patrols, make efforts to curb piracy and smuggling and
conduct bilateral officers’ training programme.23 These stated objectives are still
at the beginning level. As per the official understanding, India and Thailand are
engaged in regular Coordinated Maritime Patrols (CORPATs), including
cooperation in anti-piracy, security in sea-lines of communication (SLOCs) and
providing security and safety of navigation in the Indian Ocean.24 Thailand has
also expressed an interest for some time now in India’s defence industry for
collaboration. Political instability in Thailand is one factor that has not helped
India in pursuing a constant dialogue with that country. Besides, lack of proper
institutional mechanisms between the two needs to be rectified. India’s defence
and security relations with Malaysia also are not very impressive. Though an
MoU between the two countries was signed in 1993, which formally started
their defence ties, these ties have not been realised to their possible full strength.
An India-Malaysia Defence Cooperation Committee (MIDCOM) discusses the
scope of cooperation,25 but has not interested itself in regional security issues,
mainly in the maritime sector. China’s stronger economic and political as well as
security understanding with Malaysia does constrain the latter in taking a pause
with regard to India.

With Myanmar, India needs to build confidence along with a strong
understanding on maritime issues. Myanmar is not only a close neighbour of
India but also an important partner for sub-regional grouping in Bangladesh–
China–India–Myanmar Forum for Regional Cooperation (BCIM), Bay of Bengal
Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation. (BIMSTEC)
and Mekong-Ganga Cooperation (MGC). Among many reasons why India has
not been able to pursue strong ties with Myanmar is the constant political
instability there. Still, India needs to be mindful of Myanmar’s importance as a
country in both the immediate Southeast Asian context as well as in East Asian
politics, facilitating China’s entry to the IOR. Issues like maritime security,
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HADR), oil infrastructure and
environment protection, illegal migration on the India-Myanmar border region,
etc. are important factors where the two countries need to build stronger security
ties.26 Currently, India’s approach towards Myanmar seems to be more keeping
in view the changing regional politics in the region, which needs to be improved
to an independent approach in the East Asian context. India has shown some
strategic interest in the recent past to assist Myanmar in building offshore patrol
vessels (OPVs) as well as upgrade the training programme for Myanmar’s armed
forces.27  India has also agreed “in principle” to provide assistance for the OPVs
at Myanmar’s request.
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A prime aspect of India’s defence diplomacy with ASEAN member states is
its maritime approach with the region. Most ASEAN members like Myanmar,
Singapore, Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia are important to India’s maritime
diplomacy in the northeast Indian Ocean, where India has usually maintained
its maritime authority. The core of India-ASEAN naval engagement all these
years has evolved through joint naval exercises, bilateral dialogues and exercises
and a few exercises like MILAN, that are crucial to regional naval understanding
for upholding peace and security in the IOR (see Table 1).28 India has deployed
at regular intervals its vessels and fleets in the South China Sea region as well as
in the Malacca Strait and Sunda Strait. Further, the Indian Navy travels at regular
intervals to ports of ASEAN members like Thailand, Vietnam, Philippines,
Cambodia, Singapore and Indonesia. Also, the vitality of the Bay of Bengal has
induced India to take up maritime diplomacy with these ASEAN members
seriously. Currently, India has stepped up cooperation with Vietnam in the
maritime sector, keeping in view the rise of the Chinese navy and its capability
in the IOR. Importantly, India has built few bases south of Visakhapatnam for
its Eastern Fleet, and a new naval air base, known as INS Baaz, South of Andaman
and Nicobar Islands. India’s territories of Andaman and Nicobar islands allow
New Delhi to maintain a psychological advantage to reach quickly the Bay of
Bengal region as well as the Malacca Strait. To increase the scope of maritime
surveillance in the region, the Indian Navy has opened a new “forward air base”
on Greater Nicobar in July 2012.29 India has also sent INS Sudershini as part of
the India-ASEAN commemorative expedition to mark the ancient and
contemporary maritime linkages between the two sides.30 These have been soft
power approaches by India to make its presence felt in the ASEAN region.

For India, opportunities and options exist to emerge as a stronger security
and military power in East Asia. The then Prime Minister Manmohan Singh at
the Plenary Session of India-ASEAN Commemorative Summit, in 2012, said:
“As maritime nations, India and ASEAN nations should intensify their
engagements for maritime security and safety, for freedom of navigation and for
peaceful settlement of maritime disputes in accordance with international law.”31

A foremost attempt in this endeavour could be to advance further the multilateral
and institutional presence that India shares with the East Asian region. India’s
current forte in East Asia is linked with its longstanding engagement not only
with ASEAN and its members, but also with other great powers in the region
such as Japan and South Korea.

India’s Multilateral Presence: Need for Maritime Foresight

Politics in East Asia is linked closely with Southeast Asia as well as with the
changing dynamics of Asia-Pacific. Economic multilateralism and maritime
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politics are two important aspects that must impel India to rise to occasion and
play a pro-active role. This is important when India has upgraded its multilateral
engagements in East and Southeast Asia as well as in Asia-Pacific. New Delhi’s
thrust so far has been on building closer relations with ASEAN, ADMM+, ARF,
Indian Ocean Rim Association (IORA) and Indian Ocean Naval Symposium
(IONS) to propel a good understanding on maritime security issues, including
other security and governance issues that are keys to the East Asian regional
architecture. India’s official advocacy is to thrust the focus on ASEAN and commit
to peace and stable regional security architecture through forums like ARF and
ADMM+, including expanded maritime interactions. Historically, the Southeast
Asian countries were initially lukewarm to India’s entry into ARF. In the post-
Cold War phase, India slowly raised its engagement with ASEAN and joined
ARF in 1996. Gradually, ASEAN members realised India’s importance and
standing and started seeing India’s emergence as a vital factor in Southeast Asian
security. Some of them, like Singapore, started viewing India as a possible
counterbalance to the rising Chinese presence in the region.32 Since then, through
its institutional bonding with the ASEAN, India has deepened its engagement
with ARF and ADMM+.

India’s approach to these multilateral processes is a consequence of its rising
profile and perception of the Asia-Pacific region. The principal idea and spirit of
East Asian Integration (EAI), from an Indian perspective, for example, highlights
New Delhi’s approach to the East Asian community as well as Asia-Pacific. In
India’s official policy phraseology, “The East Asia Summit is the forum for building
an open, inclusive and transparent architecture of regional cooperation in the
Asia Pacific region.”33 The context and importance of EAS is implied and argued
in Indian foreign policy mainly within a construct of realising the importance of
ARF and ADMM+.34 India’s official perception of ARF was aptly outlined by
the speech of its former Minister for External Affairs at the 20thARF meeting in
Brunei Darussalam: first, ARF as a dialogue forum is a useful mechanism provided
it is backed with commitments by all nations; second, ARF can be a conduit of
hope and solution for addressing security issues, including terrorism and maritime
security; and third, ARF can be pushed ahead as a multilateral cultural tactic to
address Asia’s growing security and political dynamics.35 This official dialogue is,
however, mostly rhetorical: neither has ARF been forthcoming about its perception
of regional peace and stability nor has it helped in uniting the thoughts and
spirit of its constituents the way it was originally meant to address. Besides, India
is still not sure what should be its role in ARF and how it should approach ARF
as a forum.

Compared to ARF, ADMM+ is a relatively new security mechanism. Given
the security conditions in the Asia-Pacific, ADMM+ is supposed to be a
confidence-building mechanism and to uphold peace and stability through
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dialogue and discussion. ADMM+ has promoted a “new mode of multilateralism”
combining ASEAN members as well as eight dialogue partners (Australia, China,
Japan, India, South Korea, New Zealand, Russia and the US) in the Asia-Pacific
region to discuss key security issues and promote confidence in the region.
Counterterrorism, building cooperation in areas of humanitarian assistance and
disaster relief, peacekeeping and maritime security have been the main areas of
discussion in this forum. But to what extent ADMM+ will uphold peace and
stability in the region is yet to be seen. For India, ADMM+ has not been an
attractive mechanism so far. Neither has India been quite forthcoming nor has
its defence minister shown much interest in attending its security dialogue
meetings.36 In ADMM+ meetings India has raised the issue of the South China
Sea dispute but has not advocated a perspective that will augment its own position
of “freedom of navigation” and oil exploration.37 India and ASEAN discussed
pushing forward maritime cooperation in the region during their Commemorative
Summit in 2012. It is apposite to India’s strategic interests to raise and discuss
in the ADMM+ mechanism the issue of “freedom of navigation”.

It may be noted that actors like Vietnam and the Philippines who are parties
to the South China Sea disputes, along with some disquiets from Taiwan, Brunei
and Malaysia, are concerned about Chinese authority and do not want to share
the negotiating table with China. Meanwhile, the new leadership in China under
Xi Jinping has stressed pushing China as a stronger “maritime power”.38 In the
South China Sea, the Chinese authorities have unilaterally proposed “joint
development” of oil or energy exploration in disputed areas. The Chinese Defence
Ministry has also cautioned that countries that want to carry out projects for
their self-interest in the South China Sea region should confine them to the
range of “freedom of navigation”; besides, “freedom of navigation” should not be
a factor in “territorial and ocean rights” of the countries involved.39 Yang Yujun,
the spokesman of the Ministry, in reply to a question on the US-Philippines
understanding to protect the freedom of navigation in Southeast Asia, has stated:
“The so-called protection of freedom of navigation is in fact a false proposition
... We call on the countries concerned not to seek private interests under the
guise of freedom of navigation.”40 China has described India’s joint oil exploration
with Vietnam as illegal and has opposed India’s commercial moves in the South
China Sea.41 India needs to take a serious note of this Chinese stance. There is
scope for India to shape a well-crafted maritime drive over the South China Sea
region. In this, a coordinated approach with likeminded countries like Vietnam
and the Philippines, which share strategic interests similar to those of India and
see India as a power, would be useful. It may be noted that the Vision Statement
of the ASEAN-India Commemorative Summit points out that both ASEAN
and India look towards each other in “strengthening cooperation to ensure
maritime security and freedom of navigation” and “safety of SLOCs for unfettered
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movement of trade in accordance with international law, including the UNCLOS
[United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea]”.42

In its vision of ADMM+, India has stressed two key aspects: the vitality of
ARF and the scope of ADMM+ in the regional security architecture. There is
huge scope for these two multilateral frameworks to emerge as effective confidence-
building mechanisms to address the security environment of the region. Though
India has stressed time and again the importance of ARF and ADMM+ in the
Asia-Pacific region, New Delhi’s future outlook with regard to these two
institutions should be on how to safeguard India’s maritime interests in this region
through their intervention. A more forthcoming and positive approach from
India is needed with regard to these two forums. Besides, India must pursue the
dialogue of regional integration prudently through ARF and ADMM+. The
progression of regional economic integration should forge with the ASEAN+6
mechanism and should converge with the sentiments of EAS, where India is a
factor. India’s aim and core thrust currently is to build a stable regional economic
and political order through the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership
(RCEP) mechanism among the prospective members of the region. India needs
to push forward the RCEP mechanism with a view to renovate and transform
the region with higher economic growth through more robust cross-border trade
and investment along with inter-regional economic collaboration.

For India, ASEAN remains the foremost draw at the moment in its quest for
influence in East Asia. It is in India’s interest that this multilateral body grows
further as a comprehensive arbiter in regional politics. India has consistently
advocated an ASEAN+6 mechanism and would like to see a positive culmination
of this process. Further coordination must also be built with powers like Japan
and South Korea to support a process like ASEAN+6. In fact, India must aim
to develop a robust dialogue with all the three big powers—China, Japan and
South Korea—on the issue of ASEAN+6. New Delhi must also propel a case to
play a stronger role in RCEP negotiations and in the East Asian integration
process. If RCEP emerges as an inclusive regional economic integration model,
it carries a huge trade potential to emerge as the most effective and largest free
trade bloc in the world.

Big Powers, the China Factor and India’s Potential
Leadership Role

There is a politics of interdependence and inter-reliability along with new
multilateral understanding taking place in East Asia, where Northeast Asia is an
important factor.43 In this region, there is subtle competition between the US
and China to maintain their respective regional supremacy.44 Both Japan and
South Korea are important factors in this power politics. If India has to enhance
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its East Asian reach further, boosting defence and strategic cooperation with these
two countries must be a priority for it. Sharing rapport with them on matters of
strategic and security affairs along with concrete and vigorous defence and strategic
ties with East Asia on the whole will enhance India’s strategic reach in the region.

With South Korea, the Foreign Policy and Security Dialogue (FPSD)
promotes discussion and further cooperation in the field of space and nuclear
cooperation, collaboration in defence production, maritime and cyber security
along with cultural exchanges and people-to-people contacts.45 Any support from
South Korea in the East Asian dynamics will be an added advantage to New
Delhi. The regional order in Asia has become fragmented and there is a necessity
for a liberal order in East Asia. India and South Korea can work together for a
“multipolar East Asia”.46 North Korea and its denuclearisation can be a common
factor for the two countries to cooperate under a “comprehensive security” structure
in East Asia.

In addition, India has to maximise its presence through participation and
presence in East Asia. The Seoul Defence Dialogue (SDD) is a recently established
forum where India must aim to participate. The SDD is the highest-ranking
multilateral security dialogue platform at the level of vice minister, which is being
hosted by the Republic of Korea’s Ministry of Defence since November 2012. It
addresses issues concerning peace and security in the broader Asia-Pacific, and in
particular, in the Korean Peninsula. China has not shown much interest in the
SDD and has been passively partaking in the Northeast Asian multilateral
forums.47 India must aim to fill that gap.

Relations with Japan are another important endeavour in this regard. The
Senkaku/Diaoyu dispute between China and Japan does not seem to be getting
anywhere to resolution. The US National Defence Authorisation Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, which outlines that East China Sea disputes are subject to the Treaty
of Mutual Cooperation and Security between the US and Japan, has further
complicated matters. The recent Japanese revision of its pacifist constitution and
collective national self-defence doctrine has also compelled the Chinese to review
the conditions in the East China Sea region and become more aggressive over
the dispute. Taking all this into account, how should India perceive the evolving
security dynamics in the East China Sea region? Is there space for India to take
a pro-active position on the dispute?

India’s official idiom is that the issue must be “peacefully” resolved. India
values China as an “immediate neighbour” and as an “economic powerhouse”,
and Japan as a valuable “strategic and economic” regional and global partner.
India is also not directly affected by the East China Sea dispute, and it makes
sense for it to take a nuanced and impartial position. However, are India’s strategic
and maritime interests in East or Southeast Asia secured and enhanced by not
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