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Executive Summary

Study Objectives

hrough in-depth interviews, this study explores the thinking of decisionmakers in
T the United States and India who are responsible for building a closer Indo-U.S.
military relationship. It examines their understandings of the strategic rationale for
the relationship; what the relationship should achieve and what it should avoid;
expectations, reservations, and prejudices of each side toward the other; and how
each side believes the relationship might be best organized and toward what ends.
The Director, Net Assessment, Office of the Secretary of Defense sponsored this study
to reveal opportunities for and impediments to military-to-military cooperation that
might not be obvious to everyone, expose areas of agreement and misunderstandings
that can affect decisionmaking, and enrich the dialogue between the two sides.

Different Views of the Strategic Environment

The interviews revealed stark differences in how the Indians and Americans view
Asia generally and the Indian Ocean region specifically.

For Indian military personnel, strategists, and policymakers alike, India’s key
strategic interests extend from the Persian Gulf to the Strait of Malacca and from
Central Asia to Antarctica: the “Indian Ocean Basin.” They argue that India sits in
the center of this region, and that the strategic challenges are interrelated, interac-
tive, and not easily disaggregated into discrete national security problems. Moreover,
India aspires to play a larger role in all of the regions that compose the Indian Ocean
Basin. Specifically, Indians seek to be regarded as “an economic and political role
model” and to act as a regional stabilizer. This role will require new and expanded
applications of military power. India will endeavor to ensure that no element inimi-
cal to India’s interests emerges in this region. In particular, this means preventing the
Indian Ocean Basin from becoming a battleground for super-power competitions.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions Xix




The dynamic Indian Ocean Basin is plagued with fragile governments, porous
borders, ethnic and religious diversity, economic underdevelopment, and an assertive
regional power—China. The threats most frequently cited by the Indians include—

B China—China was repeatedly identified as a long-term strategic threat that
is “encircling” India and as an economic competitor. For the Indians, the
threats posed by China are multidimensional—strategic, military, economic,
environmental, and social.
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B Pakistan—Indians view Pakistan as an increasingly destabilizing threat for India
and the region because of its three-pronged strategy against India: terrorism (sub-
conventional warfare), proxy war, and finally, nuclear blackmail, which permits
Pakistan to prosecute its sub-conventional strategy; and because of Pakistan’s abil-
ity to leverage outside linkages to pursue each component of this strategy.

B Energy Security/Maritime Security—Piracy and terrorist threats to energy
and merchant traffic threaten the sea lanes crisscrossing the Indian Ocean.
For Indians, ensuring the safe passage of energy and other merchant ships
through the Indian Ocean Basin promotes stability across Asia.

B Demography—The illegal influx of immigrants from Bangladesh and Nepal
foments social tension, particularly between Muslims and Hindus.

B Transnational Threats—Narco-trafficking, terrorism, and Islamic fundamen-
talism are used by states or non-state actors either separately or in combina-
tion to threaten India or destabilize the region generally.

Indians would like the United States to play three roles as a strategic partner in their
region. As described by an Indian brigadier, Indians expect the United States to be—

1. a stabilizing force in the region,
2. a protecting force when shared values and interests may be threatened, and
3. an enabling force that assists India in protecting its own national security interests.

For Americans, the Indian Ocean Basin as defined by the Indians does not exist
as one discrete region. U.S. military and policymaking organizations divide Asia
into different theaters or regions (e.g., the Middle East, Southeast Asia, Central Asia,
Near East South Asia, Asia-Pacific) and apply mulitiple and overlapping analytical
policy filters that include India in different contexts. Some Americans described the
Indian Ocean Basin as lying on the periphery of other important regions that demand
American attention (e.g., Middle East, Southeast Asia, Central Asia). Others called it
a “strategic crossroads” at which other discrete regions—the Middle East, Southeast
Asia, South Asia, and East Africa—converge. From a military perspective, the Indian

XX IATAC | Information Assurance Technology Analysis Center



Ocean is divided down the center and assigned to two Unified Commands—U.S.
Pacific Command (PACOM) and U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). One American
colonel underscored the different strategic views of Asia and the Indian Ocean Basin
with this observation—

When you see a map of Asia on the wall at the Indian Ministry of Defense, India sits
at the center of Asia. The Indians see themselves located at the center of the world.
For Americans, India has never been thought of as the center of Asia, but it lies on
the periphery of regions where the United States has national security interests.

Americans consistently defined U.S. concerns in a larger Asian context—

B “Tinderboxes” in Asia—China, Taiwan, the Korean Peninsula, and India-Pakistan.

B  Renewed and emboldened insurgent groups in Southeast Asia that will desta-
bilize the region.

B Weak global economy—Globalization ensures that a weak economy in the United
States could destabilize Asian states that are closely tied to the U.S. economy.

B Destabilizing transborder threats—Migration, narco-trafficking, cross-border
terrorism, and piracy.

B Failing states—Lack of good governance in key critical countries (e.g.,
Indonesia and Pakistan) could have cascading destabilizing effects.

For Americans, a strategic and military relationship with India is a hedge against
an uncertain and possibly threatening future security environment in Asia. If India is
a partner, interviewees argued, the future environment may be less threatening and
more easily managed.

Areas of Strategic Convergence and Divergence

Interviews revealed that strategic interests converge on many issues, but that the
American and Indian interpretation of these issues and their understanding of the
role the United States or India should play often differed significantly.

Sea Lane Protection—
“The Most Promising Area of Cooperation”

Protection of the sea lanes of communication (SLOCs) from the Persian Gulf to
the Strait of Malacca represents the strongest area of strategic convergence. Indian

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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and American military officers believe that sea lane protection should include anti-
piracy, counter-drug, counter-arms, anti-poilution and environmental remediation,
and search and rescue operations. Indian policymakers cautioned that naval coopera-
tion should go beyond the eastern SLOCs in the Bay of Bengal and Strait of Malacca
to include the Strait of Hormuz and the Arabian Sea.

China
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Indian and American views of China were strikingly similar—

B China is an emerging power regionally and globally whose strategic ambi-
tions and military capabilities cannot be clearly defined.

B A viable, long-term Indo-U.S. relationship cannot be based on “containing”
China, although China will loom large in the relationship.

B China must be kept out of the Indian Ocean region.

Indians noted that post-9/11, the Chinese feel “encircled by the Americans,” and
they worry that China will respond by putting indirect pressure on areas that pose
direct challenges to India’s security, for example, in Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, and
in the Persian Gulf.

Virtually all Indians wondered how India factors into U.S. thinking about China.
Lurking beneath the surface of most interviews with Indians was a fear that the
United States is a fickle and uncertain strategic partner, that it has not made a solid
strategic choice to partner with India, and that it might change partners in Asia to
India’s detriment as political administrations change.

Central Asia

For Indians, Central Asia touches most of their strategic hot buttons: terrorism,
encirclement by China, energy exploration and transport, relations with Russia and
Iran, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and drug smuggling. It is
a region that they know well, where Indians believe many of their strategic interests
intersect and converge with U.S. interests, and where cooperation between the United
States and India would have a stabilizing effect on the region. In contrast, only a few
American interviewees cited Central Asia (and Afghanistan) as an important area of
Indo-U.S. military cooperation.

xX1 IATAC | Information Assurance Technology Analysis Center




Persian Gulf

All Indians pointed to the Persian Gulf as a region for potential cooperation and stra-
tegic dialogue because five key security interests hinge on or include the Persian Gulf in
important ways: energy security, regional stability, future of the lslamic world, WMD pro-
liferation, and counter-terrorism. Most Indian interviewees see many unexplored opportu-
nities for wide-reaching discussions about mutual concerns in the Persian Gulf (or West
Asia) and believe that India is uniquely placed for three reasons—

Aewwing aA3nIaxy

I. India sits in the center of the Islamic world that spans from Northern Africa
to Southeast Asia. |

2. India has close relationships with nearly all Islamic states in the Persian Gulf
and Southeast Asia that could be leveraged for mutual benefit.

3. As the second largest Muslim country in the world, India can help the United
States understand the “Muslim psyche.”

In contrast, fewer than a quarter of the American interviewees—all but two of
them were located in Washington—mentioned the Persian Gulf as an area of India’s
strategic concern, and even fewer identified the Persian Gulf as an area where U.S.
and Indian interests might converge.

Non-Proliferation

Americans and Indians share a commitment to basic non-proliferation principles
(e.g., impeding proliferation of WMD to other states and non-state actors, and secur-
ing all nuclear material and facilities). Moreover, both militaries believe that coopera-
tion on non-proliferation issues would be a “win-win situation.” At the same time,
both militaries are concerned that non-proliferation policies will continue to plague
the military-to-military relationship because a relatively small but determined non-
proliferation constituency in the United States refuses to accept India’s nuclear capa-
bility and treats India as a proliferator.

Indians assert that non-proliferation will continue to be an obstacle to greater
cooperation until the United States accepts India as a nuclear power and treats it as a
nuclear “friend.” Indians complained about what they see as different policies com-
ing from the U.S. Department of State—which tends to treat India as a dangerous
“proliferator”—and the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD)—which accepts India’s
nuclear capability and wants to embrace India as a strategic partner.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions a1l
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War on Terrorism

The war on terrorism created a new context and impetus for the Indo-U.S. rela-
tionship. Despite the success of existing counter-terrorism initiatives under the Joint
Working Group on Terrorism, Americans and Indians cited three reasons for doubting
sustained convergence on counter-terrorism: different definitions of the terrorist threat
(e.g., international versus regional view of the threat); divergent views on the roots and
sources of terrorism (e.g., Pakistan is the root of the problem, not part of the solution);
and Indian concerns about spillover during the next phase of U.S. war on terrorism,
particularly if the next phase of the campaign destabilizes the Persian Gulf.

Common Democratic Values

Both Indians and Americans claim that democracy is an important rationale for a
military relationship, and both extol the virtue of spreading democratic values. But
the rhetoric about democratic values also engenders cynicism among the Indians,
who bridle at U.S. tolerance of undemocratic Pakistan. Moreover, Indians believe
that the appropriate “democratic” model for their region is not the United States, but
India itself, for two reasons: first, the Indian model is better attuned to the challenges
faced by developing countries; second, Indians have more confidence in democracy’s
resilience and strength to organize and stabilize societies.

Economic Cooperation

Indians and Americans agree that a strong economic relationship will bolster mili-
tary cooperation and will be the “glue” of an enduring relationship. Moreover, Indians
believe that increased U.S. economic stakes in India will mitigate the unpredictability
of congressional policies aimed at India and could reduce the risk of future sanctions.

Americans believe that if a robust economic relationship is to develop, the respon-
sibility for building this foundation lies solely with the Indians—India must create
the environment that will attract U.S. business. In contrast, many Indians believe that
a stronger Indo-U.S. economic relationship will naturally flow from a strategic rela-
tionship, as was the case when the United States “opened China” in the early 1970s.
An underlying theme emerges from all of the Indian interviews: India is opening to
the world, and it is an opportunity for the United States either to seize or to lose.

Pakistan

American and Indian perceptions diverge fundamentally on the nature or extent
of U.S. involvement in the Indo-Pakistan conflict. Americans tend to believe that the
United States should play a role in resolving this historic conflict; that without U.S.
intervention of some kind a conflict might escalate out of control; and that solving the
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Kashmir conflict will fundamentally change the region, freeing the United States of
having to choose sides each time a crisis erupts. For Americans, the United States is
trying to balance short-term crisis management priorities in the war on terrorism with
Pakistan and a long-term objective of building a strategic relationship with India.

In contrast, most Indians rejected any role for the United States as a peacemaker/
mediator between India and Pakistan in the Kashmir dispute and doubt that the
problems between India and Pakistan will be resolved with an agreement over
Kashmir—the root of the problem with Pakistan lies not with Kashmir but with the
Pakistani’s anti-India ideology. Therefore, Indians stressed that the U.S. role in the
Indo-Pakistan conflict should be confined to putting strong pressure on Pakistan to
change the character of the Pakistani state—e.g., to make it democratic, economically
viable, and terrorist free. For Indians, Pakistan has successfully kept India tied down
and prevented India from being able to extend itself beyond South Asia. One Indian
strategic thinker described Pakistan as a “ball and chain around India’s neck.”

Americans’ characterizations of U.S. relations with India and Pakistan ranged
from, “the United States is sitting on the hyphen between Pakistan and India, try-
ing to jawbone both sides” to “the United States will not balance its policy between
the two states but treat each state based on its own merits.” Indians argued that the
former characterization of U.S. policy best reflects U.S. action, and warn against any
attempt to balance U.S. relations with two states that are not equal—India is superior
in all areas and has more to offer the United States.

India’s Relationship With Russia

For Indians, Russia represents India’s “most dependable strategic partner”—which
includes being a reliable weapons supplier—and its most valuable “strategic option.”
Indians continue to harbor deeply held fears that the American tendency “to view
the world as black and white” might force India to choose between the United States
and Russia or limit its relationship with Russia. Indians asserted that any relation-
ship with the United States must be “mutually exclusive.” But many Indians (mostly
retired military officers) also argued that if they had to choose tomorrow between the
United States and Russia they would opt for Russia—the supplier of 70 percent of its
military equipment and joint-development agreements—due to the current uncertain-
ty about access to advanced U.S. technologies and the possible unreliability of the
United States as a supplier. Nevertheless, over the medium- and long-term, the Indian
military seeks to reduce its dependence on Russia by diversifying defense suppli-
ers, particularly since Russia no longer offers the special ruble-rupee deals that India
enjoyed during the Soviet era.

In contrast, Americans were not worried about India’s strategic relationship with

Russia, though many conceded that residual American suspicion of the Indo-Russian
relationship will influence technology transfer decisions.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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Military Cooperation:
Objectives, Priorities, and Approaches

The interviews suggest that Indians and Americans have different ideas about the
ultimate objectives for a military-to-military relationship and how to achieve them.

The American View
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The U.S. military wants a capable partner in Asia that can take on more respon-
sibility for low-end operations in Asia; that provides new training opportunities; and
that will ultimately provide basing and access for U.S. power projection. For many,
India is the most attractive partner in the region because of its strategic location and
size and relative sophistication of its military. Eventual U.S. military access to Indian
military infrastructure would represent a critical “strategic hedge” against dramatic or
evolutionary changes in traditional U.S. relationships in Asia (e.g., Japan, South Korea,
and Saudi Arabia). To achieve these objectives, American military officers seek to build
trust, communication, and understanding of each other’s systems through service-to-
service initiatives (e.g., joint training exercises, multilateral exercises, IMET exchanges),
focusing on areas where both militaries benefit, such as high-altitude training, joint
exercises with special forces, and search and rescue exercises. Over time, they believe
that the military relationship should result in shared technology and capabilities, and
ultimately they would like to be able to respond jointly to regional crises.

The Indian View

The Indian priorities for building a military relationship are the reverse. Although
they recognize that the relationship will develop slowly, they demand tangible and
immediate results that demonstrate the United States’ commitment.

B Technology Transfer—India’s Touchstone Issue. Most Indians explicitly
linked technology cooperation (or technology transfer) to success at other
levels of military cooperation (e.g., service-to-service cooperation and strate-
gic dialogue). Indians’ concerns about husbanding and applying technology
arise from India’s historical experience of repeatedly being defeated by invad-
ers with superior technology. The message from the Indians at all levels was
nearly uniform: Technology transfer must be the engine of the relationship
and the “acid test” of U.S. commitment. For Indians, technology transfer car-
ries both practical and symbolic importance. Regarding the latter, technology
transfer demonstrates U.S. confidence and trust in the relationship, confirms
American understanding of India’s strategic importance, and signals that the
United States will treat India as a friend.
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Increased U.S. Investment in the Indian Defense Sector—For most Indians,
the centerpiece of any military relationship will be economic. Linking the
two defense industrial bases (DIBs) will create many opportunities for col-
laboration (e.g., space cooperation, co-development, cooperative research
and development), and will insulate the relationship from political changes
(in either country) and policy disagreements.

A Partnership of Equals—All Indian interviewees warned that only a mili-
tary-to-military relationship based on equality would be acceptable to Indian
leadership. They expect “an adult-to-adult” relationship, not a “patron-client”
or a “parent-child” relationship. For Indians, equality means how they are
treated more than what should be expected of them.

Reciprocity—Indians believe that equal treatment is embodied, above all
else, in reciprocity. For example, the Indians complained of an “asymmetry
of access” in which the Americans are receiving greater access to Indian
officials in Delhi than Indians are receiving to Americans in Washington and
warned that if this persisted, it could slowly strangle the relationship because
it gives the Indians the appearance of a “patron-client” arrangement.

Normalcy—Indian policymakers want a normal relationship in which India is
treated the same way the United States would treat its other friends and allies.

Symbiosis—Indians believe that they will benefit from the military relationship
if they are connected to infrastructure on the continental United States (CONUS).

Sensitivity—Indians want American policymakers to be more sensitive to
India’s concerns and interests in its “extended security horizon.” This includes
increased consultation in developing security policy in regions of shared con-
cern that have a direct or indirect impact on India’s security interests.

In an obvious contradiction, Indians expect the U.S. military, as the “senior part-
ner,” to take the lead in building the military-to-military relationship. For the Indian
military, all actions required to push the relationship forward (e.g., treating India as
an equal partner, giving India access to technology, building a robust economic rela-
tionship) rest on American shoulders, not Indian.

Impediments to Building an
Enduring Strategic Relationship

The interviews revealed that both the U.S. and Indian systems are poorly organized to
build a robust military relationship that maximizes the strategic benefits for both sides.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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Both sides complained about the bureaucratic hurdles in each other’s system.
Indians complained that the U.S. bureaucracy can be as impenetrable and non-
responsive as the Indian bureaucracy, particularly the U.S. licensing process. Many
Americans accuse their Indian counterparts of being “non-responsive” because
Indian communications with their American counterparts are inevitably late, incom-
plete, or non-existent, and they describe the Indian bureaucracy as rigid and central-
ized, and unwilling to support individual decisionmaking. Americans and Indians
agreed that as the Indo-U.S. military relationship begins to evolve beyond high-level
talks, it will, and in some cases, already has confronted structural constraints and
institutional obstacles on both sides.

On the U.S. Side—

The PACOM-CENTCOM Divide

India sits along the PACOM and CENTCOM seam, thereby confusing both the
strategic rationale for engaging India and the organizational means to do so. Both
Americans and Indians understand that India is lost in a kind of “strategic ether”
between two powerful unified commands. The Indians asked repeatedly why the U.S.
military divides South Asia down the middle, when it makes perfect sense to them
to join strategic issues that stretch through India from the Persian Gulf to Southeast
Asia. This divide frustrates the Indians for three reasons—

B PACOM covers only half of India’s strategic interests and concerns. Indians
argue that many of India’s most pressing strategic concerns and the areas, in
their minds, most conducive to Indo-U.S. military cooperation lie outside of
PACOM’s area of responsibility (AOR): countering cross-border terrorism and
Islamic fundamentalism; promoting stability in Central Asia, Afghanistan, and
the Persian Gulf; and protecting energy flows from the Persian Gulf.

B This CENTCOM-PACOM divide creates serious breakdowns in communications
between Washington and Delhi on these important issues, as was the case imme-
diately after the terrorist attacks of 9/11. The message conveyed by the Indians
was nearly uniform: They believe PACOM has neither the authority nor the means
to engage the U.S. military across India’s full range of strategic interests.

B Indians note that they frequently seek to bypass PACOM by going straight to
Washington to talk about issues that extend beyond the PACOM AOR or fall
outside of PACOM’s authority (e.g., technology transfer).

In contrast, most Americans touted the benefits of dividing India and Pakistan into

separate AORs, arguing that including both states in the same AOR would compro-
mise the credibility of each commander and make it impossible for them to build trust
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and forge a satisfactory relationship with either state. Americans believe that Indians it
fundamentally misunderstand the unified commands’ central role in designing and i
executing the military’s security cooperation programs, which includes wielding power
and authority and allocating the bulk of resources. (Indians counter that they under-
stand the U.S. structure perfectly. They are not adverse to dealing with PACOM, but
PACOM fails to serve all of their interests both geographically and functionally.)

Aewuwng aAp,noaxj

Lack of Common U.S. Engagement Objectives, Guidelines, and Practices

No shared view of India’s importance to U.S. national security interests emerged
from the interviews. Moreover, the interviews reveal that no common vision or pro-
grammatic guidelines inform the way different U.S. military organizations identify
priorities or build engagement plans with India, leading to confusion, inconsistency,
and, occasionally, contradictions among those DoD elements entrusted with building
a military-to-military relationship. Different offices responsible for policy planning for | =
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the services, and the Joint Staff all place | ‘
India in different strategic or operational contexts. India’s strategic location in Asia [ '
is defined in at least five distinct ways—Asia-Pacific; Middle East, Africa, and South
Asia; South and Southeast Asia; Southeast and Central Asia; and Near East/South
Asia. Both Americans and Indians observed that the U.S. engagement process lacks
coordination and that few linkages appear to exist between the different components
of a military-to-military relationship (e.g., foreign military sales and counter visits on
one side, and security cooperation initiatives on the other). The organizations respon-
sible for these different components of the relationship appear to base their deci-
sions on different priorities and requirements, and each develops and implements its
program with little understanding of how its decisions and activities might affect the
activities of other U.S. national security entities.

B

These different approaches confuse the Indians, who sense a dichotomy on the
American side between security cooperation strategy that flows from PACOM, on
the one hand, and, on the other, the means to achieve it—i.e., high level exchanges,
technology transfer, and foreign military sales (FMS)—that flow exclusively from the
service headquarters. They argue that their natural inclination is to bypass PACOM to
deal directly with service headquarters in Washington.

“Owning” India—Long on Rhetoric and Short on Leadership and Resources

Many Americans believe the Indo-U.S. relationship requires that senior military
leaders assume “ownership” of this rapidly evolving relationship. They worry that
U.S. commitment to the new relationship is not deep enough to build trust with the
Indians because real commitment will require that U.S. policy in other areas—such
as space, non-proliferation, nuclear policy, and arms exports—change. The consensus
view among American military interviewees (as of February 2002) is that no senior
leadership has assumed “ownership” of security cooperation with India.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions AXXIX
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On the Indian Side—

Lack of Bureaucratic Capacity to Support the Relationship

Many Americans believe that India’s organizational structure and its bureaucracy
lack the capacity to support broad-based military cooperation and that these struc-
tural factors could dampen enthusiasm for engaging India in the future because its
persistent unresponsiveness shapes the perceptions of future military leaders, who
then might be less willing to work with the Indians. Americans identify three poten-
tial problems that stem from India’s bureaucratic structure.

B Asymmetry Exists in Institutional Capacity—India lacks the institutional
capability to support a broad-based relationship. Americans who interface
with the MOD and military services have the impression that their Indian
counterparts can handle only one initiative at a time.

B Chokepoints in Bureaucratic Channels Impede Programs—The Indian
military’s insulation from foreigners, except with approval of the Directorate
General for Military Intelligence (DGMI), impedes program initiatives and the
development of personal relationships.

B Centralized Decision-making Contributes to Non-responsiveness and
Indecisiveness—India’s highly centralized decisionmaking process in the
MOD contrasts greatly from the U.S. system in which decisionmaking is
decentralized and responsibility is delegated downward. Americans believe
that India’s structure slows the decisionmaking process significantly because
lower level staff have little authority to make decisions, and more opportuni-
ties exist for issues to die before they reach decisionmakers.

Civilian Control of the Military

Many active and retired Indian military officers convey a uniform message: The
Indian military must act within the highly restrictive boundaries created by their political
leadership. For this reason, the Indian military prefers a top-down approach to building
a relationship. They note that unprecedented agreement within the Indian establishment
to build a military-to-military relationship with the United States has lowered many inter-
nal obstacles that obstructed direct military contact in the past, and the success of the
reinvigorated Defense Policy Group (DPG) has provided Indian military officers with the
political “cover” to discuss and plan security cooperation initiatives in more detail at an
operational level at the service Executive Steering Groups (ESGs).
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Department of State: A Major Impediment

Americans and Indians believe the U.S. Department of State represents a serious
obstacle to developing the military-to-military relationship because it does not share
DoD’s longer term strategic view, and it possesses the power to stall the licensing
process for technology transfer.

Indian and American Perceptions of Each Other

The interviews revealed strongly held and often contradictory perceptions by the
Indians and Americans of each other. Several themes emerged clearly from the interviews.

Mutual Admiration

All Indian military officers emphasized that their perceptions of the U.S. military
are shaped by great respect and admiration for the U.S. military and the United States |
as a country. American views of the Indians range from being a professional and
well-trained potential partner in Asia to a capable military constrained by poor qual-
ity equipment and infrastructure. American and Indian military officers argued that
if the two militaries were left alone, they could naturally build a strong military rela-
tionship, observing that in the past, political obstacles repeatedly blocked progress.

Persistent Distrust

The Indians and Americans approach the prospects of a military-to-military rela-
tionship with persistent, and in some cases, deep-seated distrust that stems from
different sources—

From the Indian Side—

B United States’ Decades-long Support for Pakistan—Indians worry that the
U.S. military’s past experience and comfort level with the Pakistani military
might undermine cooperation because it generates a “default U.S. response
to depend on Pakistan” to address problems in the region. The U.S. immedi-
ate response to the terrorist attacks on 9/11 reinforced this perception.

® Unreliable Partner and Supplier—All Indians questioned the willingness of
the United States to enter into long-term strategic relationships. The America
that Indians see is quick to entice and then dismiss strategic partners when
U.S. interests change, and the Indians pointed repeatedly to America’s on-
again-off-again relationships with Pakistan and China as evidence. In particu-

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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lar, Indians distrust the United States as a potential supplier of arms and equip-
ment because of the U.S. Congress’ history of curtailing the transfer of supplies
and technology to India from the United States and from third parties.

B Uncertainty about America’s Larger Strategic Vision—Indians repeatedly
asked: What does the United States want in India’s part of the world, and where
does India fit in this vision? Why is the United States so interested in India now?
They worry about U.S. intentions in the region because they do not fully under-
stand them. This uncertainty engenders anxiety about what the Indian military
might have to give up in any relationship with the United States.
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B U.S. Superpower Status Could Limit India’s Options—Indians are resigned
to the world being unipolar for many decades, recognizing that the United
States will have the ability to act alone for the foreseeable future. For this
reason, Indian military officers, in particular, believe that India must engage
the U.S. military. But this realization also raises fears of India losing its free-
dom of action and strategic options, even when U.S. and Indian interests
coincide, and of the second and third order consequences of U.S. actions that
might have a direct impact on Indian security concerns.

B American Ignorance of India’s Political Culture—Indians characterize most
Americans as being ignorant of India’s history and the complexities of India’s
internal political culture, which Indians insist influence and often constrain
their policy choices and strategies.

From the American Side—

B Indo-Soviet/Russia Relationship—American views are shaped by India’s
past close relationship with the Soviet Union and its ongoing supplier/co-pro-
duction relationship with Russia. One American colonel commented that the
U.S. Government continues to be uncomfortable about sharing technology
with India if “Russian scientists are running around the country.”

B Negative Experiences Working with the Indians in the Past—Some
Americans do not trust the Indians and believe the Indian assertions about
China and Pakistan are designed to manipulate U.S. policy to achieve India’s
security objectives.

B Inadequate Export Laws and Procedures—Americans worry about the
potential leakage of technology due to India’s lack of export laws and proce-
dures to guarantee the safeguarding of technologies.

B Indian Sensitivity About Sovereignty—Americans described Indians as
hypersensitive about their “sovereignty,” which Americans believe, stems
from India’s history of foreign occupation. Consequently, Indians tend to
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view every unwanted/unanticipated American action with great suspicion
and concern that it might adversely affect India’s security or undermine its
freedom of action.

® Indians’ Protocol Consciousness—In American eyes, Indians are too protocol
conscious, which leads to small missteps posing disproportionate difficulties to
the relationship. A common theme from Americans is that, for Indians, the act
is much more important than the substance; the theory is more important than
the execution; and the tactic is more important than the strategy.

Aewwng aAlInIax3

Most Promising Opportunity for Cooperation

Americans and Indians broadly agree that naval cooperation represents one of the
most promising areas of service-to-service cooperation for a number of reasons—

® Naval cooperation supports the strongest area of strategic convergence—sea
lane protection.

® Naval cooperation in the Strait of Malacca represents the first concrete exam-
ple of Indo-U.S. military cooperation.

® The Indian Navy is best equipped to lead military cooperation with the U.S. mili-
tary because its mission dovetails naturally with the larger cooperation agenda.

® Naval cooperation can occur without causing political anxieties in India—the
U.S. Navy leaves no “footprint” in India.

® [ndia’s Joint Eastern Command on the Nicobar Islands represents the only
joint structure in the Indian military.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions  xxXIil




.

Figure 1: Map of Asia
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Chapter 1

Introduction

hrough in-depth interviews, this study explores the thinking of decisionmakers in
T the United States and India who are responsible for building a closer Indo-U.S.
military relationship. It examines their understandings of the strategic rationale for
the relationship; what the relationship should achieve and what it should avoid;
expectations, reservations, and prejudices of each side toward the other; and how
each side believes the relationship might be best organized and toward what ends.
The Director, Net Assessment, Office of the Secretary of Defense sponsored this study
to reveal opportunities for and impediments to military-to-military cooperation that
might not be obvious to everyone, expose areas of agreement and misunderstand-
ings that can affect decisionmaking, and enrich the dialogue between the two sides
in ways that contribute to the evolution of a military-to-military relationship that is
mutually advantageous.

The Indo-U.S. relationship began to assume a new character in 2000, 2 years after
the U.S.-imposed sanctions on India in response to its nuclear tests of May 1998,
which effectively stopped most military-to-military contact. Today strategic thinkers
in both countries increasingly point to the two states’ converging strategic interests in
Asia. President Clinton’s visit to India in spring 2000 and Prime Minister Vajpayee’s
visit to Washington in fall 2000 created a new momentum for a multifaceted strategic
dialogue, which has accelerated under the Bush Administration. The U.S. war on ter-
rorism after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 (hereafter 9/11), triggered a
period of unprecedented U.S. activity in, and policy focus on, South Asia, involving
both India and Pakistan.

In this context, the Indo-U.S. military relationship has been revived and trans-
formed. The U.S. and Indian militaries relaunched their military-to-military relationship
in the post-9/11 environment by reconvening the Defense Policy Group (DPG) [1] in
December 2001 after a 3-year hiatus. A flurry of meetings, high-level visits, and mili-
tary exercises on all levels of the relationship have followed. For example, under the
DPG umbrella, the Executive Steering Groups (ESGs) of the military services (Navy, Air
Force, and Army), the Joint Technical Working Group, and the Security Cooperation
Working Group have met at least once and in some case several times; new initiatives
have been launched, such as the Cyber-warfare Working Group at the U.S. National
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Security Council-Indian National Security Council Secretariat level; existing initiatives
have been bolstered, such as the Joint Working Group on Terrorism; many high-level
American and Indian visits have taken place in Washington and New Dethi; and a
number of military-to-military exercises and joint operations have already been under-
taken, including naval cooperation in the Strait of Malacca.

Study Objectives

This study seeks to uncover and examine the underlying themes, issues, and con-
cerns that are shaping the thinking and perceptions of American and Indian policy-
makers and military officers as they interact on all levels to build a military-to-military
relationship. It neither tracks the fast moving and constantly changing developments
during this period of unprecedented Indo-U.S. engagement nor reports on the numer-
ous meetings, activities, and visits that have taken place between the two militaries. At
times, the issues raised by interviewees reflected current events at the time of the inter-
view, but the interviews sought generally to elucidate the underlying issues driving the
perceptions on both sides of the Indo-U.S. military relationship and to identify where
the Indian and American understanding of the strategic issues converge and diverge.

This study highlights views and judgments of the interviewees that point to
real issues that should be considered by Americans and Indians as the relationship
moves forward. It does not offer solutions or policy prescriptions. By understanding
the thinking of decisionmakers on both sides of the relationship, this study seeks to
achieve three objectives—

B Promote a deeper understanding of the perceptions and expectations that will
drive the relationship in both countries;

B Explore areas of divergence and convergence in U.S.-Indian perceptions of
each other and the strategic environment; and

@ Identify potential stumbling blocks and areas of opportunity for moving the
relationship forward.

Research Approach

The findings and insights in this report are based solely on interviews with
Americans and Indians who are participating directly or indirectly in building the Indo-
U.S. military relationship. On the U.S. side, this includes all ranks of military officers in
Washington, DC, Hawaii, and New Delhi who are responsible for different aspects of
building a military-to-military relationship with the Indians; high-ranking U.S. policy-
makers and action officers in Washington, DC, who oversee the India policy portfolio;
and several retired military officers and civilians who have had extensive experience
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working with the Indians. On the Indian side, interviewees included active and retired
military officers, all ranking brigadier general or above; high-level policy officials in
New Delhi responsible for the U.S. policy portfolio; and influential strategic thinkers in
India’s national security community. All interviews were conducted between November
2001 and May 2002. The majority of interviews with Indians were conducted in New
Delhi in December 2001 and February through March 2002.

[y
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The analysis and insights drawn from the interviews are qualitative, subjective,
and based on impressions that emerged. No quantitative rigor was imposed on the
data; instead, they capture the voices and ideas of the interviewees and frequently
paraphrases their words to help the reader understand both the substance and
tone of the response. The author used no outside sources to augment, substantiate,
or support the views of the interviewees. If the interviews had been conducted 6
months earlier or later, or if a different mix of interviewees had been surveyed, the
study might have reported different kinds of insights. [2]

In total, 82 interviews were conducted—42 with Americans and 40 with Indians.
The interviewees can be divided into four categories: active military, retired mili-
tary, government officials, and other. The “other” category includes discussions with
prominent strategic thinkers in U.S. and Indian national security communities and
roundtable discussions held at several Indian think tanks (see Table 1 for a breakout
of the interviewee sample).

Table 1: Overview of Interviewee Sample

American Interviewees Indian Interviewees
Active Military 23 10
Retired Military 1 16
Government Officials 15 5
Other B - 3 o 9
Total 42 40

On the American side, interviews were conducted with policymakers and military
officers who were actively involved with either shaping or implementing the Indo-U.S.
military relationship at various levels and from various organizations in the policymak-
ing process (e.g., U.S. Department of Defense [DoD}, U.S. Department of State, and the
National Security Council [NSC]) and from different parts of the military establishment
(e.g., Office of the Secretary of Defense [OSD], service headquarters, Joint Staff, U.S.
Pacific Command [PACOM] and the component commands, and the Defense Attaché
Office in New Delhi). The interviewees’ level of experience working with the Indians
ranged from South Asia Foreign Area Officers (FAO) [3] and military officers who have
served extended periods in India, to policymakers who interact with the Indians on
a daily basis, to military officers with limited or no experience with India, including
some who only recently met their Indian counterparts for the first time. [4]
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On the Indian side, fewer active military officers were interviewed because their
access to foreigners is restricted. Attempts were made to go through the official
channel—the Directorate General of Military Intelligence in the Indian Ministry of
Defence (MOD)—to schedule interviews with Indian military officers who are active-
ly involved in the Indo-U.S. military relationship; but it was possible to schedule
only several such interviews—several of which took place during high-level visits in
Washington, DC. Generally, access to acting Indian military personnel was extremely
limited, except for the Indian officers who are on assignment at the Indian Embassy
in Washington, DC, or who are military analysts at several of India’s think tanks.
Indian policymakers in the National Security Council Secretariat (NSCS), the MOD,
and the Ministry of External Affairs (MEA) who are directly involved with build-
ing the Indo-U.S. relationship were also interviewed. The majority of the Indian
interviewees were retired senior military officers, most of whom remain active in
India’s national security community, including participating on the National Security
Advisory Board (NSAB). [5] In addition, several roundtable sessions at the United
Services Institute of India and the Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis were
held to elicit thinking from a diverse group of strategic analysts, retired and acting
military officers, and retired Foreign Service officers. As with the Americans, the
interviewees’ level of experience working with Americans varied greatly, ranging
from Indian policymakers who work with Americans daily, to Indian military officers
who had never had contact with an American military officer. However, many of the
retired military officers had been involved with Americans in the early 1990s.

The interviews with the Indians and Americans were based on the same set of
questions. Nearly all interviewees were provided the questionnaire before the inter-
view to give them an opportunity to consider the questions and prepare responses.
[6] The interviews covered five broad categories of issues, each tailored to the appro-
priate American or Indian audience.

® Where do military decisionmakers and their representatives on both sides
(those who shape their views and policy) see the threats and challenges in
the Asia security environment in the next decade?

®  What roles does each side ascribe to the other in the emerging strategic landscape?

®  What is the role of the military in building an Indo-U.S. relationship? What
are the most effective ways for the U.S. and Indian militaries to work togeth-

er to support mutual interests?

®  What engagement strategies should the U.S. and Indian militaries adopt in
the short term? Medium term? Long term?

® What impediments exist to a closer Indo-U.S. relationship?
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The interviews were free flowing, open-ended, and designed to take advantage
of an interviewee’s special knowledge or experience. All interviews were conducted
on a non-attribution basis. As the interviews uncovered new issues or themes,
these themes were pursued in new lines of inquiry with subsequent interviewees.
Interviews lasted from 30 minutes to 6 hours. The author conducted all interviews.

uoLdnposjug

End Notes

1. The Defense Policy Group (DPG) is a policy-level steering group, led by the Under
Secretary for Policy from the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) and the Indian Secretary
of Defense, to create a political and strategic framework for the military-to-military relation-
ship. The DPG was first initiated in 1995 under Secretary of Defense Perry and met three
times over the course of 3 years. All of DPG’s activities were suspended when sanctions
were imposed in 1998. Under the umbrella of the DPG, service-specific working groups—
referred to as Executive Steering Groups—and a Joint Technical Working Group were stood
up to develop engagement-specific agendas. When the DPG was reconvened, the three
ESGs and the Joint Technical Working Group were also reinstituted. In addition, a Security

Cooperation Working Group was stood up to deal with foreign military sales issues.

2. In fact, a number of Indian and American interviewees recommended conducting the
study again after a year because they believe that the findings could change dramatically
after a year of intensive military cooperation.

3. South Asia FAOs have studied history, politics, and the culture of India as well as

other states in South Asia, including Pakistan. They have studied at staff colleges in
India, and several of the FAOs speak Hindi.

4. Two major gaps in the data collection on the American side exist. First, it must be
noted that since the study focused on people interacting with the Indians, no one from ‘
U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) was interviewed for this study. Second, numerous
attempts to schedule an interview with someone from the non-proliferation office in DoD
failed; consequently, that perspective is absent in this study.

5. The NSAB comprises eminent persons outside of the government, including well-respect- |
ed retired military chiefs from all of the services, with expertise in the fields of foreign affairs, i
external and internal security, defense, and economic security. The function of the NSAB is to
advise the National Security Council {NSC) on issues related to national security. The board
produced several authoritative studies, including India’s draft nuclear doctrine and a critical
assessment of the Indian military’s performance during the Kargil incursions.

6. Several interviews scheduled at the last minute did not allow time for the interview
questionnaire to be delivered to the interviewee beforehand.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions 5
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Chapter 2

Views of the
Strategic Environment

his section explores how Americans and Indians view the strategic environment in
T Asia, how they perceive threats there, and what each side expects, on a strategic
level, from an Indo-U.S. strategic relationship over the medium-term and long-term.

The interviews revealed stark differences in how the Americans and Indians view
Asia generally and the Indian Ocean specifically. First, the vantage point of the two
countries is fundamentally different. Indians envision themselves at the center of
the dynamic Indian Ocean Basin, which is plagued with fragile governments, porous
borders, ethnic and religious diversity, economic under-development, and a menacing
regional power—China. These conditions pose real and immediate maritime and con-
tinental threats. For the Americans, the dynamic and fluid environment in Asia was
far away, and less immediate to U.S. national security interests until the events of
9/11 focused U.S. attention there. Second, Indians and Americans use different ana-
lytical filters to understand the region, particularly the Indian Ocean Basin. Whereas
Indians have a holistic view of their immediate strategic environment around the
Indian Ocean, U.S. military and policymaking organizations apply multiple and
overlapping analytical filters to the Indian Ocean and South Asia; and until recently
(after the nuclear tests in 1998), little attention was paid to South Asia generally.
Third, a more comprehensive picture of the strategic environment emerged from the
interviews with the Indians than with the Americans because the Indian interviewees
appeared to be much more concerned about communicating their perceptions of the
strategic environment.

Indian View of the Strategic Environment

Indian interviewees describe a remarkably consistent picture of India’s current secu-
rity environment. For Indian military men, strategists, and policymakers alike, India’s
key strategic interests extend from the Persian Gulf to the Strait of Malacca and from
Central Asia to Antarctica: the “Indian Ocean Basin,” in the words of many respon-
dents. This focus reflects both India’s strong historical preoccupations and, increas-
ingly, what a retired Indian lt. general referred to as challenges on India’s “extended
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security horizon” in Central Asia, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia. They argue that
India sits in the center of this region, and that the strategic challenges are interrelated,
interactive, and not easily disaggregated into discrete national security problems.

India seeks to be the “preeminent power” in the Indian Ocean Basin in the next
decade, according to a number of interviewees. According to a retired It. general and a
prominent strategic thinker, whose views were shared by many Indian interviewees—

India’s economic and security interests are inextricably tied to the regions around
the Indian Ocean, for example, Southeast Asia, West Asia, and Central Asia. It
will seek to be an economic and political role model and act as regional stabilizer
that coordinates its policies with other states in the region. India will endeavor
to ensure that no element inimical to India’s interests emerges in this region.
Similarly, India seeks to prevent the region from becoming a battleground for
super-power competitions.
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And...

Indians view Asian stability in terms of an Indian Ocean framework. The British
chose to colonize India because they sought a position where they could support
their interests in Southeast Asia and the Persian Gulf. After Independence, India
did not reach out in these directions, partly because it focused on its internal
development and partly because its outreach efforts were thwarted because India
was the only democracy in the Indian Ocean. Today India would like to play an
active role in the management of the region. It increasingly sees itself as a pro-
vider of security for the Indian Ocean Basin.

The Indian interviewees describe a number of catalytic forces on India’s more
expanded strategic horizon beginning in the 1990s. These include the collapse of
the Soviet Union, which cut India free from its strategic anchor and undermined
the robust Indo-Soviet defense supply and economic relationship; the emergence of
China as a dynamic economy with the wealth and motives to expand militarily into
areas of India’s strategic concern; Pakistan’s continuing instability, punctuated most
recently by the war on terrorism; American presence in Afghanistan and Central Asia
and Russia’s inability to secure India’s northern flank; and the 1990 American-led
war in the Persian Gulf, which sharpened Indians’ focus on a number of emerging
and evolving challenges and opportunities. They characterized India’s interests in
the three regions—West Asia (by which they mean the Persian Gulf and the Middle
East), Southeast Asia, and Central Asia as follows.
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Figure 2: Indian’s Extended Security Horizon—Indian Ocean Basin

West Asia

India has four critical interests in West Asia— |

B Energy security—India imports more than 60 percent of its oil from West
Asia, and it has begun to sign 10-20 year natural gas contracts, both of
which portend a long-term energy relationship with the Middle East.

B The security of India’s diaspora population in the Persian Gulf—Indians
compose the largest minority in the Gulf, with over three million Indians cur-
rently working throughout the region. These Indians remit millions of dollars
annually to India.

# Good relations with Islamic states that might be able to influence India’s
large Muslim minority—Political imperatives driven by India’s large Muslim
population—second in size only to Indonesia—require India to maintain
close relations with the West Asian Muslim states. Iran and Iraq are among
India’s closest friends in the region.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions 9
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B Engaging Israel—In the past decade, India and Israel have developed a close
strategic relationship, which includes technology transfer, a defense supply
relationship, and trade.

An Indian journalist characterized India’s relationship with West Asia as “an
increasingly multi-layered network of linkages.”

Southeast Asia

Indian concerns about Chinese influence spreading in Southeast Asia prompted
India’s “Look East” policy, which builds on India’s cultural and historical ties in the
region. Since the mid-1990s, India has sought to develop political, economic, and
security relationships with members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) and has become a member of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). In addi-
tion, Indians look to Southeast Asia to diversify their energy imports away from West
Asia. Indians anticipate that India will rely increasingly on Southeast Asia’s abundant
natural gas to meet its growing demand for that fuel. Several retired Indian military
officers spoke of rising Islamic fundamentalism and instability in Indonesia as a com-
bination that at best provides safe havens for terrorists and at worst could destabilize
the entire region. Indians see Indonesia as a key, and increasingly fragile, part of
India’s strategic periphery.

Central Asia

India has no contiguous borders with Central Asia. However, Indian interview-
ees were quick to assert that India has deep historical and cultural links to Central
Asia. Indians refer to Central Asia as their “extended strategic neighborhood,” and
they seek to build strong economic, political, and security relationships across the
region. For Indians, Central Asia represents an extension of its regional competition
with Pakistan, an access point to an emerging east-west economic corridor, and a
potential source of energy to reduce India’s dependence on West Asia. Indians also
view Central Asia and until recently, Afghanistan, as sources of destabilizing Islamic
extremism supported by Pakistan. To counter this threat, the Indians supported
Afghanistan’s Northern Alliance in its struggle against the Taliban, and it has pursued
long-term strategic relationships with Uzbekistan and Iran. Indian interviewees antici-
pate that India’s involvement in Afghanistan will increase.

New U.S. Military Presence Creates New Uncertainty

In the post-9/11 environment, Indian policymakers see a fundamentally new
and rapidly changing strategic environment emerging. They attribute the enormous
amount of uncertainty and fluidity in their region to the war on terrorism, which
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has brought U.S. military presence in Central Asia and South Asia. A retired Indian
brigadier characterized the dramatic change to the strategic environment like this—

The U.S. military axis in Asia has changed dramatically after 9/11, shifting from
a Middle East to Europe axis to a Central Asia (Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan) to
Pakistan axis. Overnight, the United States built a new security frontier through
the middle of Asia, with NATO responsible for security at the rear of this new
military axis. The United States will not retreat from this position but maintain a
permanent presence in the region.

The interviews revealed that Indians believe that the current U.S. objectives in
the region coincide with India’s security interests, including rooting out terrorist
networks, stabilizing Afghanistan, and exerting pressure on President Musharraf to
crack down on Islamic extremism and terrorism. Although no Indian overtly criti-
cized the current U.S. military campaign, U.S. military presence in South Asia evoked
two Indian responses: first, skepticism about the U.S. ability to achieve its objectives
(which will be explored in detail in the next chapter), and second, anxiety about the
implications of long-term U.S. presence in their region.

On the latter point, Indians expressed four different concerns related to the pros-
pect of long-term U.S. military presence in the region.

B Prominent retired diplomats expressed extreme discomfort with permanent
U.S. presence. They fear that its “super power” status will lead the United
States to dominate the strategic agenda in the region. But they warn that
India will not accept its interests being “filtered through a super power,” par-
ticularly not in its own backyard. But even more worrisome for these Indians
is the specter of a major divergence in Indo-U.S. interests in the region.
These Indians ask: what leverage will India have over the United States if
U.S. actions run counter to Indian interests?

B Many military officers and national security analysts voice concerns about
China’s response to a permanent U.S. presence in Central Asia. Several
retired military officers characterized U.S. policy toward China as one of
“encirclement”—now U.S. presence in Central Asia completes a full circle
(see Chapter 3 for detail on how the Indians view China’s responses to U.S.
actions). They anticipate that China will respond to U.S. attempts to limit
China’s strategic maneuverability in ways that might threaten India’s national
security interests directly, for example, by increasing its activities along
India’s periphery in Myanmar, Nepal, Bangladesh, and Maldives.

B A small number of military officers believe that long-term U.S. presence in

Central Asia could engender a new strategic competition between the United
States and Russia, as the current goodwill wanes, which many Indians fear

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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might put India in a position in which it would have to choose sides (see
Chapter 3 for detail).

@ Many Indian policymakers and national security analysts fear that the next
phase of the U.S. war on terrorism might destabilize areas in India’s extend-
ed security horizon in ways that will have a deleterious impact on India’s
security interests, especially if the U.S. military targets Iraq or Iran.

Indian View of Threats in Asia

The Indian interviewees spoke in great depth about the immediate and longer
term threats that they see around them. In most instances, the Indians identify no
direct role for the United States to assist them in countering their threats. The threats
described below are not an inclusive list. Concerns, such as internal security, border
security, energy security, and economic security, were raised in different contexts
by a number of interviewees and will be elaborated on in Chapter 3. The following
threats represent the most frequently mentioned themes in the interviews.
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China: The Long-Term Threat

The collapse of the Soviet Union prompted the Indian Government to improve its
relationship with China in the early 1990s. Several Indian policymakers highlighted their
government’s effort to foster better relations with China by engaging in confidence build-
ing measures (CBM), increasing trade ties, and generally avoiding any actions that would
provoke a Chinese response. [7] And many interviewees believe that these efforts are
slowly bearing fruit, but this has not prevented the Indian military from repeatedly iden-
tifying China as a threat. In fact, nearly all Indian interviewees identified China as India’s
long-term strategic threat that is “encircling” India and an economic competitor. [8] For
the Indians, the Chinese threat is multidimensional. The following comments convey the
broad spectrum of widely held concerns about China—

The Chinese threat will emanate from natural economic tensions that will emerge
as India’s economy starts to grow. When India and China become economic rivals,
China may be inclined to take actions “to brush India aside.” India will need mili-
tary capabilities strong enough to deter such Chinese provocations.

China’s transfer of missile and nuclear technology to Pakistan represents a clear
strategy to keep India tied down on its western front.

India and China share an approximately 4000 km-long border, with a large portion
still disputed. Moreover, the Chinese continue to occupy Indian territory, which
remains an intractable problem that the Chinese refuse to address.

12 IATAC | Information Assurance Technology Analysis Center



We [the Indian military] see China pursuing a strategy to “encircle” India, in
which it is increasing its activities and expanding its influence in Pakistan,
Myanmar, Bangladesh, Nepal, and in Central Asia and the Persian Gulf.

Others comment on China’s construction of extensive roads and infrastructure !
along the Tibetan plateau and the missile capabilities that the Chinese have posi-
tioned there. The Indians believe that these missiles can be directed toward only one
target—India. A handful of interviewees mentioned concerns related to Chinese con-
trol of the Indian rivers, which gives the Chinese the means to deprive India of water
or induce flooding with destructive consequences for downstream communities. For
example, some Indians blame the Chinese for flash floods in the East Himalayan
region in spring 2001 that destroyed villages and killed hundreds.

juawuoilaug d1bajens ayl Jo smalp

Pakistan: The Persistent Irritant

Indians harbor no doubt that India could defeat Pakistan in a conventional mili-
tary conflict, and hence, Indians view Pakistan as an irritant that has become increas-
ingly destabilizing and dangerous over the past decade, not a serious strategic threat.
Many Indians believe Pakistan is pursuing a three-pronged strategy against India. A -
retired It. general summarized the elements of this strategy as described by many.

® Terrorism (sub-conventional warfare)—Pakistan is training, equipping,
and sending terrorists who come from abroad to infiltrate India not only in
Kashmir but in other areas along India’s porous northeast borders through
Nepal, and in the northwest through Punjab. These terrorists are setting up
cells across India with the intention of exploiting the ethnic divides in India.
Indians believe Pakistan’s activities at the sub-conventional level seek to
destroy the internal cohesion of the Indian state.

® Proxy War—Pakistan is bleeding the life out of the Indian Army with continu-
al cross-border incursions and infiltration in Jammu and Kashmir. The ongoing
process of responding to incursions degrades India’s overall military capability
by reducing time for training, wasting resources, and undermining morale.

® Conventional and Nuclear—A conventional or nuclear strike against India is
not expected, but it cannot be ruled out if the Musharraf government seeks

! an external distraction to divert attention from domestic problems. Moreover,

the nuclear capability permits Pakistan to pursue a sub-conventional strategy.

Some interviewees add a fourth dimension to Pakistan’s strategy—leveraging the
assistance of other states against India. One acting brigadier described this fourth

dimension this way—

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions 13
R R R O ——



<
—
(13
=
wn
(=}
—+
[
=
1]
w
cr
=
V]
=
[1°]
e 3
(@]
m
=)
=
=
(=
=)
=
[1°]
=)
=t

14

Pakistan has skillfully exploited its position as a frontline state by using other
states for its own objectives (e.g., China, United States, and the Muslim coun-
tries). Pakistan leverages outside assistance to pursue “existing strategies” that
are neither stabilizing, nor sustainable, nor rational for a state with its capability.

One acting air commodore expressed the frustrations of many Indians when he
admitted that Pakistan’s strategy has succeeded. He observed—

Pakistan’s strategy has hobbled India. For decades, India has been unable to ignore
Pakistan. As much as India would like to extend itself beyond South Asia, it cannot.

A prominent strategic affairs journalist described Pakistan as a “ball and chain
around India’s neck.”

Only one Indian interviewee expects to see much change in Pakistan that would
lessen the terrorist activity along the line of control (LOC) in Kashmir, despite U.S.
efforts to pressure President Musharraf. [9] Nearly all Indian interviewees believe
that Islamic extremism and the extant terrorist networks run so deep in Pakistan that
Musharraf is incapable of making any significant changes. Furthermore, most Indians
assert that even if Musharraf possessed the ability to uproot the extremists, he does
not possess the will to do so (see Chapter 3 for detail on Indian views of Pakistan).

Demographic Threats

Several retired Indian generals worry about destabilizing external and internal
demographic trends—

B External—An illegal influx of immigrants from Bangladesh and Nepal could cause
social tension, particularly between Muslims and Hindus. Moreover, the Indians
worry about elements of the Maoist movement in Nepal taking root in India.

B Internal—India’s deprived classes are becoming more educated and politi-
cally assertive, which could be destabilizing. If the Indian government cannot
successfully manage bringing the under-privileged classes into the main-
stream, the situation could turn violent and spin out of the government’s
control, with severe implications for the Indian military, which recruits heav-
ily from the deprived classes.

Maritime Threats

Indian interviewees identified protecting and securing the sea lanes extending
from the Strait of Hormuz to the Strait of Malacca and India’s Exclusive Economic
Zone (EEZ) as increasingly important priorities. For Indians, ensuring the safe pas-
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sage of energy and merchant ships through the Indian Ocean Basin promotes stabil-
ity across Asia. They articulate two types of concerns in the Indian Ocean. First and
foremost, retired military officers (including three admirals) worry about growing
piracy and terrorist threats to energy and merchant traffic along the sea lanes of
communication (SLOC). Second, all Indian military officers argued that India seeks
to prevent the Indian Ocean from becoming an area of turbulence and competition
among regional and extra-regional navies, with the prospect of future Chinese pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean being particularly worrisome. l

Transnational Threats 1

Many Indian interviewees worry about narco-trafficking, terrorism, and Islamic fun-
damentalism that are used by states or non-state actors either separately or in combina-
tion to threaten India or destabilize the region generally. Some Indians see these three
elements as an integrated threat. For example, in the case of Al Qaeda, narco-trafficking
funded its activities; Islamic fundamentalism provided the ideology; and terrorism was
its deadly weapon. Indians describe these transnational threats in different ways. The
following comments are illustrative of the range of Indian thinking.

juawuoilaug 216338035 3yl Jo SMILA

Indians are particularly concerned about the link between fundamentalism and
terrorism. One retired It. general described it in this way—

Terrorism must be targeted at its fundamentalist roots. “You cannot tame a cobra with-
out removing its venom—otherwise it will kill you.” Fighting fundamentalism is a long-
term process that requires all levers of power—economic, political, and social strategies.

Another retired It. general characterized international terrorism as Islamic—

Terrorism comes in many forms—international, sub-regional, and indigenous. The
only form of international terrorism is Islamic terrorism. Muslims use Islam to
gain international support for their grievances. [10]

A leading Indian strategist described Islamic fundamentalism as a global problem—

Ideological forces are not restricted to countries; they are by their very nature trans-
national. Non-state groups spread their message around the world, creating infra-
structure to support their activities and gaining access to financial resources, largely
through drug trafficking. Countering these forces requires a coherent strategy.

(see Chapter 3 for detail on how Indians view the U.S. war on terrorism).
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Non-Proliferation Threats

The Indian interviewees identified two types of non-proliferation-related con-
cerns—one concern they share with the Americans and the other concern is directed
at the United States. First, Indians share American concerns about the emergence of
other nuclear powers in Asia (e.g., Iran, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Turkey, and
Israel) and about the impact of broader nuclear proliferation on the security envi-
ronment. Many Indians expressed grave concern about non-state actors or terrorists
gaining access to nuclear technology. Second, however, most Indians also consider
any non-proliferation policies designed to curb or curtail the development of Indian
capabilities, including any attempts to block third parties from selling technologies to
India, as inimical to Indian security interests because they impose limits on India’s
security options (see Chapter 3 for more elaboration on non-proliferation as an area
of strategic convergence and divergence).
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The U.S. Role in India’s Strategic Environment

Indian interviewees recognized that the United States had sustained strategic
interests in their extended security horizon, even before the war on terrorism brought
the U.S. military presence to the region. A reluctant acceptance of U.S. power and
presence in South Asia emerged in the interviews. Many Indian interviewees, as
much as they are uncomfortable with U.S. power, have accepted the United States’
“super power status” as reality not only to tolerate but also to embrace and engage
toward common goals. Some Indians appear to have come to this realization with
great hesitation. But many of the Indian interviewees (policymakers and military offi-
cers) see real areas of strategic convergence with the United States and believe that
an Indo-U.S. relationship will have a stabilizing effect on the entire region. Indians
of this mind see the role of the United States in broad terms. A prominent strategic
thinker described this acceptance of the United States in this way—

India wants to be part of the management of the region and a provider of secu-

rity. But India needs U.S. power and capabilities to transform and stabilize the
region. It can only be achieved in partnership with the United States.

A highly placed Indian brigadier argued that Indians ideally would like to see the

United States play three roles as a strategic partner and actor in South Asia. They
expect the United States—

1. to be a stabilizing force in the region,
2. to be a protecting force when shared values and interests may be threatened, and

3. to be an enabling force that assists India in protecting its own national security interests.
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In January 2002 as tensions were mounting between India and Pakistan along the
LOC, this brigadier observed that—

Currently, Indians do not see the United States playing a stabilizing role in

the region. The U.S. support of Pakistan perpetuates the violence in Kashmir.
Pakistan’s outside support from the United States and China empowers it to con-
tinue its proxy war with India. Every time the United States calls for Pakistan
and India to resolve the conflict, it provokes the Pakistanis and undermines the
Indians. The Indians feel that they have already offered the Pakistanis all that
they can to resolve the conflict. ]

A leading Indian strategist envisaged the Indo-U.S. relationship having a wide-
reaching impact— ]
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The Indo-U.S. relationship has the potential to reshape the political/security/ | '
economic system in South Asia. It can help foster a climate of democracy and sec- ! ‘
ularism in the region that allows the states to live together peacefully. To achieve |
this, the United States must help ensure the Indian model—that embodies secular- ‘
|
|
\

ism, democracy, ethnic diversity, political unity, and personal freedoms—prevails
in the Indian Ocean Basin.

An acting brigadier succinctly linked the United States to India’s central interests—

Regional stability is the centerpiece of Indian policy in its extended security hori-
zon. If the United States and India are seen to be working together as friends, it
will have a stabilizing effect across the region.

A retired It. general acknowledged the U.S. interests in the region—

The United States has sustained interests in the regions that comprise India’s
extended security horizon that the U.S. military will be required to protect. India
should seek areas of convergence on these issues and work jointly with the United
States to maintain peace and security in the region.

American View of the Strategic Environment |

For Americans, the Indian Ocean Basin as defined by the Indians does not exist
as one discrete region. U.S. military and policymaking organizations divide Asia into
discrete theaters or regions (e.g., the Middle East, Southeast Asia, Central Asia, Near
East/South Asia, Asia-Pacific) and apply multiple and overlapping analytical policy
filters that include India in different contexts and that perceive the threats and opportu-
nities in the region differently, preventing any one coherent view of Asia or the Indian
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Ocean Basin and India’s role in it from emerging. Instead of viewing the Indian Ocean
Basin as a discrete region in Asia, Americans hold the view that it sits on the edge of
other regions that demand American attention. One American colonel underscored
Americans’ different way of thinking about the Indian Ocean with this observation—

If you see a map of Asia on the wall at the Indian Ministry of Defence, India

sits at the center of Asia. The Indians see themselves located at the center of the
world. Americans view Asia much more broadly than India with interests span-
ning from the Middle East to Northeast Asia. For Americans, India has never been
thought of as the center of Asia, but it lies on the periphery of regions where the
United States has national security interests.

For Americans, India and the Indian Ocean Basin represent a “strategic cross-
roads” at which other discrete regions—the Middle East, Southeast Asia, South Asia,
and East Africa—converge. From a PACOM perspective, the western border of its
Asia-Pacific area of responsibility (AOR) divides South Asia and the Indian Ocean
down the middle, focusing PACOM’s attention on the Strait of Malacca. Moreover, it
became clear in the interviews with Americans that the U.S. system is not designed
to accommodate India into U.S. strategic planning because India is grouped with dif-
ferent sets of countries in different organizations. For example, India is sometimes
grouped with the Middle East, Southeast Asia, Central Asia, and Asia Pacific. Many
Americans lamented this problem (see Chapter 4 for further discussion on this issue).
This comment by a recently retired policymaker was typical—
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It is not clear that the U.S. Government has developed a strategic vision for South
Asia. When analysts view South Asia from the Middle East or from Southeast Asia,
they see different things. South Asia plays a peripheral role in both regions.

A South Asia FAO believes that although South Asia now demands the attention
of policymakers, the lack of vital U.S. national security interests in South Asia con-
tributes to an operational deficit there. This South Asia FAO argued—

A number of U.S. interests converge to make India an important player in Asia—a
rising China, India’s relationship with Russia, counter-terrorism, narcotics traf-
ficking, and increased economic ties. But an operational deficit persists because
the U.S. military lacks an enduring vital military interest in South Asia. Most of
the interests that we share with India are strategic, not military. For example, sea
lane protection is an important issue, but there is no adversary threatening them
at this time. Without a “bad guy” South Asia finds little resonance in the U.S.
military, except with the people who have a large strategic vision. India was not
important to the Joint Staff until after 9/11.

Another South Asia FAO warned against letting this blindspot in U.S. thinking
persist. He observed—

18 IATAC | Information Assurance Technology Analysis Center



India could be considered a natural fit with U.S. interests and values, but we [the
USG] believe that we do not share vital strategic interests with them. The United
States could ignore South Asia in the short-term, but to do so would be at our own
peril—as was the case with Afghanistan.

Few American interviewees even tried to characterize the U.S. view of the strate- |
gic environment in Asia. Some interviewees seemed more comfortable talking about |
their understanding of India’s interests than U.S. interests in Asia. Others lamented
the fact that the United States does not have a strategic view of Asia. Several poli-
cymakers complained that the Bush Administration had not yet answered several
fundamental questions—

B  What is the American role in the world?

juawuoiiAug J163eIIS 3Y3 JO SMALA

B Asthe U.S. prosecutes the war on terrorism, what do we want the world to look like?
B  What are our objectives? How do we use all levers of power to achieve these objectives?

B What are the opportunities and vulnerabilities that we should be contemplating?
It may be the case that this lack of clarity contributed to the Americans’ reluc-
tance to describe U.S. interests in Asia. However, one American admiral provided
a succinct and “big picture” characterization of U.S. interests in Asia over the next
decade. He believed the U.S. military sought to—

Deter/dissuade the emergence of a military competition in the region that could
emanate from different centers—unification of Korea, China-Taiwan, resurgent
Japan, or emergence of India; and provide assurance to friends and allies that the
United States can ensure stability in the region to promote collective peace and
prosperity, which includes protecting Americans and maintaining an environment
for democracy to thrive.

He noted that a relationship with India would contribute to promoting both of
those interests. The United States wants India’s economy to grow and India to take on
a larger role in promoting regional stability. Similarly to the Indians, many American
interviewees believe that an Indo-U.S. strategic relationship will stabilize the region and
bolster both countries’ efforts to promote regional stability and security.

U.S. Perceptions of Threats in Asia

American interviewees did not discuss the threats that they see in the region in
the same level of detail provided by the Indians. [11] American response to questions
about the kind of threats they anticipated in the region over the next decade tended

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions 19
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to be short, with little elaboration, and varied depending on the position of the inter-
viewee. Surprisingly, few interviewees mentioned the war on terrorism as driving their
thinking about threats in Asia. One recurring theme emerged—China is the central
concern in Asia for the U.S. military. This concern arises out of China’s emergence

as a regional power (and potential future competitor) and the attendant uncertainty
about China’s long-term military capabilities and ambitions in the region. In particular,
Americans seemed most concerned with a potential Chinese-Taiwan conflict that could
involve U.S. troops. Most references to China remained vague and referred to China

as a regional power, a long-term threat, and potential competitor for influence in Asia.
Some Americans were uncomfortable talking about China generally and would empha-
size that the Indo-U.S. relationship must not be based on U.S. concerns about China.

Aside from China, Americans consistently defined U.S. concerns in a larger Asian context—

B “Tinderboxes” in Asia—China-Taiwan, the Korean Peninsula, India-Pakistan.

B  Renewed and emboldened insurgent groups in Southeast Asia that will desta-
bilize the region.

B Weak global economy—globalization ensures that a weak economy in the
United States could create instability in other areas.

B Destabilizing transborder threats—migration, narco-trafficking, cross-border
terrorism, piracy.

B Failing states—lack of good governance in key critical countries (e.g.,
Indonesia and Pakistan) could have cascading destabilizing effects.

Several military officers at PACOM did not see any “near-term” threats in the region,
but they were concerned with promoting stability and prosperity in the region.

The Indian Role in the
United States’ Strategic Environment

All American interviewees viewed building a strategic and military relationship with
India as a long-term process that will help position the United States for future chal-
lenges in Asia. One interviewee called engaging India “an investment in the future.”
The reasons cited for building the relationship reflect concerns that the Asian environ-
ment could become increasingly hostile and dangerous to U.S. military presence. A
strategic and military relationship with India positions the United States for and hedges
against unforeseeable or unfavorable developments in the future. Many interviewees
developed this theme by emphasizing different aspects of the future problems the
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United States might face (e.g., problems with allies, new alliances, concerns about
China, and other destabilizing forces); the following observations were typical.

A relationship with India counters the possibility of an India-China-Russia axis
emerging that seeks to counter the United States.

India can be seen as a hedge against losing our more significant allies, such as
Japan or South Korea.

If China emerges as a major power, the United States needs to have friends—pref-
erably friends who share the same values (e.g., democratic). In the future, India
will have more clout and weight.

India sits in the most strategic location in the world, which could give the United
States the ability to quickly access many of the unstable areas in the region.

India is important if the U.S. economy does not recover by helping to stabilize the
spillover effects that could destabilize Southeast Asia, which is closely tied to the
U.S. economy. India is positioned to help manage this problem if it occurs.

A second recurring theme among Americans is that the United States must build
a relationship with India to ensure that India is not working against U.S. interests in
the future. In this vein, many Americans advocated that “the low cost of building a
relationship today will pay large dividends in the future” by preventing India from
acting in ways that could be counter to U.S. interests. The following comments from
an American colonel, a South Asia FAO, and a high-level policymaker, respectively,

captured those sentiments.

India can be (and has been) a spoiler or it can be a partner. If India is a partner,
it will not always kowtow to the United States—it will pursue its own security
interests. But most of the time Indian and U.S. interests will coincide. If India

is a spoiler in the region, it could create a lot of problems for the United States.
The USG must do the cost-benefit analysis. The costs of building a relationship
with India today are significantly lower than the costs of facing India as a spoiler
in the future. Moreover, the costs of building a relationship with India will likely
increase over time.

We [the U.S. military] are beginning to view India as more than just a regional
power in Asia. In fact, we see many areas where U.S. and Indian interests coin-
cide. As we move forward with a relationship with the Indians, we must be cogni-
zant of the fact that if the Indians become frustrated, it may drive them to take

actions that are counter to U.S. interests (e.g., form alliances that create problems

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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for the United States or proliferate technologies). An unfriendly India would be
destabilizing for South Asia.

For the United States, it is better to have the Indians on our side than not to have
them on our side. If their economy grows, India will be an even more important
player in the region, and since the relationship will take a long time to evolve,

we should only expect pay-offs for a relationship with India in the long-term.
Moreover, we must be realistic—India will contribute to U.S. interests on a case-
by-case basis. India probably will never play a decisive role in any U.S. engage-
ment, but it can assist on the margins.

For Americans, a strategic and military relationship with India is a hedge against
an uncertain and possibly threatening future security environment in Asia. If India is
a partner, American interviewees argued, the future environment may be less threat-
ening and more easily managed.
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End Notes

7. As will be discussed in the next chapter, Indians worry about how the Chinese will
respond to a robust Indo-U.S. relationship.

8. Only three Indian interviewees did not characterize China as a threat or raise con-
cerns about Chinese intentions and potential responses to U.S. actions.

9. A retired Indian It. general who has great respect for and confidence in Musharraf
offered the only exception to this view. He forged a close relationship with Musharraf
when they studied together at Staff College in England, and he believes that Musharraf
is sincere about wanting to change Pakistan. He pleads for Indians to be patient because
Musharraf needs time to build a constituency in “the middle”—between the extremists
and the Pakistani elite. He admits that his views are met with great skepticism in Delhi.

10. After making his comment, the retired It. general acknowledged that Indians are highly
sensitive about equating terrorism with Islam, given the nation’s large Muslim population.

11. The lack of elaboration on how the U.S. military is thinking about threats in the region
can be attributed to several factors. First, interviews with Americans tended to be shorter,
particularly with high-level decisionmakers, so the majority of the interview focused
on India specifically, not U.S. thinking on Asia. Second, interviewees assumed that the
threats in the region either tend to be widely understood or are considered too sensitive
to discuss. Third, the Indians tended to focus on these issues more, partly because they
sought to use the interview to communicate their interests to an American audience.
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Chapter 3

Areas of Strategic
Convergence and Divergence

onventional wisdom prevails in Washington and New Delhi that Americans and
C Indians are increasingly recognizing that their strategic interests converge in areas
that are important to the national security of both countries. In fact, this recognition
has, in no small part, contributed to the momentum behind building a strategic and
military relationship for the past two years. Some interviewees on both sides would
go as far as to say that they do not see any areas where U.S. and Indian interests
collide or diverge greatly. The reality, however, as one explores the nuances of each
issue, is less clear cut. American and Indian interviewees cited a number of areas
where the United States’ and India’s strategic interests converge, but further probing
of these areas suggested that the American and Indian understanding of these areas
and issues and the role the United States or India should play differed greatly in
some cases. For example, Americans and Indians sometimes identified different areas
of strategic convergence or had different understandings of potential impediments to
cooperation in specific areas.

This section dissects the perceptions and understanding of areas of strategic
convergence and divergence that either recurred frequently in the interviews or
that illustrated a critical gap in understanding between Americans and Indians. The
areas detailed below represent foundational issues (common values and economic
ties), concerns/interests related to specific countries or regions, and functional con-
cerns (e.g., the war on terrorism and non-proliferation). This section by no means
should be regarded as a comprehensive list of all areas of potential convergence or
divergence; but these issues emerged as the most significant among the interviewee
sample in this study. [12]

Common Democratic Values

Both Indians and Americans claim that democracy is an important rationale for a
military relationship, and both extol the virtue of spreading democratic values. That
said, “democracy” is anything but a common language for understanding engage-
ment for two reasons. First, Indians doubt that Americans are sincere when they
extol the importance of democratic values because U.S. policy frequently fails to

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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reflect these values, especially, in the Indian view, in the way the Americans treat
India and arch rival Pakistan. Second, Indians believe that the appropriate “demo-
cratic” model for their region is not the United States, but India itself, which is better
attuned to the challenges faced by developing countries.

What the Americans Say...and What the Indians Believe

Nearly all American interviewees cited shared democratic values and a desire
to have a democratic partner on the other side of the globe as the foundation for a
closer relationship with India. A policymaker in Washington and a colonel at PACOM,
respectively, described the importance of values in ways that capture the sentiments
of many others.

The reasons for a strategic relationship with India are many. As the two largest
democracies in the world, we share the same values, which provide a solid founda-
tion for the relationship.

In an uncertain environment, the U.S. military needs to have more friends—pref-
erably friends with shared democratic values—in Asia, particularly if China emerg-
es as a major power.

Indian interviewees are highly skeptical of this rhetoric for the reasons expressed
by this high-ranking Indian policymaker—

Democracy ought to be built into the strategic concept of the relationship. Just say-
ing we [the United States and India] are the two largest democracies is not enough.
It must mean something. Being a democracy should confer some kind of natural
advantage on India in its relations with the United States. Instead India seems to
be at a disadvantage because Americans are uncomfortable dealing with India’s
cumbersome decisionmaking process. It is easier for the United States to deal with
an authoritarian regime like Pakistan’s, which can be quickly and comprehensively
molded to fit U.S. strategic objectives. If democratic values factor into U.S. thinking
about which relations it prefers and which it should avoid, it is not obvious. Does
the fact that India is a democracy have any weight in U.S. decisionmaking? Or are
all U.S. relationships based only on realpolitik? For us, it isn't clear.

Indians insist that the Americans’ constant harping on the importance of demo-
cratic values only engenders cynicism about U.S. motives and could make the
relationship acrimonious if the Indians perceive that the United States is pulling its
punches on Pakistan, while undervaluing India’s deep democratic experience.
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India’s Role as a Democratic Model for Asia

Indians believe that as the only democracy in South Asia—and a highly success-
ful “democratic experiment”—they are the appropriate model for developing coun-
tries around the Indian Ocean Basin. They have total faith in democracy’s intrinsic
strength to “self correct” unstable situations through elections. For example, in the
face of domestic unrest, India frequently has called new elections, using democratic
processes to ease internal tensions. Indian democracy, many Indians claim, is more
appropriate than American democracy in this context because it has proven robust in
accommodating India’s vast ethnic and religious diversity. A prominent Indian strate-
gist spoke passionately about India as the region’s democratic role model—

India’s democratic system thrives on its ethnic diversity. For states all over the
world, particularly Third World states that are struggling with internal ethnic
issues, India provides a model for them. The success of India’s democratic experi-
ment will have an impact across South Asia—on the populations of Pakistan,
Bangladesh, Nepal, West Asia, Africa, and Burma—because India provides both an
example for them and influences them through extensive interaction... The intel-
lectuals in these neighboring societies are watching the court decisions and public
debates in India. For example, they are watching how India deals with its ethnic
issues and the role of the state in the political system... They are not watching the
United States or thinking about the U.S. system as a model.

This theme was echoed by more than half of all Indian interviewees in the sam-
ple. In contrast, it is worth noting that not a single American interviewee at any level
so much as mentioned either the efficacy of the Indian democratic system as a model
for the region or the Indians’ strong advocacy of it.

Economic Cooperation

Indians and Americans agree on the importance of a strong economic relationship
to support and bolster military cooperation. The interviews suggest that broad-based
agreement exists that both countries and the Indo-U.S. strategic relationship will
benefit from growing economic prosperity in India for the following reasons—

B An economically prosperous India will be a stabilizing force in Asia.
®  Only strong economic ties can sustain an enduring strategic relationship and
insulate the relationship from political change in either country or future dis-

agreement on strategic issues.

B Strong U.S. investment in India secures a more predictable, long-term
American commitment to the Indo-U.S. relationship.

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions
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One American policymaker contrasted India with France—

The United States and India must “thicken” the relationship to enable it to absorb
and sustain the inevitable shocks that will arise as India pursues its national
interests. Without a strong economic foundation, the Indians cannot risk being
perceived as difficult to deal with. India cannot act like France—one of America’s
most defiant partners. France, because of its deep economic ties with the United
States, carries political clout that sustains the strategic relationship, even when
the French outwardly defy the United States.

Both sides believe that the economic relationship is the glue that will produce a
more enduring relationship. Indians believe that without it, either party can walk
away from the relationship unaffected—the Americans have few economic interests
in the region, and the Indians are not dependent on the American market.

Beyond agreement on the importance of the economic relationship, Indian and
American views diverge on the size and scope of that relationship and what steps
must be taken to build it or make it closer.

Many American interviewees commented on the “thinness” of the Indo-U.S. eco-
nomic relationship. From an American perspective, U.S. trade with India is negligible,
equaling about one percent of total U.S. trade. For this reason, American interview-
ees were adamant that the economic relationship must take off before the Indo-U.S.
relationship will have a firm foundation. Many American interviewees were frank in
their prognosis—

With such a negligible amount of trade, no political constituency or interests exist
with any power to sway policy.

In addition to the thin economic relationship, a handful of American interviewees
worry that significant economic asymmetries between the two countries will be a
recurring source of tension. One highly placed U.S. policymaker expressed concerns
that economic issues would continue to be a stumbling block for the relationship.

In the past, significant economic asymmetries have divided the political leadership
in both countries on important international economic issues, such as property
rights, WI0 negotiations, and climate change. One manifestation of our [U.S. and
Indian] disparate economic situations is divergent voting records in international
organizations. Past records indicate that the U.S. divergence with India is greater
than with any other country. For example, China votes almost twice as often with
the United States as India.

An American colonel, who had spent years in India, shared the view that the poor
economic relationship could undermine progress in other areas. He observed—
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India finds itself negotiating from a position of weakness, which fuels Indian sus-
picions of U.S. motives. This suspicion spills over into all areas of the relationship.

In contrast, Indians do not characterize the current economic relationship as
“thin.” For Indians, the United States is among its largest trading partners, accounting
for approximately 25 percent of India’s annual trade. Indian interviewees would like
to see an expanded economic relationship for two reasons: First, like the Americans,
they believe that increased U.S. economic stakes in India will mitigate the unpredict-
ability of congressional policies aimed at India and could reduce the risk of future
sanctions. Second, Indians were frank about their need for foreign investment, par-
ticularly U.S. investment, to spur much needed economic growth in India. However,
several Indian policymakers observed that despite the importance of the economic
component to the overall Indo-U.S. strategic relationship, it has been neglected. One
Indian policymaker complained— |
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) The economic relationship is not receiving the same level of attention as the mili- E
tary relationship. In fact, no mechanisms are in place to build the economic rela- [
tionship, as we have in other areas of the relationship. The economic side must ,
keep pace and be linked with the other components of the relationship. l l

Many Indians believe that the different components of the relationship are directly
linked. A common perception prevails that a stronger Indo-U.S. economic relation-
ship will naturally flow from a strategic relationship. When asked directly what India
expects to receive for military cooperation, all of the Indian policymakers and most of
the military officers rank a broader economic relationship, which includes increased
foreign direct investment (FDI) and technology transfer, and science and technology
cooperation, as the top priority. Many of the Indian interviewees refer to the United
States opening of China as a historical analogue that is shaping their expectations.
One Indian strategist explained why Indians hold this belief—

Indians look to the U.S. relationship with China in 1973 as an indication of what
to expect when an Indo-U.S. strategic relationship is established because it sym-
bolized a similar strategic opening. After President Nixon opened China by estab-
lishing a strategic relationship, U.S. investment began to flow into China and has
not ceased since. Many Indians expect a similar type of economic response toward
India since India’s economy is much more advanced compared to the state of the
Chinese economy in 1973.

This thinking suggests that Indians believe that their lackluster ability to attract
FDI will change if India is seen to be “strategically opened” by the United States.

Other Indians believe that the United States will invest in India because it serves
U.S. interests. On a strategic level, investment in India promotes stability in South
Asia broadly. On an economic level, Indians believe that new changes in Indian
regulations that open the Indian defense industrial base (DIB) to foreign investment,
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by allowing 26 percent foreign ownership, should attract U.S. defense companies to
invest in India. Many Indians see this regulatory change as an enormous opportunity
for American companies.

An underlying message emerges from all of the Indian interviewees: India is open-
ing to the world, and it presents an opportunity for the United States to seize or to
lose. One Indian admiral captured this sentiment—

As the Indian economy grows over the long-term, India will be a great economic
opportunity and a force for stability in the region. Can the United States and India
take this relationship forward? If the United States does not seize the opportunities, it
may lose them. The world will not remain static. The United States has more to lose if
the Indo-U.S. military cooperation fails to develop into a long-term relationship.

American views diverge sharply from those of the Indians on the relationship
between military cooperation and robust economic ties and on what factors will drive
an economic relationship. In contrast to the Indians, no American suggested that
military cooperation would or could open the floodgates of U.S. foreign investment.
No American compared the dynamic of the Indo-U.S. relationship with the open-
ing of China in 1973. Across the board, Americans expressed a similar view on the
economic relationship: they squarely place the responsibility for attracting FDI and
building the economic relationship on the Indians. They must create the environment
that will attract U.S. business. An American admiral captured sentiments held widely
among the Americans.

To play a role as a stabilizer in the region, India needs to reform its economy and
create an environment that will facilitate economic growth. They eschewed foreign
investment for many years. Today in order to encourage foreign investors, they must
create a stable platform for investors. Nothing more or less will attract U.S. business.

A policymaker in Washington had the impression that Indians did not understand
the importance of the economic dimension of the relationship. In January 2002, he
opined that Indian actions sent the message that economic ties with the United States
were not a priority. [13] For example, he explained—

Among all of the high-level visits in late 2001, the Indian Finance Minister had
not made a trip to Washington as of January 2002, suggesting to American poli-
cymakers that economic relationship was not a priority. Moreover, this view was
reinforced during a recent visit by National Security Advisor Brajesh Mishra, when
he backed out of an appointment with the U.S. Secretary of Treasury Paul O'Neill
that could only be scheduled at 7:30 a.m. [14] Mishra’s behavior left the impres-
sion that the economic discussions were not important enough to get him up that
early in the moming.

IATAC | Information Assurance Technology Analysis Center



Finally, these two impressions are supported and reinforced by a widely held
American view that it is difficult to do business in India. Many American interview- | il
ees warned that the U.S. business community harbors deep concerns about invest-
ing in India. The disappointments and frustrations associated with doing business
in India cut across most sectors but are particularly strong in the energy sector. One
American policymaker referred to Enron as a “huge corpse” that fell victim to the
Indian bureaucracy and regulatory system, even before Enron filed for bankruptcy.
Another high-ranking American policymaker argued that the lessons learned by U.S.
corporations in India have been consistent and are well known—
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Doing business in India is difficult and costly. The Indians are difficult to negoti-
ate with; they sue; they don't pay; and the legal process is slow.

In the opinion of many American interviewees, these widely held perceptions :
leave little hope for a new wave of investment in the future. The high-visibility cases ‘
of Enron and Chrysler pulling out of India due to bureaucratic, legal, and regulatory
problems have damaged India’s image in the U.S. business community. The few com-
panies that have succeeded in India receive little media coverage, so their positive |
experiences had not changed the widely held negative perceptions. One policymaker
pointed out that of the 22 U.S. companies that accompanied President Clinton on
his trip to India in April 2000, only one company (as of January 2002) had actually
invested in India. [15]

Pakistan

Indian and American interviewees agreed that the complex dynamics characterizing
the Indo-Pakistan and U.S.-Pakistan relationships create a minefield of issues that poten-
tially could stall or undermine progress in the Indo-U.S. military relationship. “Pakistan,”
in the view of a key DoD planner, “will make or break the Indo-U.S. relationship.”

Converging Views of Pakistan’s Future

One strong area of convergence emerged from the interviews: The United States
and India both seek—

B An economically viable and politically stable Pakistan
B The removal of all extremist elements in Pakistan and an end to cross-border terrorism

B Establishment of democratic institutions in Pakistan.
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Both Indian and American interviewees emphasized that these three objectives are
essential to achieving stability in South and Central Asia, and they fear a collapsing or
unstable Pakistan would pose serious security risks for the region (e.g., cascading insta-
bility, increased threat from Islamic fundamentalists, and unsecured nuclear weapons).

Diverging Views of the U.S. Role

American and Indian perceptions diverge fundamentally on the nature or extent of
U.S. involvement in the Indo-Pakistan conflict. Over half of the American interview-
ees believe that the United States must play a stabilizing role in the region. And they
argue that if the Indo-Pakistan conflict—by which most Indians mean settling the
dispute over Kashmir—is left unmanaged, it will eventually end in a nuclear conflict.
Americans have little confidence in India’s ability to control escalation to a nuclear
exchange if a conflict were to erupt and fear that the two countries will miscalculate
the other’s intentions. One American asserted that it is difficult to write a scenario
that does not spin out of control.

Solving the Kashmir issue, according to a high ranking American policymaker,

...is the “Holy Grail of Eurasia.” If Kashmir is resolved, the strategic picture for
all actors in the region will be transformed. If Kashmir remains unresolved, each
time the crisis erupts the United States will have to choose sides. It will have to
decide which side it seeks to alienate at that point in time. If Kashmir is not put
on a path toward resolution, the United States and India will spend most of their
time putting out fires, distracting them from the larger strategic relationship.

According to another leading American policymaker—

If there is ever to be a resolution [to the Kashmir conflict], the U.S. will have to
play a role in supporting both India and Pakistan. This would empower India to be
conciliatory, and it would give Pakistan the confidence to accept a deal.

A leading American military strategist sees the U.S. role as making the conflict
less prone to spin out of control by “slowing the pace of nuclear build-up and mak-
ing nuclear capabilities in the region safer.”

This theme—that the Indo-Pakistan problem can be solved only with U.S. assis-
tance and active participation, even if U.S. actions are behind the scenes—recurred
often in the interviews with Americans. Many Americans believe that the United
States has a special role to play in resolving this historic conflict. Only one American,
a senior national security planner, sounded a note of caution—
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The United States doesn’t know enough about the history and dynamics on both
sides of the Kashmir conflict to play a constructive role as a mediator. The Indians
don't want the United States involved, and we cannot push them to make conces-
sions in fighting terrorism. Moreover, the U.S. Government doesn’t have a well
thought out strateqy for playing a mediating role. America should step back and
think twice about assuming that this is the right moment for U.S. intervention.
Right now, we have no strategy for success.
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All Indian interviewees would agree emphatically with this assessment and dis-
agree with those American interviewees—i.e., most of the sample—who believe the
United States has a role to play. In contrast, most Indian interviewees rejected any
role for the United States as a peacemaker/mediator between India and Pakistan in
the Kashmir dispute. For Indians, Kashmir is strictly a bilateral issue between them
and the Pakistanis. A senior Indian policymaker summarized the views of many—

The Indian psyche will not respond kindly to U.S. pressure to solve Kashmir. Any .
attempt to exert external pressure or mediation will be rejected. The Indian public
will not tolerate being pushed from outside, and the political leadership will resist
any attempt by the U.S. to intervene.

N

Indians stress that the U.S. role in the Indo-Pakistan conflict should be confined
to putting extreme pressure on Pakistan, with a view toward changing the character |
of the Pakistani state—e.g., to make it democratic, economically viable, and terrorist
free—although they doubt that Pakistan will change, even if Kashmir is solved.

In a follow-up interview in June 2002, when asked about the Indians’ willingness to accept
the United States as a facilitator, an Indian brigadier explained the Indians had decided—

...to give” the United States space to change Pakistan’s behavior” and disabuse
Pakistanis of the logic that their nuclear capability provides them cover to contin-
ue its infiltration tactics. In the Indian view, Pakistan is responsible for the desta-
bilizing activities in the region. If the U.S. can stop this behavior, then tensions
will cease. If not, then the Indians will have to take matters into their own hands
because it is untenable to continue along the current unstable path. [16]

In this context, the Indians view the American role as a facilitator in changing
Pakistani behavior. They will likely accept this role only if it benefits Indian interests.

Indians hold equally strong views on America’s efforts to “balance” its relations
with India and Pakistan. According to two senior Indian policymakers—

The Indians worry about the U.S. tendency to balance the two relationships in
South Asia. India and Pakistan cannot be compared on any level because India
‘ is superior in all areas—and has more to offer the United States. How will the

Indo-U.S. Military Relationship: Expectations and Perceptions 33




o
-
<
[1°]
-
[T
[13]
g
[w]
(1]

>
=
]
[o¥}
7
Q
-+
wn
mp
o
o+
[1°]
(o]
-ty
0
o
(=]
=
<
(1]
-
(o]
[4°]
=]
0O
(4]
o
=
o

34

United States try to balance an inherently unbalanced equation? Such a position
can only imply that the United States is underestimating the importance of India.

Most Indians can understand the U.S. requirement to use Pakistan [in campaign
against the Taliban]. But the “Indian psyche” cannot tolerate the equation of
Pakistan and India in U.S. policy. This implies that the United States equates a
thriving democracy with an authoritarian regime. Indians will not accept this.

Before the attacks on 9/11, most Indian interviewees believed that the United
States was moving aggressively to “dehyphenate” the traditional American view of
South Asia as an ongoing Indo-Pakistani conflict. They observed that this process of
dehyphenation was made easier because, at the time, the Indo-U.S. relationship was
on an upward trajectory, while the U.S.-Pakistan relationship was on a downward
trajectory. Many Indians commented that before 9/11, the Americans, after many
years, appeared to have grasped that Pakistan constitutes one set of strategic issues,
while India constitutes a different set. Of course these two sets overlap, but Indians
insist that U.S. policy should not be based on balancing India and Pakistan. India’s
strategic value in the unfolding Asian landscape is far greater than its conflict with
Pakistan; and the Indians believe it is essential for the United States to understand
this, just as it is essential for Americans to understand that Pakistan is the problem,
not a solution to these new strategic realities. One Indian brigadier succinctly sum-
marized these sentiments—

If American policymakers view India in a “South Asia” box, balancing India with
Pakistan is natural and inevitable. Alternatively, if American policymakers view
India in an Asian context, balancing India with Pakistan is not only irrelevant but
also detrimental to larger U.S. strategic interests.

After 9/11, according to the Indian interviewees, Washington reversed itself in the
de-hyphenation process and again embraced selective “balance” in its relations with
India and Pakistan. This was most evident to Indian and American interviewees with
respect to technology issues. A high-ranking U.S. policymaker observed that since the
terrorist attack on the Indian parliament on December 13, 2001, “the United States is
sitting on the hyphen between Pakistan and India, trying to jawbone both sides.” He
explained that with the Indian and Pakistani militaries mobilized on the LOC—

The technology licensing process has slowed. With the Indian and Pakistani militar-
ies at the brink of war, the U.S. State Department is hesitant to approve anything
that could destabilize the situation further. The Administration has also asked the
French, Israeli, and Russian govemments to slow down their arms sales to India for
the same reason. The Indians and Americans signed the General Security of Military
Information Agreement (GSOMIA) in January, which in theory should facilitate the
licensing process, but in reality each sale will be scrutinized carefully.
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He continued that “the Indians seem to be relatively calm and understanding about
this situation because they do not want to endanger the sales that are in process.”

But the Indian interviewees were anything but calm and understanding in New
Delhi. Many claimed that the United States has slowed down its technology transfer
initiatives with India so as not to antagonize the Pakistanis, who are aiding the United
States in its war in Afghanistan. They accuse the United States of treating India and
Pakistan in “zero-sum” terms, as described by a high-ranking Indian policymaker—
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Americans complain that we [Indians] view the United States relationship with -
India and Pakistan as a zero sum game, but in reality we see the United States

treating the relationship in this manner. We track how the USG is balancing its

interaction on both sides. The obsession with Pakistan is on the American side, not ,
the Indian side. We will be watching how we are treated by the U.S. bureaucracy. In

theory, India should be treated the same as Israel. But the mentality and habits of !
the State Department bureaucracy have not changed. All approvals will be slow.

The Defense Attaché Office (DAO) in the U.S. Embassy in Delhi complained about
inexplicable delays for even the most benign items. The American military attachés
find themselves in the position of trying to explain the discrepancy between U.S.
rhetoric and U.S. actions. For example, in March 2002 Indians were most vocal about
the lack of movement for the release of spare parts for the Sea King rescue helicopter.
An American colonel admitted that he could not adequately explain why a review
process that should not exceed 90 days had taken over 4 months—the Indians sub-
mitted the initial paperwork in November 2001. The same colonel warned that mixed
signals emanating from Washington could undermine the relationship. He knows that
the Indians are watching actions, not listening to rhetoric.

.

In part, the “mixed signals” reflect the distance between Washington and PACOM,
which is responsible for day-to-day implementation of the military relationship with
India. Military personnel at PACOM were even less aware that Washington was again
fixated on the India-Pakistan conflict, and virtually all interviewees in Hawaii argued
that from their standpoint, the hyphen had been removed. This comment from a
military planner at PACOM is typical—

The Indians understand that the U.S. relationship with Pakistan is tactical and the
U.S. relationship with India is strategic. Admiral Blair has stressed the U.S. inter-
est in building a long-term relationship with India, emphasizing that the United
States does not intend to look at India and Pakistan in a zero-sum context. The
United States will not balance its policy between the two states but treat them
with their own merits.

In sum, the interviews suggest that Washington is at best sending mixed signals
to the Indians—or at least they are receiving mixed signals—through different U.S.
commands that are working from different sets of assumptions.
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China

Shared Concerns About China
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American and Indian military officers recognize China as an emerging power
regionally and globally, and most interviewees share a belief that China represents
the most significant threat to both countries’ security in the future as an economic
and military competitor to both. On the basis of the interviews, it appears that the
U.S. and Indian militaries are asking the same questions about China’s intentions
and future capabilities.

@ What kind of growth trajectory will China follow in the future?
B What are China’s future strategic and military intentions?

8 How is the Chinese military thinking about the post-9/11 strategic environment?

@ What capabilities is China building and how will it use them?
@ What are the long-term implications if the “China experiment” fails?

A retired Indian It. general expressed sentiments shared by many other Americans and Indians.

The United States and India are watching China's rise carefully. The rise of China,
if not managed well, could cause great discomfort to the United States. The United
States and India do not want a conflict with China, but tensions could arise as
China looks to play a role in the region. Consequently, India and the United States
have a common interest as they consider China and its direction in the future.

But this is not a uniform view. For example, a recently retired Indian admiral
claimed that he is not worried about China in the next 10 years because he believes
that the Chinese will be incapable of extending their influence beyond the Strait of
Malacca into the Indian Ocean before then. In the same vein, several American inter-
viewees questioned the prudence of painting China as a threat. [17]

India as a Counterweight to China?

No American or Indian interviewee argued for or recommended that the Indo-U.S.
military relationship be directed primarily against China. Neither did any interviewees
assert that China was the driving rationale for the relationship, despite sharing a concern
for China’s emergence as a powerful competitor. Many U.S. military officers acknowl-
edged that China played a central role in their thinking about India, but they emphasized
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that China is not the only reason to engage India. However, most Americans argued that
China and India cannot be separated in U.S. thinking. This statement is typical—

As the U.S. military engages India, as much as we say we do, we cannot separate
our thinking on India from our thinking on China. We want a friend in 2020 that
will be capable of assisting the U.S. military to deal with a Chinese threat. We can-
not deny that India will create a countervailing force to China.
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An American major general contrasted the Indo-U.S. relationship with the Sino- |
U.S. relationship.

We [Americans and Indians] are both worried about Chinese ambitions in the

region, but China is not the sole reason for a relationship. The U.S. policy to

engage India is unlike the United States reaching out to China in the 1970s. At

that time our relationship with China was solely based on a desire to counter the

USSR. When the USSR collapsed, the strategic rationale for the relationship with

China evaporated and the relationship deteriorated after the Tiananmen Square !
massacre. The Indo-U.S. relationship must be multi-faceted, mature, and sustained l
by a range of shared interests—not only a shared concern for China. e

A U.S. admiral reasoned that a positive relationship with India was a “hedge”
against China’s future ambitions—

The United States and India both view China as a strategic threat and share an
interest in understanding China’s strategic intent, though we do not discuss this
publicly. India’s suspicions of China drive most of its nuclear strateqgy and weapon
acquisitions. A positive relationship with India offers a hedge against China’s
potential ambitions in Northeast and Southeast Asia, and in the Persian Gulf. But
a relationship with India will also contribute to other U.S. interests, such as pro-
moting regional stability.

One American colonel noted a number of downside risks in portraying India as a
counter or balance to China in U.S. strategy—

The United States would be mistaken to portray the Indo-U.S. relationship as a
counterwelght to China. It will anger the Chinese and could lead to false expecta-
tions on the Indian side. They will expect the United States to provide more than
it can offer. Moreover, such a rationale for the relationship will make the task of
selling the Indo-U.S. relationship to the Indian public exceedingly difficult.

Indians couch the Indo-U.S. relationship in similar terms by acknowledging the
shared concern with China, but they warn that the Indo-U.S. relationship cannot be
directed against China. But Indians hold a wide range of views on exactly how China
factors into the Indo-U.S. relationship, ranging from acknowledging that discussions
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will be ongoing and discrete to loud proclamations that India will never be a pawn in
a Sino-U.S. competition. The following comments illustrate the wide range of views
in Indian thinking. From a retired Indian lt. general—

India and the United States have a commonality of interests as they consider
China and its direction in the future. But this does not mean that the Indian gov-
emment will enter into a formal relationship with the United States to deal with
China. Both sides must go out of their way to avoid taking actions together that
might provoke China. Indo-U.S. cooperation should be necessarily discreet.
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