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EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE

An exclusive economic zone (EEZ) is a seazone
prescribed by the United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea over which a state has special rights
over the exploration and use of marine resources,
including energy production from water and wind. It
stretches from the baseline out to 200 nautical miles
from its coast. In colloquial usage, the term may include
the continental shelf. The term does not include either
the territorial sea or the continental shelf beyond the
200 n.m. limit. The Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)
comprises an area which extends either from the coast,
or in federal systems from the seaward boundaries of
the constituent states (3 to 12 nautical miles, in most
cases) (370 kilometres) off the coast. Within this area,
nations claim and exercise sovereign rights and
exclusive fishery management authority over all fish
and all Continental Shelf fishery resources. The
difference between the territorial sea and the exclusive
economic zone is that the first confers full sovereignty
over the waters, whereas the second is merely a
“sovereign right” which refers to the coastal state’s
rights below the surface of the sea. The surface waters,
as can be seen in the map, are international waters.

India thus obtained a wide exclusive economic zone
(EEZ) of about 2.172-million km2 in the sea all along
the 7500 km long coastline around her. The living and
nonliving resources in this zone, which measures about
two-third of the landmass of the country, are exclusive
to India, so also the trading and transport facilities
navigated through this area. Moreover several million
people living along the coastline are directly influenced
by oceanography of the EEZ, various environmental
hazards and related social issues. Hence from geo-
scientific angle, the first thing needed for India is to
comprehensively map the entire EEZ, and to start with,
detailed swath bathymetry map with near- complete
coverage needs to be prepared. Second round of
activities should focus on to understand the natural
processes that have been active in EEZ through
systematic scientific research. Demarcation and
sustainable exploitation of non-living resources of this

zone could form the third set of activities. Encouraged
by the bountiful resources that EEZ can generate,
several coastal countries have initiated major dedicated
exploration program to know their own backyard.
Besides oceanographic research and harvesting of
resources, such efforts would help defense,
communication and navigation. The National Institute
of Oceanography (NIO) has initiated the process to
explore the EEZ of India using state-of-the-art
multibeam swath bathymetry system over the next 6
years. The plan includes spending more than 1800 ship
days at sea, with about 75% time using for multibeam
echosounder surveys. The rest of the cruise time shall
be used for seafloor sampling and other miscellaneous
needs. The enormous task of EEZ mapping shall be
carried out in collaboration with other national institutions,
like NIOT (Chennai), NCAOR (Vasco), GSI and
Universities. During this project, the physiographic
features in the EEZ including their formation and
evolution shall be studied in detail. The sedimentological
studies should help understand various sedimentary
regimes, sediment transport dynamics, biogeochemistry
and provenance characteristics. It is also proposed to
also carry out paleoclimatic studies that should provide
information on the monsoon characteristics, riverine
inputs and Himalayan tectonics in the past. The search
for the indication of mineral resources in the EEZ should
be a continuing part of this activity. It is believed that
this systematic approach of data gathering, map
preparation and laboratory research should help
understand the integrated evolution of Indian EEZ, and
assess possibility of sustainable use of non-living
resources in future.

LOCATION OF INDIA IN INDIAN OCEAN

Why does New Delhi care about the Indian Ocean
region?

India is, after all, a large nation, a subcontinent in
itself. Why is it driven to exercise itself in a larger arena,
one larger in fact than the South Asian subregion?

The reality is that while India is a “continental”
power, it occupies a central posi-ition in the 10 region, a
fact that will exercise an increasingly profound influence

10. MARITIME REGULATION
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on indeed almost determine— India’s security
environment. Writing in the 1940s, K. M. Pannikar
argued that “while to other countries the Indian Ocean
is only one of the important oceanic areas, to India it is
a vital sea. Her lifelines are concentrated in that area,
her freedom is dependent on the freedom of that wa-
iter surface. No industrial development, no commercial
growth, no stable politiical structure is possible for her
unless her shores are protected.” India is, strategically
located vis-a-vis both continental Asia as well as the
Indian Ocean Region.

From India’s perspective, key security
considerations include: the accessibility of the Indian
Ocean to the fleets of the world’s most powerful states;
the large Islamic populations on the shores of the ocean
and in-its hinterland; the oil wealth of the Persian Gulf;
the proliferation of conventional military power and
nuclear weapons among the region’s states; jthe
importance of key straits for India’s maritime security;
and the historical tendency of continental Asian peoples
or powers (the Indo-Aryans, the Mongols, Russia) to
spill periodically out of Inner Asia in the direction of the
Indian Ocean.The position of India in this environment
has sometimes been compared to that of Italy in the
Mediterranean, only on an immense scale. Indians live
in uncertain times and in a rough neighborhood. A scan
of the littoral shows that, with the exception of a few
countries-, all others are afflicted with one or more of
the ailments of poverty, backwardness, fundamentalism,
terrorism or internal insurgency. A number of territorial
and maritime disputes linger on Most of the conflicts
since the end of the Cold War have also taken place in
or around the Indian Ocean region. Confronted by this
environment, India like other states that are
geographically large and also ambitiousbelieves that its
security will be best guaranteed by enlarging its security
perimeter and, specifically, achieving a position of
inifluence in the larger region that encompasses the
Indian Ocean. Especially powerful states are strongly
inclined to seek regional hegemony.

Unsurprisingly, India regards the Indian Ocean as
its backyard and deems it both natural and desirable
that India function as, eventually, the leader and the
predominant influence in this region—the world’s only
region and ocean named after a single state. This is
what the United States set out to do in North America

and the Western Hemisphere at an early stage in
America’s “rise to power”: “American foreign policy
throughout the nineteenth century had one overarching
goal: achieving hegemony in the Western Hemisphere.”
Similarly, in the expansive view of many Indians, India’s
security perimeter should extend from the Strait of
Malacca tothe Strait of Hormuz and from the coast of
Africa to the western shores of Australia. For some
Indians, the emphasis is on the northern Indian Ocean,
but for others the realm includes even the “Indian
Ocean” coast of Antarctica.

In this same vein, Indian scholar judges that “a
rising India will aspire to become the regional hegemon
of South Asia and the Indian Ocean Region, and an
extraregional power in the Middle East, Central Asia
and Southeast Asia. Ceteris paribus, a rising India will
try to establish re-igional hegemony just like all the other
rising powers have since Napoleonic times, with the
long term goal of achieving great power status on an
Asian and perhaps even global scale.”

The strength of India, so many strategists thought,
alone prevented Russia from spilling through the
Himalayan passes into Southeast Asia, and the
preoccupaitions of generals in Simla were important to
the whole world.

A second motive for India, and one obviously
related to the foregoing, stems from anxiety about the
role, or potential role, of external powers in the Indian
Ocean. The Indian Maritime Doctrine asserts: “All
major powers of this century will seek a toehold in the
Indian Ocean Region. Thus, Japan, the EU, and China,
and a reinvigorated Russia can be expected to show
presence in these waters either independently or through
politico-security arrangements.” There is, moreover, “an
increasing tendency of extra regional powers of military
intervention in [10] littoral counitries to contain what
they see as a conflict situation.’’

India’s concern about external powers in the Indian
Ocean mainly relates to China and the United States.
The Sinoflhdian relationship has improved since India’s
war with China in 1962 and the Indian prime minister’s
1998 letter to the U.S. president justifying India’s nuclear
tests in terms of the Chinese “threat,”

However, and notwithstanding the probably
episodic progress registered of late, China and India
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likely will remain lohg-term rivals, vying for the same
strateigic space in Asia.

India cannot help but be wary of the growing
capability of China’s navy and of Beijing’s growing
maritime presence. In the Bay of Bengal and Arabian
Sea, especially, New Delhi is sensitive to a variety of
Chinese naval or maritime activities that observers have
characterized collecitively as a “string of pearls” strategy
or a “preparation of the battlefield.” For Beijing, this
process has entailed achieving the capability, and thereby
the opition, to deploy or station naval power in this region
in the future. A key focus in this connection is Burma
(Myanmar), where Chinese engineers and military
personnel have long been engaged in airfield, road,
railroad, pipeline, and port construction aimed at better
connecting China with the Indian Ocean, both by sea
and directly overland.

Some of this activity, moreover, spills over onto
Burma’s offshore islands, including St. Matthews, near
the mouth of the Malacca Strait, and the Coco Islands
(Indian until their transfer to Burma in the 1950s), in
the Bay of Bengal. On the latter, China is suspected of
maintaining a communications monitoring facility that
collects intelligence on Indian naval operations and
missile testing. In addition to this “presence” in Burma,
China is pursuing a variety of infraistructure links with
Southeast Asia through the Greater Mekong Subregion
proigram and is building container ports in Bangladesh
at Chittagong, and in Sri Lanka at Hambantota—directly
astride the main east-west shipping route across the
Indian Ocean. Elsewhere, and perhaps most ominously
for India, China is constructing a large new naval base
for Pakistan at Gwadar.

India also remains somewhat nervous about the
large U.S. military presence in the Indian Ocean to
India’s west—in the Arabian Sea and the Persian Gulf.
On the other hand, the continuing development of ties
with the United States lately seems to have moderated
Indian sensitivity to the U.S. presence in the Ara-ibian
Sea.

A third factor animating Indian interest in the Indian
Ocean region is anxiety about the threat posed by
Pakistan and, more broadly, Islam in a region that is
home to much of the world’s Muslim population.
Formerly this may not have been an important

consideration. Today, however, Islamic civilization often
finds itself at odds with the West and with largely Hindu
India, and this conflict frequently will play out in the
Indian Ocean region.

A fourth motive for India in the Indian Ocean is
energy. As the fourth-largest economy (in purchasing-
power-parity terms) in the world, and one almost 70
percent dependent on foreign oil (the figure is expected
to rise to 85 percent by 2020), India has-«,n oil stake in
the region that is significant and growing . Some Indian
security analysts foresee energy security as India’s
primary strategic concern in the next twenty-five years
and believe-it must place itself on a virtual wartime
footing to address it. India must protect its Offshore oil
and gas fields, ongoing deep-sea oil drilling projects in
its vast exclusive economic zone, and an extensive
infrastructure of shore and offshore oil and gas wells,
pumping stations and telemetiy posts, ports and pipeline
grids, and refineries. Addi-itionally, Indian public and
private-sector oil companies have invested several billion
dollars in recent years in oil concessions in foreign
countries, many of them in the region, including Sudan,
Yemen, Iran, Iraq, and Burma. These in-ivestments are
perceived to need military protection.

The foregoing con-siderations are the primary ones
for India in the region. However, there also are important
com-iinercial reasons for New Delhi to pur-isue a robust
Indian Ocean strategy. In the Indian view, “the maritime
‘arc from the Gulf through the Straits of Sea of Japan
is the equivalent of the New Silk Route, and total trade
on this arc is U.S. $1,800 billion.” In addition, large
numbers of-overseas Indians-life in the region—3.5
million in the Gulf and Arab countries; they, and their
remittances, constitute a factor in Indian security
thinking.

In light of these interests, India is pursuing a variety
of policies aimed at imiproving its strategic situation and
at ensuring that its fears in the theater are not realized.
To these ends, New Delhi is forging a web of
partnerships with certain littoral states and major
external powers, according to India’s foreign secretary,
to increase Indian influence in the region, acquire “more
strategic space’ and “strategic autonomy,” and create
a safety cushion for itself. To spread its leverage, from
Iran to Myanmar and Vietnam, India is mixing innovative
diplomatic cocktails that blend trade agreements, direct
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investment, military exercises, aid funds, energy
cooperation and infrastructure-building. In addition, India
is developing more capable naval and air forces, and it
is utiliz-iing these forces increasingly to shape India’s
strategic environment.

WHAT CAN WE EXPECT OF INDIA IN THE
INDIAN OCEAN?

Over the past few years, India has placed itself
on a path to achieve, potentially, the regional influence
in the Indian Ocean to which it has aspired. To this end,
New Delhi has raised its profile and strengthened its
position in a variety of naitions on the littoral, especially
Iran, Sri Lanka, Burma, Singapore, Thailand, and most
of the ocean’s small island nations. India also has
become a more palpable presence in key maritime zones,
particularly the Bay of Bengal and the Andaman Sea.
Of equal or greater importance, India’s links with the
most important exter-inal actors in the Indian Ocean—
the United States, Japan, Israel, and France also have
been strengthened. These are significant achievements,
and they derive from India’s growing economic clout
and from a surer hand visible today in Inidian diplomacy.

Gaps inevitably remain in India’s strategic posture.
New Delhi will need to strengthen further its hand in
coastal Africa and the Arabian Peninsula. More work
also will be required to upgrade still somewhat distant
relationships with Australia and Indonesia. At the same
time, India will need to be more skillful than it has been
in cultivating or “compelling” better relations with, and
an environment more attuned to Indian interests in,
Pakistan and Bangladesh. Fur-ither, much will depend
on the performance of the Indian economy and on In-
idia’s ability to avoid domestic communal discord.
Another variable will be the extent to which other states
particularly China and the United States but also
Pakistan and others in southern Asia are willing or able
to offer serious resis-ttance to India’s ambitions. The
future of political Islam is another wild card. However,
barring a halt to globalization one of the megatrends of
the contem-iporary world, the rise of India in the 10 is
fairly certain.

That will have a transforming effect in the Indian
Ocean basin and eventually the world. In the region,
the rise of India will play a key role in the gradual inte-
igration of the various lands and peoples of this basin.
Whether in the Arabian Sea or the Bay of Bengal, this

trend while still nascent is already evident. The long-
term result will be a more prosperous and globally more
influential region.

India’s rise in the Indian Ocean also will have
important implications for the West and China. Perhaps
most significantly, New Delhi’s ascent suggests strongly
that the ongoing reordering of the asymmetric
relationship between the West and Asia will be centered
as much in the Indian Ocean_as in East Asia. It was in
the 10, moreover, that the effects of Western power
first made themselves manifest in the centuries after
1500. On one hand, it would therefore not be sur-iprising
if it were here that the Western tide first receded. On
the other, India’s role will for a long time to come be no
longer in opposition to the United States but in
cooperation with it.

Moreover, its rise will be welcomed by the United
States and other “Western states” to the extent that it
counteracts the challenge posed by China, the world’s
other salient rising power. Seen from Beijing, the rise
of India in the Indian Ocean will be an opportunity but,
even more, a challenge. A strong and influen-itial India
will mean a more multipolar world, and this is consistent
with Chinese interests. Nonetheless, as China
increasingly regards India not Japan as its main Asian
rival, India’s rise in the Indian Ocean also will be
disturbing. As has been the case with virtually all great
powers, an India that has consolidated power in its own
region will be tempted to exercise power farther afield,
including East Asia.

The Indian Ocean is the third largest of the world’s
oceanic divisions, covering approximately 20% of the
water on the Earth’s surface. It is bounded by Asia
including India, after which the ocean is named on the
north, on the west by Africa, on the east by Australia,
and on the south by the Southern Ocean (or, depending
on definition, by Antarctica).

As one component of the World Ocean, the Indian
Ocean is delineated from the Atlantic Ocean by the
20° east meridian running south from Cape Agulhas,
and from the Pacific Ocean by the meridian of 146°55'
east. The northernmost extent of the Indian Ocean is
approximately 30° north in the Persian Gulf. The ocean
is nearly 10,000 km (6200 mi) wide at the southern tips
of Africa and Australia, and its area is 73,556,000 km2
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(28,350,000 mi2), including the Red Sea and the Persian
Gulf.

The Indian Ocean’s volume is estimated to be
292,131,000 km3 (70,086,000 mi3).[9] Small islands dot
the continental rims. Island nations within the ocean
are Madagascar (the world’s fourth largest island),
Comoros, Seychelles, Maldives, Mauritius, and Sri
Lanka. The archipelago of Indonesia borders the ocean
on the east.

13th Council of Ministers Meeting of the Indian
Ocean Rim Association

Indian Ocean Rim Association (IORA) held its
13th Council of Ministers meeting in Perth, Australia
on 1 November 2013. On the occasion, India handed
over the chair of the IORA to Australia. India chaired
the IORA, since 2011. The thirteenth Council of
Ministers’ Meeting was visited by the member states
Foreign Ministers namely Australia, Bangladesh,
Comoros, India, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Mauritius, Mozambique, Oman, Seychelles,
Singapore, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Thailand,
United Arab Emirates and Yemen.Perth Principles

• Reiterating that IORA is the apex pan-regional
organisation for the Indian Ocean.

• Recalling the six priority areas of cooperation
agreed at the eleventh COMM (Council of
Ministers’ Meeting) in Bengaluru, namely:
Maritime Safety and Security; Trade and
Investment Facilitation; Fisheries Management;
Disaster Risk Management; Academic and Science
and Technology Cooperation; and Tourism and
Cultural Exchanges.

• Recalling Also our desire to promote the sustainable
growth and balanced development of the Indian
Ocean region and IORA Member States, and to
create common ground for regional economic
cooperation.

• Committed to promoting cooperation and
collaboration between IORA and other Indian
Ocean regional stakeholders including Dialogue
Partner States and other regional and international
forums.

• Reaffirming our commitment to the Charter of the
United Nations, to the Charter of IORA, and to
the applicable principles of international law.

• Reaffirming Also our commitment to ‘The Future
We Want’, as adopted at the 2012 United Nation
as Conference on Sustainable Development, and
to the protection, restoration, health, productivity
and resilience of the Indian Ocean and its
resources.

• Recognising that the United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea provides the legal
framework for the conservation and sustainable
use of the oceans and their resources and plays a
vital role in maintaining peaceful cooperation and
stability across the Indian Ocean.

ABOUT THEIORA

The IOR-ARC was formally launched at the first
Ministerial Meeting in Mauritius on 6 - 7 March 1997.
This meeting adopted the IOR-ARC Charter, and
determined a number of administrative and procedural
matters.

The apex body of the IOR-ARC is the Council of
(Foreign) Ministers (COM). The meeting of the COM
is preceded by the meetings of the Indian Ocean Rim
Academic Group (IORAG), Indian Ocean Rim Business
Forum (IORBF), Working Group on Trade and
Investment (WGTI), and the Committee of Senior
Officials (CSO). The Coordinating Secretariat of IOR-
ARC is located at Ebene, Mauritius. Apart from a
Secretary-General, its present staff strength at the
executive level includes two Directors and eight local
staff.

IORA was formerly known as IOR-ARC (Indian
Ocean Rim Association for Regional Cooperation).

MEMBERS OF IORA (IOR-ARC)

The Indian Ocean Rim-Association for Regional
Cooperation (IOR-ARC), initially known as the Indian
Ocean Rim Initiative, is an International/Diplomatic
Organization with 20 Member States namely Australia,
Bangladesh, Comoros, India, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mozambique, Oman,
Seychelles, Singapore, South Africa, Sri Lanka,
Tanzania, Thailand, Arab Emirates and Yemen.

Whereas the China, Egypt, France, Japan, United
Kingdom and the United States of America are
Dialogue Partners of the IOR-ARC. The Indian Ocean
Tourism Organisation (IOTO) and Indian Ocean
Research Group (IORG) have been granted Observer
Status.
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CONSTITUTIONAL BASIS

Traditionally, foreign policy-making in European
countries was the concern of concerned foreign office
and the minister-in-charge. Secrecy was the motto of
foreign policy-making. Neither the public opinion was
allowed to be formulated nor even national parliaments
normally debated foreign policies. But, in a parliamentary
democracy as in India decision-making in foreign policy
is highly diffused. It is difficult to decide as to who makes
a policy decision, and at what level was it decided. Thus,
it is necessary for us to know foreign policy decision-
making process. When we use the term ‘process’ it
can suggest that decision-making is a smooth flow
amongst the predetermined participants. But often,
foreign policy-making is a zigzag process. All
participants do not necessarily participate in all decision-
making. Yet it is accurate to say that foreign policy in
Inefe, broadly speaking, is finalised by the Council of
Ministers headed by the Prime Minister.

Cabinet is the inner circle of the Council of
Ministers. But even Cabinet is too large a body to take
all policy decisions. The Cabinet has a sub-committee
called Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS), which
decides most of the issues affecting vital foreign policy
and national security issues. Thus within the government
it is this CCS that grves final shape to foreign policy
and security related issues.

Foreign policy making is a highly complex and
complicated process. It requires expert knowledge and
its application. The simple reason is that since foreign
policy is in relation to another state or states, their
behaviour is not under the control of India. The Indian
policy makers can only make an intelligent guess about
the likely behaviour of another state in a particular case.

The Ministry of External Affairs (MEA) is the
ministry in the government that is expected to provide
intelligent, accurate answers to the questions above as
it is supposed to be the storehouse of expert knowledge
on foreign affairs. The Minister of External Affairs
(sometimes called Foreign Minister) is the head of the
MEA. He is the political appointee, member of the
Cabinet, not necessarily an expert in foreign affairs

decision-making. But, all policy and decisions
recommended by the experts in the Ministry are cleared,
or modified, by the Minister before their implementation.
Several policy decisions cleared by the Minister require
final approval of the Cabinet.

The Indian Foreign Service (IF S) officials, selected
through the competitive examinations conducted by the
Union Public Service Commission, primarily man the
MEA. The Foreign Secretary is a very senior and
experienced IFS officer, and the permanent head of
the Ministry. He is an important adviser to the Foreign
Minister. There are two other senior officials to assist
the Foreign Secretary known as Foreign Secretary
(West), and Foreign Secretary (East).

These officials normally are very senior persons
chosen to head the work in MEA. There are three
additional secretaries to assist Foreign Secretary. The
work of MEA is divided into 24 divisions. Ajoint
secretary heads each division. There are 12 territorial
divisions, dealing with a group of countries belonging to
a limited region like Canada and America, Latin
American and Caribbean countries, Gulf, East Asia etc.
There are eleven functional divisions like Protocol,
External Publicity, Historical, Policy Planning, and the
UN etc. There is one administrative division, which does
a kind of house keeping work of the MEA itself.

Parliament is a representative body of the people.
Thus, the ultimate control over the government policy-
making including foreign policy rests with the
Parliament. On several foreign policy-related issues as
listed in the Union List, the Parliament has exclusive
power to enact legislation. For instance these include,
diplomatic, consular and trade representation, war and
peace, the United Nations, citizenship, naturalisation etc.

The Parliament has the power to approve treaties.
But it is the Union Government, which determines the
basic contents of treaties and seeks final approval of
the Parliament. During Nehru’s time, parliament was
able to exercise its influence over India’s China policy.
It was under the pressure of the Parliament and the
President that Nehru was forced to relieve Krishna
Menon of his Defence portfolio.

11. FOREIGN POLICY OF INDIA
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In a coalition government that we are familiar with
since 1996, it is prudent for the PM to take people’s
representatives into confidence. During the Gulf War
II by the US—led alliance against Iraq in March 2003,
the NDA government was keen to pursue what Prime
Mini ster Atal Behari Vajpayee called ‘middle path’ of
not offendttlg the US by not taking any hard line against
the war but at the same time asking Iraq to fully
cooperate with the UN in destroying the weapons of
mass destruction. However, the Parliament insisted on
a resolution condemning/ deploring American military
intervention in Iraq.

Second, Parliament has control over the money
that is spent to run the foreign policy and national
security establishments in the country. But parliamentary
control over the funds appropriated is perfunctory. The
budget and appropriations for individual ministries like
External Affairs and Defence are often rushed through
in the Parliament.

The third area of parliamentary influence is through
debate over the policy issues. All the parliamentary
devices of generating a discussion in the Parliament,
like calling attention notice, adjournment, questions etc.,
are also available in foreign affairs to the Members of
Parliament. However, the discussion and debates in the
Parlfament over the foreign policy issues is always
perfunctory. There are two main reasons for the lack
of interest amongst the MPs beyond their general rural
background and lower level of general education in
international affairs. One reason is that in reality
Parliament is a large body—Lok Sabha consisting of
over 500 and Rajya Sabha consisting of250 people—
such a body cannot effectively make policy, let alone
decide.

If the large number is one reason for the
Parliament’s inability to formulate nation’s policy, the
second reason is that they do not have basic political
interest to pursue foreign affairs and defence matters
in the Parliament. The question is by performing good
role as an effective MP in foreign affairs, he is not going
to get a few additional votes in the next election. On
the other hand, if he is effective in getting an arms depot
in his constituency or an ammunition- manufacturing
factory, he can generate employment for the people
and get additional votes from his grateful voters. By

and large, the MPs lack knowledge and information
necessary to effectively discuss and suggest even-
alternate policy options to government. This is not an
insurmountable problem; if given an expert advice, they
can discuss foreign policy effectively. But the political
will always seems to be lacking.

Yet, Parliament exercises broad influence by
determining the general parameters of policy beyond
which a government cannot proceed. Occasionally, their
influence on the foreign policy directions of the country
is much more than that. But for long there was no strong
link between the MEA or foreign policy formulation and
Parliament despite the fact that the foreign minister is a
member of the Parliament. The only link has been
through the Parliamentary Consultative Committee on
External Affairs. Such a committee also exists relating
to Defence.

FACTORS CONTROLLING FOREIGN
POLICY

There are several factors that have influenced,
and continue to influence, the shaping of India’s foreign
policy. Some of these factors are of permanent nature
while others change with the time. In this section, we
will discuss major determinants of India’s foreign policy,
viz. geography, history and culture, domestic situation,
external environment, etc.

GEOGRAPHY

India’s geographical size and location have played
vital role in shaping its foreign policy. India is very big in
size; it is the seventh largest in the world with nearly 3
million square kilometres of territory. On its north, its
boundaries are associated with the world famous
Himalayan mountain range. It has 15,000 kms long land
boundaries with Pakistan in the West, Bhutan, China
and Nepal in the North, and Bangladesh and Myanmar
in the East. Afghanistan and the former Soviet Union
are in the immediate vicinity of Jammu & Kashmir.

India has 7,500 kms of coastline touched by the
waters of the Indian Ocean on three sides of its territory.
Most of India’s foreign trade is routed through the Indian
Ocean just as the Indian harbours witness dense traffic
of merchant ships proceeding from or towards Europe,
West Asia, Southeast Asia and East Asian regions;
hence geopolitical and geo-strategic significance of the
ocean to India’s external relations. As you will recall,
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the Indian Ocean brought the colonial rule of the French,
British, Dutch and the Portuguese to India and East
Asia during the 17-19th centuries. Clearly India’s foreign
policy has perceived the need to ensure that its northern
frontiers along with territorial waters in the Indian Ocean
remain peaceful and free from foreign military build
up. India’s vast coastline necessitates not only a powerful
navy, but also friendly relations with other naval powers
present in the Indian Ocean. These include Britain as
well as the United States, which have a powerful naval
base at Diego Garcia.

The location of the country is also notable.
Belonging to South Asia, India lies in the heart of the
biggest continent, Asia. Although India was victim of
Chinese and Pakistani military attacks, it is in its interest
that the channels of communication are kept open. India
therefore seeks that problems with these neighbours
are amicably settled. In keeping with the fact that India
is the gateway of both South-East Asia and the West
Asia, India’s”security and vital interests are closely knit
with the peace and stability in the larger region of Asia.
As such, India keeps close relations with regional
powers such as Iran, IridonesiayMalaysia, Indonesia,
Japan, Vietnam, etc. India has followed the Look East
Policy and is developing economic as well as strategic
relations with the ASEAN countries.

HISTORY AND TRADITION

India’s foreign policy provides a mirror to its
historical heritage. India never mounted aggressive
campaigns outside the country for territorial expansion.
Indeed it was targeted in a series of invasions and alien
rule, although notably the ruling dynasties made the
country their “ home and adapted themselves to local
customs and traditions. The British colonial empire was
consolidated through deliberate policy of pitting the native
kingdoms against one another in battles that bled winners
and losers alike. This experience as a victim of wars
has turned India’s foreign policy anti-war in nature.
Moreover, the legacy of the non-violent freedom struggle
launched under the leadership of Gandhi and his
lieutenants was bound to be evident in its foreign policy.

Particularly, the values that have helped in shaping
India’s foreign policy are tolerance, non-violence and
universal brotherhood. Most of the leaders of freedom
movement were educated in Britain or were exposed

to the system of liberal education. They valued liberty,
equality and democracy. These ideals are embedded in
the Indian foreign policy. While cooperating with liberal
democratic countries, India did not oppose the socialist
countries either The policy of non-alignment is not only
an outcome of keeping aloof from bloc politics, but is
also in accordance with the goals and ideals of freedom
struggle cherished by our people.

The impact of the British rule in India and the
influence of national movement and freedom struggle
are clearly evident in the shaping of India’s foreign
policy. The British rule in India had a two-fold impact
on India’s foreign policy. Firstly, it gave a stimulus to
the national movement for freedom which in turn led to
India’s support for the freedom of dependent peoples;
secondly, racial inequality that existed during the British
rule made India commit itself to root out the evils of
racial discrimination.

These idealistic notions notwithstanding, the realist
legacy left behind by ancient scholars of statecraft like
Kautilya too have an important bearing on the country’s
approach towards safeguarding its vital interests by
coercion if necessary. Leaders of India like Jawaharlal
Nehru and Indira Gandhi candidly acknowledged the
limitations of idealism to guide state policy at critical
junctures. The action that India took in Goa (1961) and
Bangladesh (1971) situations symbolised pragmatism.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The possession of raw materials and natural
resources and the compulsions of economic
development also determine the course of a country’s
foreign policy. Low economic profile could impinge on
a country’s ability to play an influential and effective
role in foreign affairs.

Despite progress made in the fields of agriculture,
literacy, science and technology, there is no denying that
India lags far behind in development. The bulk of its
growing population finds it difficult to cater to basic
necessities like food, shelter and clothing. After
Independence, it was clear to our leaders that the country
needs help from foreign governments in respect of
transfer of funds, import of equipment and finished goods,
export of Indian commodities and goods, training of
technical personnel, etc. In an ideologically polarised
world, India needed friendship and goodwill from both
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the free market economies in the West as well as the
Socialist world led by the former Soviet Union. By
adopting the policy of non-alignment, India hoped for
assistance from both the camps. As a parallel to that
external policy, India has adopted a mixed economy
approach that combined public sector with heavy state
investment in infrastructure areas while a strong private
sector flourished in an array of other areas.

India’s economic linkages with the erstwhile
colonial ruler, the United Kingdom guided Nehru to forge
friendly contacts with that country both bilaterally and
within the Commonwealth grouping. Vast portion of
India’s trade involving export of raw materials like
cotton, tea and import of heavy machinery and
technology has been with the United States and West
European countries. These countries have come forward
with generous grants and loans for various proj ects,
apart from facilitating multilateral funding through the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. The
former Soviet Union too emerged as a key partner in
defence and other aspects of foreign trade on
favourable terms.

Also notably, heavy dependence on oil for
:
 industrial

and economic needs has brought special focus on
relations with oil-rich Arab countries in West Asia, apart
from working for stable supplies and prices of oil in
global market.

At a different level, the economic conditions of
the country provide inputs to India’s foreign policy to
argue for casing of economic disparities between the
developed and the less developed countries and for
greater economic relationships among the developing
countries themselves.

NATURE OF LEADERSHIP

The personal qualities of leaders guiding the destiny
of a nation at a given time tend to shape that country’s
foreign policy in a particular direction. The country’s
first prime minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, who steered
“India’s policy for more than one and a half decades,
was widely regarded as internationalist in outlook, with
a preference for enlightened, rather than narrow or self-
centred, approach to problems. He was indeed regarded
as among the tallest of visionaries in his times.
Understandably, therefore India’s foreign policy during
his tenure was more committed to the collective good

of the comity of nations in relation to concerns like world
peace and disarmament. Panchsheel was a typical
representation of the Nehruvian outlook to approaching
problems with other countries.

Quite contrasting is the case of the influence of
his daughter, Indira Gandhi. By nature she came out as
a strong and decisive personality. Her proclivity to be
pragmatic and sensitivity to the imperatives of vital
national interests left an imprint on reorienting the foreign
policy along the lines of realism, more than idealism.
This is how India’s policy with reference to the liberation
of Bangladesh, non-accession to Non-Proliferation
Treaty, and strengthening of ties with the former Soviet
Union may be viewed. Again, the reputed qualities as a
moderate of Atal Behari Vaj payee are said to have
influenced the policy of engagement with Pakistan and
the United States.

DOMESTIC MILIEU

No country’s foreign policy can be immune from
the influence of the dynamics within. Indeed it is an
important determinant of foreign policy. The domestic
milieu refers to, inter alia, the nature of governing system,
the political culture including the policies of political
parties, public opinion, etc. tradition, structure of
government and enlightened leadership.

Independent India is a living example of ‘unity in
diversity’. Having won freedom from British after non-
violent struggle, India chose a democratic system that
could offer adequate representation to diversities of all
kinds—regional, religious, and cultural. The executive
is accountable to people’s representatives who are
chosen in periodical exercise of franchise. India’s
political system was based (and is still based) on
Westminster model of parliamentary democracy.
However much the executive would like to view foreign
policy as its prerogative, parliamentary control over the
executive has opened channels for influencing the
country’s foreign policy. In general, fortunately, India’s
foreign policy reflected the national consensus cutting
across political differences between the ruling side and
the opposition. Non-alignment policy is a clear example
here. This, however, is not to say that the parliament
and prime minister always looked eye to eye on all
foreign policy issues all the time. Even during the time
of Nehru, who had exercised more discretion than any
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other prime minister, parliament sought to assert itself
in respect of his policy vis-a-vis the boundary dispute
with China and the Goa question in the late 1950s.
Recently in 2003, again, India’s approach to the Iraq
problem was very much dictated by the sentiments
articulated in parliament in as much the government
agreed to become party in “deploring” the American
military action against Iraq.

The political parties too at the time of elections
take positions on-foreign policy matters in their
respective manifestoes. There are varied views
expressed by the BJP at one end and the Communist
Party (Marxist) at the other concerning
globalisation^%Vorld Trade Organisation and several
other issues. Similarly, some of the regional parties like
those in Tamil Nadu (DMK, AIADMK, MDMK, etc.),
and Jammu and Kashmir (the National Conference)
for instance have come to determine the country’s policy
toward Sri Lanka and Pak istan respectively.

Public opinion ventilated through media and other
channels and the activities of interest/ pressure groups
like the friendship societies or the business associations
have gained importance as determinants of India’s
foreign polity. The two most notable examples of the
role played by the television and print media in making
India respond the way it did related to the hij acking of
Indian Airlines plane to Kandahar in 1999 and the official
announcement of decision not to accede to the United
States request for sending troops to post-iwar Iraq.

India’s foreign policy faces five important
challenges in the years to come: (1) the creation of an
area of peace and prosperity in the South-Asian
Subcontinent; (2) the construction of a stable
architecture for peace and cooperation in Asia; (3) the
peaceful management of Asia’s maritime commons; (4)
a new internationalism that will be shaped by a
deepening integration with the global economy and an
effective contribution to the management of global
problems; and (5) a clear line between celebrating its
own democratic values and imposing them on others.

The word ‘new’ in the title of this analysis refers
to the substantive changes in India’s foreign policy
orientation in recent years. While the notion of ‘non-
alignment’ continues to animate the domestic and
international discourse on India’s foreign policy, Delhi’s

international engagement has significantly evolved over
the past two decades. India’s perception of itself and
its role in the world have been dramatically transformed.

If change, indeed, has been the central theme of
India’s foreign policy in recent years, nowhere is it more
evident than in its relations with the great powers.
During the Cold War, India steadily drifted towards the
Soviet Union and its relations with all the other major
centres of power -the US, Western Europe, China and
Japan- remained underdeveloped. However, from being
‘estranged democracies’ just a few years ago, India
and the US are now locked in an unprecedented
engagement, at once intense and expansive. After the
prolonged chill in India’s bilateral relations with China
from the 1960s to the 1980s, Beijing is now India’s largest
trading partner in goods, and while it is building strategic
partnerships with the EU and Japan, India has also
managed to hold on to its special relationship with post
Soviet Russia.

Nevertheless, while change has been the trend of
the times, the foreign policies of large countries like
India are always rooted in a set of core values. These
do not change with the usual turnover of governments
and leaders and nor do they alter much over time. India’s
commitment to internationalism, independence of
judgement in the conduct of external relations, support
for world democratisation and contributions to the
maintenance of international peace and security are
enduring legacies of India’s national movement and
enjoy strong bipartisan support.

India’s foreign policy in the 21st century will
remain rooted in these core values, but it must
necessarily adapt to changing external circumstances
and its shifting domestic needs. Its main purpose,
however, will remain the same: the creation of a
favourable external environment for the rapid
improvement of the living standards of the Indian people.

Despite considerable change in Indian foreign
policy in recent years, there is much impatience among
the friends of India in the West, who consider that India
must do a lot more on the world stage and do so swiftly.
Unlike autocratic and authoritarian societies, where a
strong ruler can rapidly turn the fundamentals of a
nation’s foreign policy on their head, the adaptation of
democracies to external and internal change is
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incremental and slow. While change occurs slowly, India
compensates by ensuring that, as a large and diverse
democracy, its foreign policy is both credible and
predictable. Despite the large multiparty coalitions that
have governed India in the past two decades, India has
managed to re-direct its internal and external orientation
on a sustained basis.

Looking ahead, it is possible to delineate five major
challenges that confront India’s foreign policy in the
early 21st century.

The Subcontinent as an Area of Peace :

The first and most important challenge for India is
the,,creation of an area of peace and prosperity in the
South-Asian subcontinent. Since’the late’1970s, the
north-western parts of the subcontinent have seen
disturbances and violent conflict that has affected not
only India but also the entire world. India’s ability to
cope with this turbulence has been undermined by its
tense relations with Pakistan; India is determined to work
with its neighbours in the region as well as with the
world’s major powers to defeat the scourge of violent
extremism that has taken root in the subcontinent’s
north-west.

India has devoted much energy -both diplomatic
and political- over the last decade to transforming its
relations with Pakistam’Three prime ministers,
representing three different political trends -Indur Kumar
Gujral. Atal Bihari Vajpayee and Manmohan Singh- have
persistently attempted to normalise the country’s ties
with Pakistan. The effort has begun to pay off. India
and Pakistan are now implementing a road map for the
comprehensive normalisation of bilateral trade relations.
They also signed an agreement in September 2012 to
liberalise a four-decade-old restrictive visa regime.

India is committed to supporting the Afghan
people’s efforts to reconstruct their war-ravaged
economy. Its interest in the security of the Afghan state
is reflected in the strategic partnership agreement signed
a year ago.

The quest to normalise India’s relations with
Pakistan and to deepen its strategic partnership with
Afghanistan are part of a single vision that seeks political
stability, economic modernisation and regional integration
in the subcontinent’s north-west.

India has been eager to work with the other major
powers in promoting regional connectivity -as reflected
by the notion of a ‘new silk road’-. Peace and prosperity
in the north-west of the subcontinent depend on India’s
success in reclaiming the region’s role as a bridge
between the different parts of Asia. India is also
unilaterally opening its markets to its other neighbours
in the subcontinent, contributing to the internal stability
and prosperity of Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Bhutan
and the Maldives.

India has demonstrated its political will to lead the
subcontinent in a positive direction. It nevertheless has
a long way to go before it can transform South Asia
into a peaceful and prosperous region.

A Stable Architecture for Peace and
Cooperation in Asia :

The second challenge for India lies in making an
effective contribution to the construction of a stable
architecture for peace and cooperation in Asia. The
idea of Asian unity and solidarity deeply influenced the
Indian national movement in the early decades of the
20th century, while promoting political solidarity and
economic cooperation within a newly liberated Asia was
one of independent India’s diplomatic initiatives. These
ideas were’far ahead of their time in the 1940s and
1950s.

More than six decades later, many of those ideas
have become a reality. Asia has never been as
integrated within and with the world as it is today. This
has generated unprecedented levels of prosperity and
the continent is once again becoming an important driving
force for the world economy. Asia’s extraordinary
accomplishments in the last few decades, however,
could easily be reversed if the region falls prey to great-
power rivalry, national chauvinism and unbridled arms
races. India needs to help prevent such an outcome by
accelerating its own economic integration in the region,
deepening its bilateral and multilateral security
partnerships, promoting an inclusive political and security
order for Asia and finding a balance between the interests
of the major powers. Above all, India must help Asia
rediscover the “universalism’ of Rabindranath Tagore
and other pioneers who made the region aware of its
shared cultural identity but refused to define it in
opposition to the West.
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Securing the Maritime Commons :

The emerging negative trends in Asia express
themselves most clearly in the maritime domain. The
intensification of territorial disputes over small islands
has begun to threaten Asian waters. China’s growing
assertiveness and America’s ‘pivot to Asia’ are likely
to herald a tense period in the region’s international
relations. At precisely the time when Asia needs to
strongly adhere to the principles of the Law of the Sea,
the legal framework for maintaining good order at sea
appears to be breaking down. Competing interpretations
of the principle of freedom of navigation are threatening
the vital lines of communication linking the different parts
of Asia and connecting it to the rest of the world.

Meanwhile, as the role of seaborne trade in the
economic life of Asia rises, all the major powers in the
region, including China and India, are strengthening their
maritime capabilities. The rise of new naval ipdwlfs in
Asia is bound to generate inevitable friction with the
US, that has long been the dominant maritime power in
the Indian and Pacific Oceans. India does not agree
with the proposition that the ,maritime politics of Asia
are a zero-sum game. Nor does it see an inevitable
confrontation between China and the US in the Indo-
Pacific.

India already cooperates with the US in wide-
ranging maritime security activities. It is also planning
to initiate “a maritime dialogue with China and to build
on the first steps towards a coordinated anti-piracy
policy in the Gulf of Aden. India has supported the
proposal of the US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
for a trilateral engagement between Washington, Beijing
and Delhi and hopes that sooner rather than later China
will agree to begin talks in such a trilateral framework.
Strong and sustained cooperation between the US, China
and India holds the key for the peaceful management
of Asia’s maritime commons.

Although some will be tempted to see such
cooperation as an attempt to impose a ‘Concert of Asia’,
since not everyone in the region agrees that a concert
of great powers, of the kind developed in Europe after
the Napoleonic wars, is the best remedy for the region.
Nevertheless, trilateral cooperation between the US,
China and India must be seen as one of the many

mechanisms that, combined, may contribute to peace
and stability in the region.

India’s New International Role :

There is considerable interest in the US and Europe
on the kind of global role that India might undertake in
the 21st century and the contribution it should make to
resolve the many global challenges now facing the world.
In India too there is an intense debate on the meaning
of Delhi’s emergence as a responsible power in the
21st century. India’s new internationalism is likely to be
shaped by two factors. The first is India’s deepening
integration into the global economy. Two decades ago
the rest of the world was not critical to India’s inward-
oriented economic strategy. After two decades of
reform, more than 40% of India’s GDP is now linked to
international trade. India needs massive amounts of
imported energy and mineral resources to sustain the
high growth rates that are so vital to its people’s well-
being. This is only one example of India’s increasing
interdependence with the rest of the world. In turn, this
makes India’s commitment to internationalism less of
an ideological conviction and more of a vital self-interest.

Equally important is the second factor. India’s
growth is not merely an additional factor in the world
economy. India’s advancement will have systemic
consequences for the world in a number of issues -
from energy security and global warming to the
management of maritime commons and global
governance. Put simply. India cannot prosper without
an effective contribution to the management of global
problems and, consequently, this raises India’s stake in
the development of multilateralism.

To be credible and effective, the multilateral
process must become more representative and take into
account the changing global distribution of power. The
current gap between the international expectation of
India’s global role and what Delhi is prepared to do is
indeed real; but India, in its own interest, is likely to
contribute more vigorously to the construction of global
norms and enforcing them.

India’s Democratic Values :

One of India’s greatest political successes since
independence has been the zealous guarding of its
democratic values. Since the end of the Cold War and
more recently in the wake of the Arab Spring, many
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questions have arisen on what democratic powers must
do to help others move towards political pluralism, the
rule of law and representative government. However,
India draws a clear line between celebrating its own
democratic values and imposing them on others, for
democracy is not a gift one people can bestow on
another. It is necessary to pause and reflect on the recent
experience in the use of external force to promote
internal change in various countries and the costs and
benefits of international intervention. As in the provision
of medical care, so in the case of the use of force to
promote democratic transformation, the guiding principle
must be a simple one? do no’harm.

Use of force, in extraordinary circumstances, has
been veiy much part of the history of international
relations. But the use of force has been successful only
when it has been accompanied by mature political
judgement and the recognition of the limits to power.
No single power or group of nations today have the
power to successfully change other societies along pre-
determined lines. The democratic powers should allow
others sufficient time and space to come to terms with
the imperative of political freedom in the quest for
economic and social modernisation. The agenda for
freedom is best served by deepening democracy in
countries like India. India is indeed ready to share its
experiences and to offer its support to those who seek
it.

India today impinges on the world in unprecedented
ways. At the same time it is increasingly dependent on
the rest of the world for its own security and prosperity.
This sets the stage for an ever larger and expanding
role for India on the world stage.

ROLE OF GEOPOLITICS IN INDIA’S
FOREIGN POLICY INDIA’S NORTHEAST

The far-flung Northeastern region (NER) is linked
to the Indian mainland by a narrow strip of land that is
the most striking feature of India’s geographical
landscape - pernicious fallout from the troubled Partition.
The NER is a victim of bad geography. But from a
geo-economic standpoint, a difficult geography can
spring up commercial surprises with developmental
spin-offs. The region is at the crossroads of India and
southeast Asia. It is a bridgehead betweenIndia and
the vibrant economies of southeast Asia, including

southern China. It shares borders with China, Myanmar,
Bangladesh, Nepal, and Bhutan and makes up close to
40% of India’s land borders with its neighbors.

It is widely known that the reasons behind the 1962
China-India border conflict were: the - problem of
entropy in China under Mao’s watch, China’s ploy to
divert India’s attention in the wake of Ne Win’s coup
and to make deeper inroads into Burma, India’s
diplomatic goof-ups, and China’s tearing hurry to
harness the then prevailing geopolitical conditions to its
benefit. But not many are aware of the fact that China
was long aggrieved of the involvement of Indian traders
in routing opium to China at the behest of their colonial
masters, and also out of their own interests. The windfall
from the opium trade was ploughed into Indian cotton
mills and banks. Following the Opium Wars, a century
of humiliation befell China.

China seeks territorial gains from India in 3
Himalayan sectors; Eastern (Asaphia sector of
Arunachal and the Fingers Area of northern Sikkim),
Central (Bara Hoti sector of Himachal), and Western
(Trig Heights and Demchok area of eastern Ladakh).
China claims Arunachal on historical grounds. India
established a presence in Tawang in 1951, when Maj.
Bob Khathing’s forces evicted the Tibetan troops based
there. But substantial deposits of oil in Arunachal can
give its claim a new dimension, since the state’s oil is
ideally located to supply Tibet and Yunnan. The 1962
war was fought on the eastern and western fronts.
Though India got a drubbing on the eastern front, the
Battle of Rezang La in the western front proved to b?
an inflection point as the Indian forces held back Chusul
from slipping into Chinese hands. Again in the fall of
1967, Indian troops repulsed intrusive attempts by the
Chinese at Nathu La and Cho La in northern Sikkim,
which was then a protectorate of India. The Wangdung
incident of 1986 was the last time China tested the
waters with India. The borders have fallen, silent since.
But this is does not imply that India should lower its
guard or go slow on defense preparedness.

China will not repeat a 1962-like stand-off for the
foreseeable future, simply because of the risks involved.
The cos’.s will far outweigh the gains. What is
predictable about war is its unpredictability. War can
begin with promise but end in disgrace. China is on
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course to becoming a global power. Until China attains
that status, it would not risk losing what it has gained,
as any prosperous nation becomes wary of losing what
it has. The next onslaught on India would inexorably
escalate into a no-holds barred conflict. China’s actions
would polarize world opinion against it, and Beijing would
be hard pressed to legitimize its actions. China is bogged
down with maritime disputes in the South China Sea
and challenged by the US’s pivot policy. It will not
militarize the border dispute with India anytime soon.
Beijing has shown a willingness in building military-to-
militaiy relations featuring lasting stability and friendly
co-operation. Both sides are set to resume the ‘Hand
in Hand’ joint military exercise this year. The Chinese
Development Bank has stepped in to invest in Indian
companies to offset some of the trade deficit that
India’is facing. China’s main intention is to prevenklndia
from becoming a combative regional power. Denial of
Chinese visas to Indian citizens of Arunachal, border
transgressions, and blocking ADB loans for development
projects in Arunachal are attempts to raise the stakes
of India’s sovereignty on Arunachal, which China calls
southern Tibet.

What is unnerving for India is China’s plans to
build dams in the upper reaches of the Brahmaputra,
which could be convulsive for the NER. Although
China’s stated position is that the projects are only run-
of-the-river power stations which will have ‘no impact
on downstream flows’, the lack of a water-sharing treaty
or a mechanism to verify Chinese claims belies such
assertions. The mere existence of a Joint Working Group
for exchange of data on water flows will not allay Indian
apprehensions of flooding and erosion during the
monsoons and leaner flows during the dry months. Both
sides must chalk out a water-sharing treaty. The Chinese
approach should be to ensure that the river water flows
are maintained in accordance with the socio-economic
needs of the people downstream and sustenance of
livelihoods. What is far more alarming is the Chinese
plan to divert the course of the Brahmaputra to the arid
north as part of the proposed South-to-North diversion
project, which for now remains shelved.Another major
concern is that of an enlarging Chinese footprint in
northeastern India’s neighborhood. Since the signing of
a defense pact in 2002, China has emerged as a key
source of weaponry for Bangladesh. China is involved

in developing ports, power plants, bridges, and road links
between Kunming and Chittagong Hill Tracts through
Myanmar. Due to its economic heft, Beijing has greater
leeway in wooing Dhaka, than Delhi, in getting ahead
with its strategic agenda in the sub-continent. Dhaka
has in the past sheltered northeastern rebels for whom
China is a reliable source of arms. The ruling
dispensation in Dhaka has cracked down on Indian
militants, assuaging most of Delhi’s security concerns.
But the trend may differ with a change of guard and
Bangladesh could turn into a conduit for Chinese
weapons. Since last summer, Beijing has stepped up its
probes for diplomatic presence in Thimphu. Beijing’s
boundary deal with Thimphu could move the border
closer to India’s, at the tri-junction in the strategic Chumbi
Valley. China is the largest investor in Myanmar and is
reportedly developing a naval base in Sittwe. By some
accounts, China is believed to have installed surveillance
facilities in the Cocos Islands, to track India’s missile
and rocket launches along its eastern coast. China has
supplied arms to both, the Tatmadaw (Myanmarese
army) and ethnic rebel groups like the United Wa State
Army (UWSA) and Kachin litispendence Army (KIA),
some of which have been sold to the northeastern rebels.
It has now emerged that China has transferred PTL02
wheeled tank destroyers and man portable air defense
systems (MANPADS) to the UWSA. What is
particularly disturbing is the prospect of such weapons
pouring into the NER.

Bangladesh is ringed by the northeastern states.
For the NER, Bangladesh serves as an outlet to the sea
and for Bangladesh, NER is the gateway to a large
market. The region, though a veritable transit hub for
trade and tourists from mainland India to southeast Asia,
has remained a laggard in terms of development mainly
due to transportation bottlenecks. Overland connectivity
of the NER with Kolkata through Bangladesh can
Unlock the geo-economic potential of the region. A large
section of people hobbled by poverty in the region are
trapped in the politics of non-engagement with
Bangladesh due to the lingering fear of a flood of
infiltrators into India, as there is no bilateral mechanism
to turn back such migrants. First, the influx of
Bangladeshi migrants is a hot-button issue, especially-
in the political discourse of Assam. The presence of
‘settlers’, a euphemism for illegal Bangladeshi migrants,
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is an accepted fact, but their numbers are disputed. The
notion of an existential crisis, in which the indigenous
people of the NER are swamped by a rapidly increasing
‘settler community’, may be overblown, but cannot be
debunked outright, as the mechanisms to detect and
deport the settlers remain toothless. Bangladesh will
consider accepting deported nationals only when there
is an economic incentive from India in doing so. This is
possible when the Indian economy is integrated with
Bangladesh in a way that the bilateral trade becomes
fairly balanced. Second, there is a sense of exasperation
arid despair in Assam that in the planned land swap
deal with Bangladesh, the state will have to part with
some of its land even though India will end up gaining
more territory. The issue must be resolved within the
ambit of an acceptable solution to those concerned, in
keeping with the sentiments of the Assamese people,
the larger national interests at stake and the geopolitical
realities of the eastern sub-continent. Third, Delhi is
fretful of the northeastern militants recouping lost
ground in Bangladesh if the BNP makes a comeback in
the upcoming polls. Fourth, there are other related
concerns like that of Islamic radicalism, gun running,
and fake Indian currency rackets. However, Delhi is
working to win bipartisan support in Dhaka for co-
operation in these areas.

Resolution of the vexed border problem between
India and Bangladesh could yield commercial dividends
for the NER by way of access to ports and land routes
of the neighboring country. India has agreed to sell
power to Bangladesh and jointly develop power projects
and rebalance the bilateral trade. India has also opened
up the land routes for Bangladesh to Nepal and Bhutan
and has sought transit rights through Bangladesh to third
countries as well as the NER through 15 road and
railway links. The bridge on the river Feni will open up
the Chittagong port to the NER. Bangladesh is a
member of the “Next 11” group of emerging economies,
which will contribute to global growth and is recognized
for its potential to re-integrate the eastern sub-continent.
Delhi has identified joint exploration and development
of oil and gas projects in Bangladesh, including the setting
up of a gas-based power plant, and talks are on for the
development of a Myanmar-Bangladesh-India gas
pipeline. The NER will expectedly be a major beneficiary
of the enhanced economic engagement. In the area of

security co-operation, both sides have deepened mil-
mil contacts by jointly holding the “Unity” series of
military exercise. In conclusion, it needs to be stressed
that the success stories of the Bangladesh Rural
Advancement Committee (BRAC) are worthy of
emulation in the NER.

PRINCIPLES AND DIMENSIONS

India’s foreign policy aims to safeguard and further
national interest in terms of protecting the country’s
political independence and promoting its external
security. As a country that freed itself from colonial
rule, India naturally wants to follow such foreign policy
that would not compromise on its existence as a free
country or give scope to other countries to dictate as to
how it should conduct itself. With the help of a successful
foreign policy, India would like to prevent or resist threats
of military attacks from foreign quarters. India’s need
for national security is placed in the wider and wiser
backdrop of the need to jointly work for security of the
whole world. In other words, it does not want other
countries to be insecure while working for its own
security. India has always desired friendly relations with
all countries, especially the major countries as well as
countries in its neighbourhood. In short, India’s foreign
policy seeks to promote world peace, work for
avoidance of dangerous wars like the two World Wars
during the first half of the 20th Century. India wants to
promote harmony and cooperation between the
countries that have ideological, political and other
differences.

As a country that suffered colonial rule and
became free after long peaceful struggle, India’s foreign
policy is committed to strive for bringing an end to
colonialism everywhere. Accordingly it has supported
freedom struggles of the peoples of Africa and Asia.
As an extension of this goal, India has been interested
to direct its foreign policy towards realisation of equal
rights of all peoples and nations without discrimination.
Therefore, India opposed the abhorrent policy of
apartheid in South Africa; it sought to protect the right
to equality under law to all people of Indian origin
wherever they are.

India’s foreign policy has another important goal,
viz. to promote the economic development of
underprivileged nations and their peoples. For this
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purpose, its foreign policy seeks to develop beneficial
relationship with the industrially advanced countries with
a view to securing necessary assistance! India’s policy
aims to cater to not just its own development needs but
also those of the newly independent poor countries in
the Third World. A more equitable economic and social
world order that would help in eventually eliminating
disease and deprivations has been a vital goal of India’s
foreign policy.

India believes in working for reduction and final
elimination of nuclear and other types of weapons of
mass destruction. India’s foreign policy principles as
enshrined in Panchsheel (1954) emphasise the
imperatives of non-aggression, non-interference, and
peaceful co-existence among countries. In short, through
foreign policy India wants to be seen as peace-loving,
mature, law- abiding and trust worthy country while
trying to benefit from friendly contacts with other
countries in the society of nations.

FIVE PRINCIPLES OF INDIA’S FOREIGN
POLICY

Underlining India’s development-centric foreign
policy, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh has enunciated
the five core principles that animate the country’s
engagement with an increasingly globalised world, which
include prioritising the economic aspirations of the over
1.2 billion Indians. Steering clear of grandiloquence,
India’s prime minister has unveiled a pragmatic vision
of the country’s foreign policy that seeks to blend the
economic imperative of unleashing prosperity without
compromising on core values of democracy, pluralism
and secularism.

First, recognition that India’s relations with the
world both major powers and our Asian neighbours are
increasingly shaped by our developmental priorities. The
single most important objective of Indian foreign policy
has to be to create a global environment conducive to
the well- being of our great country. Second, that greater
integration with the world economy will benefit India
and enable our people to realize their creative potential.

Third, we seek stable, long term and mutually
beneficial relations with all major powers. We are
prepared to work with the international community to
create a global economic and security environment
beneficial to all nations.

Fourth, we recognize that-the Indian sub-
continent’s shared destiny requires greater regional
cooperation and connectivity. Towards this end, we
must strengthen regional institutional capability and
capacity and invest in connectivity. Fifth, our foreign
policy is not defined merely by our interests, but also by
the values which are very dear to our people. He lauded
the Indian model of foreign policy, which is underpinned
by strategic autonomy, non-alignment and the resolution
of issues through diplomacy, for pursuing economic
liberation of the country within the framework of time-
tested principles of liberalism and democracy. India’s
experiment of pursuing economic development within
the framework of a plural, secular and liberal democracy
has inspired people around the world and should continue
to do so.

The last decade has witnessed major diplomatic
triumphs for the country: the sealing of a path-breaking
India-US nuclear deal which paved the way for the
country’s global nuclear rapprochement, an eventful
tenure as a non-permanent member of the UN Security
Council (2010-2012), the sealing of FTA with the 10-
nation ASEAN and at least half a dozen countries, are
just some of the achievements that have raised India’s
global stature and has made the country a key player in
shaping global debates on a gamut of cross-cutting
issues.

NON-ALIGNMENT

The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) was created
and founded during the collapse of the colonial system
and the independence struggles of the peoples of Africa,
Asia, Latin America and other regions of the world and
at the heighf of the Cold War. During the early days of
the Movement, its actions were a key factor in the
decolonization process, which led later to the attainment
of freedom and independence by many countries and
peoples and to the founding of tens of new sovereign
States. Throughout its history, the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries has played a fundamental role in the
preservation of world peace and security.

INDIA AND THE NON-ALIGNED

MOVEMENT

India played an important role in the multilateral
movements of colonies and newly independent
countries’:that developed into the Non-Aligned



103

Movement. Nonalignment had its origins in India’s
colonial experience and the nonviolent Indian
independence struggle led by the Congress, which left
India determined to be the master of its fate in an
international system dominated politically by Cold War
alliances and economically by Western capitalism and
Soviet communism. The principles of nonalignment, as
articulated by Nehru and his successors, were
preservation of India’s freedom of action internationally
through refusal to align India with any bloc or alliance,
particularly those led by the United States or the Soviet
Union; nonviolence and international cooperation as a
means of settling international disputes. Nonalignment
was a consistent feature of Indian foreign policy by the
late 1940s and enjoyed strong, almost unquestioning
support among the Indian elite.

The term “Non-Alignment” was coined by V K
Menon in his speech at UN in 1953 which was later
used by Indian Prime Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru during
his speech in 1954 in Colombo, Sri Lanka. In this speech,
Nehru described the five pillars to be used as a guide
for Sino- Indian relations, which were first put forth by
Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai. Called Panchsheel (five
restraints), these principles would later serve as the basis
of the Non-Aligned Movement. Jawaharlal Nehru was
the architect of the Non-Alignment Movement. The five
principles were:

1. Mutual respect for each other’s territorial integrity
and sovereignty

2. Mutual non-aggression

3. Mutual non-interference in domestic affairs

4. Equality and mutual benefit

5. Peaceful co-existence

Jawaharlal Nehru’s concept of nonalignment
brought India considerable international prestige among
newly independent states that shared India’s concerns
about the military confrontation between the
superpowers and the influence of the former colonial
powers. India used nonalignment to establish a significant
role for itself as a leader of the newly independent world
in such multilateral organizations as the United Nations
(UN) and the Nonaligned Movement. The signing of
the Treaty of Peace, Friendship, and Cooperation
between India and the Soviet Union in 1971 and India’s
involvement in the internal affairs of its smaller neighbors

in the 1970s and 1980s tarnished New Delhi’s image as
a nonaligned nation and led some observers to note that
in practice, nonalignment applied only to India’s relations
with countries outside South Asia.

CAN INDIA REVIVE NONALIGNMENT?

India’s foreign-policy establishment is in the process of
disinterring a long-dead grand strategy from its Cold
War grave. “Nonalignment” - the doctrine that calls
upon India to refuse staunchly any strategic alliances
with other actors - has re-entered the broader foreign
policy discourse, with the center-left championing such
policies in the guise of promoting “strategic autonomy.”
The credo was touted in an independent report titled
Nonalignment 2.0, which offers the vision of “allying
with none” as a grand strategy for India in the coming
years.

At first glance, nonalignment presents an attractive
option for a rising India. It promises freedom from
entangling alliances as well as the chance to advance
Indian exceptionalism against the Machiavellian
imperatives of traditional international politics. Most
importantly, it holds out the prospect that India can chart
its own path free from machinations of external actors,
an understandable objective for a country scarred by
its colonial past.

But in light of India’s growing strategic
vulnerabilities, a return to nonalignment is misguided and
potentially dangerous. The,doctrine has three major
Weaknesses that would leave India perilously
vulnerable.

First, nonalignmenl struggles to reconcile
competing strands of realism and idealism. On the one
hand, Indian policymakers acknowledge the nation
inhabits a Hobbesian world characterized by troublesome
neighbors and endemic geopolitical competition. Despite
avowed recognition of the dangerous environment, the
doctrine counsels India to rise above conventional
international politics, to avoid behaving like other great
powers as it becomes one and instead blaze new paths
for the conduct of powerful nations.

Advocacy of moralpolitilc in an amoral world is
grounded in nonalignment’s fervent but suspect belief
in the power of example. According to its proponents,
India’s developmental and democratic successes within
would help inspire a following abroad, thus bequeathing
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an exemplary power allowing India to gain in global
stature and influence. This coruscating idealism,
however, is at odds with the reality that great-power
competition will be alive and well in the future global
system. If power politics is in no danger of extinction,
then the critical task facing India is maximization of
national power through smart choices at home and
abroad. Expansion of India’s material power in the
realms of economic growth, technological advancement,
and institutional capacity could make all the difference
- with the benefits of example accruing thereafter for
free.

It’s clear that consolidating material success cannot
be subordinated to the chimerical pursuit of an ideal
international order, in which India’s exceptionalism has
room to flourish, so long as the tyranny of great-power
competition remains untamed. In this respect, India’s
new advocates of nonalignment are akin to an older
generation of idealists in the United States. From the
moment of its founding, the American nation, too,
entranced by the Enlightenment and republican ideals,
sought to promote a novus ordo seclorum, an ongoing
quest for new order for the ages, permitting the country
to preserve exceptionalism in the face of all international
pressures toward conformity. While many Americans
would like to believe that the United States is unique in
its global behavior, the truth is that the country behaves
more or less like the great powers that preceded it.

CONSTRAINTS OF INTERNATIONAL
COMPETITION WOULD ENSURE THAT
INDIA SUFFERS THE SAME FATE.

Although states differ in details of how they
conduct themselves, with history, domestic politics and
strategic culture accounting for much of the variance -
there’s little doubt that India, too, would eventually
succumb to protecting its own interests, if it doesn’t do
so already. If the demands of national power came into
conflict with the obligations of principle, India would
unlikely sacrifice tangible gains to meet certain ideational
aspirations. India’s switching to a more accommodating
posture towards Burma’s military rulers to curb Chinese
influence is just a recent example. Nor should India be
enjoined to do so, as the nonalignment advocates might
suggest, because such actions could be devastating for
a still-weak country struggling to thrive in the cutthroat
world of international politics.

A second and more problematic flaw in
nonalignment as a grand strategy is its conviction that
refusing to align with other great powers remains the
best organizing principle for India’s foreign relations
because it preserves the nation’s “strategic autonomy.”
This attempt to equate nonalignment with preventing
loss of sovereign agency confuses ends and means. If
nonalignment were primarily about the end, states
seeking to avoid strategic policies that were defined
elsewhere from their own capitals, then all states would
necessarily be nonaligned.

But when nonalignment is defined as a means “the
avoidance of sharp choices,” as Nonalignment 2.0 aptly
puts it then it becomes more dangerous, thanks to India’s
strategic circumstances. In the north, China is a rising
geopolitical competitor whose potential threat to Indian
security interests is only complicated by two countries’
burgeoning bilateral economic relationship. In the west,
Pakistan continues to pose dangers to India because of
a peculiar combination of increasing state weakness
married to a propensity for perilous risk-taking.

Together, these threats to Indian security suggest
that India should invest in preferential strategic
partnerships with the enemies of its enemies ‘because
such affiliations could help mitigate the perils posed by
India’s immediate ‘adversaries. Oddly, however,
nonalignment supporters take the opposite tact, running
away from preferential partnerships in a quest for
strategic autonomy. Accordingly, they fundamentally
misread what success requires, especially when political
competition coexists with economic interdependence
and containing adversaries is not a realistic option.

The strategy of nonalignment might make sense if
India could muster the necessary resources to cope with
its strategic challenges independently. Yet the doctrine’s
third weakness consists of its failure to assess whether
the transformative reforms necessary to build India’s
comprehensive national power can in fact be
consummated, considering the current circumstances
of India’s domestic politics. The realities of Indian politics
suggest that the successful “internal balancing” require^
for the realization of genuine strategic autonomy could
fall on hard times. India’s capacity for resource
mobilization is undermined by the disarray of its two
national parties, the continuing ebb of power away from
the national center and towards the states, the rise of
powerful regional parties, and the advent of populist
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politics focusing on economic redistribution rather than
growth. Accordingly, India’s national security managers
ought to treat the doctrine’s exhortation to eschew
preferential strategic partnerships with a friendly power
like the United States with skepticism.Ultimately,
nonalignment fails to recognize that when internal
balancing is impeded, external balancing becomes
imperative. At a time when the growth of Chinese power
continues unabated and different threats posed by China
and Pakistan continue to grow, New Delhi must give
serious consideration to accelerating the growth in its
own national capacities through tightened affiliations with
a small number of friends and allies. Instead of avoiding
coalitions, New Delhi should thus enter into preferential
strategic partnerships taking the form of high- quality
trading ties, robust defense cooperation and strong
diplomatic collaboration. To be successful, India needs
these ties with key friendly powers throughout the world
especially the United States because neither its example
as a successful democracy nor its efforts at internal
balancing are likely to produce the security necessary
to its well-being. India’s strategic challenges are grave
and increasing. India must recognize that the strategic
solution to the country’s predicament cannot consist of
simply resurrecting nonalignment in a new guise.

NONALIGNMENT 2.0

NonAlignment 2.0 is an attempt to identify the
basic principles that should guide India’s foreign and
strategic policy over the next decade. The views it sets
out are rooted in the conviction that the success of
India’s own internal development mil depend decisively
on how effectively we manage our global opportunities
in order to maximize our choices—thereby enlarging
our domestic options to the benefit of all Indians.

The purposes of the present strategy document
are three-fold: to lay out the opportunities that India
enjoys in the international sphere; to identify the
challenges and threats it is likely to confront; and to
define the broad perspective and approach that India
should adopt as it works to enhance its strategic
autonomy in global circumstances that, for some time
to come, are likely to remain volatile and uncertain.

PEACEFUL CO-EXISTENCE

Peaceful Coexistence or Panchsheel was born in
response to a world asking for a new set of principles
for the conduct of international relations” that would

reflect the aspirations of all nations to co-exist and
prosper together in peace and harmony. Fifty years later,
on the golden anniversary of Panchsheel, the chord that
was struck in 1954 still rings pure and true in a world
yet seeking the lodestar that will guide it into the harbour
of peaceful co-existence.

Panchsheel, or the Five Principles of Peaceful Co-
existence, were first formally enunciated in the
Agreement on Trade and Intercourse be!ween the Tibet
region of China and India signed on April 29, 1954, which
stated, in its preamble, that the two Governments “have
resolved to enter into the present Agreement based on
the following principles: -

i. Mutual respect for each other’s territorial integrity
and sovereignty,

ii. Mutual non-aggression,

iii. Mutual non-interference,

iv. Equality and mutual benefit, and

v. Peaceful co-existence.”

Two months later, during the visit of Premier Zhou
Enlai to India, he and Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru
issued a Joint Statement on June 28, 1954 that elaborated
their vision of Panchsheel as the framework, not only
for relations between the two countries, but also for
their relations with all other countries, so that a solid
foundation could be laid for peace and security in the
world. Panchsheel, as envisioned by its creators, gave
substance to the voice of newly established countries
who were seeking the space to consolidate their hard
won independence, as it provided an alternative ideology
dedicated to peace and development of all as the basis
for international interaction, whether bilateral or
multilateral. At that time, the two Prime Ministers also
expressed the hope in the Joint Statement that the
adoption of Panchsheel “will also help in creating an
area of peace which as circumstances permit can be
enlarged thus lessening the chances of war and
strengthening the cause of peace all over the world.”

This vision caught the imagination of the peoples
of Asia and the world. Panchsheel was incorporated
into the Ten Principles of International Peace and
Cooperation enunciated in the Declaration issued by
the April 1955 Bandung Conference of 29 Afro-Asian
countries. The universal relevance of Panchsheel was
emphasised when its tenets were incorporated in a
resolution on peaceful co-existence presented by India,



106

Yugoslavia and Sweden, and unanimously adopted on
December 11, 1957, by the United Nations General
Assembly. In 1961, the Conference of Non-Aligned
Nations in Belgrade accepted

Panchsheel as the principled core of the Non-
Aligned Movement. Down the years, the ethos of
Panchsheel continued to be reflected in world events
even if there was no conscious attribution, finding
expression in the position of the developing countries in
the North-South dialogue, and in other groupings.

The timeless relevance of Panchsheel is based on
its firm roots in the cultural traditions of its originators,
two ofthe world’s most ancient civilisations. The linkage
that was established by the spread of Buddhism in China
laid the historical basis for the formulation of the
principles of Panchsheel by India and China.

Panchsheel was developed in the context of a post-
colonial world where many were seeking an alternative
ideology dedicated to peace and development of all.
Fifty years later, the world is now searching for an
alternative to the adversarial constructs that dominated
the Cold War era. Countries all over the world are
focusing on creating extended and mutually supportive
arrangements, and attempting to define a new economic,
social and political world order in the context of
globalisation, non-traditional security threats and the
quest for multi-polarisation.

Panchsheel can provide the ideological foundation
for this developing paradigm of international interaction,
allowing all nations to work towards peace and
prosperity in cooperation, while maintaining their national
identity, spirit and character. Prime Minister Jawaharlal
Nehru rightly said that “those who desire peace for the
world must know once for all that there can be no
equilibrium or stability for either the East or the West
unless all aggression, all imperialist domination, all forced
interference in other countries’ affairs end completely.”
Today, Panchsheel can help the world move away from
the traditional concepts of balance of power and
competitive security, the consequent searching for ar.
enemy, and the predicating of activities on conflicts rather
than cooperation.

However, in today’s world, it is not enough that
Panchsheel be promoted as an alternative ideology that
empowers the less-developed. It should be made clear
that Panchsheel is an ideology for the entire world, and

is as relevant to the developed countries of the globe as
it is to the less-developed, What should be stressed today
is that the principles of Panchsheel are not just
empowering principles, they are also guiding,principles
that enshrine a certain code of behaviour. Their essence
is the non-use of power, the approach of tolerance, “of
living one’s life, learning from others but neither
interfering nor being interfered with”, and the obligation
to do unto others as you would have, them do Unto
you. It may not be out of place in a world searching for
moral certainties to emphasise this message of
Panchsheel.

WHAT IS GUJRAL DOCTRINE?

Former Prime Minister, Latt Mr. I.K. Gujral
propounded the Gujral Doctrine when he was the Union
Minister’of External Affairs in 1996-1997 in the H.D.
Deve Gowda Government.

The Gujral doctrine was a five-point roadmap
which sought to build trust between India and
neighbours, of solution to bilateral issues through bilateral
talks and to remove immediate quid pro quos in
diplomatic relationship between India and her
neighbours. The ‘Doctrine’ emphasized on the
importance of unilateral accommodation for friendly and
warm relations with India’s neighbours.

The five principles are:

1) With neighbours like Bangladesh, Bhutan,
Maldives, Nepal and Sri Lanka, India does not ask
for reciprocity,

2) but gives and accommodates what it can in good
faith and trust.

3) No South Asian country should allow its territory
to be used against the interest of another country
of the region.

4) No country should interfere in the internal affairs
of another.

5) All South Asian countries must respect each other’s
territorial integrity and sovereign-ty-

6) They should settle all their disputes through
peaceful bilateral negotiations.

The essence of Gujral Doctrine has been that being
the largest country in South Asia, India can extend
unilateral concessions to neighbours in the sub-continent.
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APPLICATION OF THE DOCTRINE

• Sharing of Ganga Water with Bangladesh: It is in
pursuance of this policy that late in 1996 India
concluded an agreement with Bangladesh on
sharing of Ganga Waters. This agreement enabled
Bangladesh to draw in lean season slightly more
water than even the 1977 Agreement had provided.

• Freezing of Border Dispute with PRC: The
confidence building measures agreed upon by India
and China in November 1996 were also a part of
efforts made by the two countries to improve
bilateral relations, and freeze, for the time, being,
the border dispute.

• Increasing People to People Contact with
Pakistan: This doctrine advocated people to people
contacts, particularly between India and Pakistan,
to create an atmosphere that would enable the
countries concerned to sort out their differences
amicably. India unilaterally announced in 1997
several concessions to Pakistan tourists,
particularly the elder citizens and cultural groups,
in regard to visa fees and police reporting.

• “Confidence Building Measures11 Talks with
Pakistan: The Gujral Doctrine assumed
significance when at Foreign Secretary level talks
between India and Pakistan in June 1997, the two
countries identified eight areas for negotiation so
as to build confidence and seek friendly resolution
of all disputes.

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE DOCTRINE

The logic behind the Gujral Doctrine was that since
India had to face two hostile neighbours in the north
and the west, it had to be at total peace with all other
immediate neighbours in order to contain Pakistan’s and
China’s influence in the region. Its significance lies in
the insight that for India to become a global power in
sync with its stature, it needs a peaceful neighbourhood.

The positive aspects of the Gujral Doctrine can
be enumerated as follows.

• It recognised the supreme importance of friendly,
cordial relations with neighbours.

• It helped achieve a fundamental recasting of South
Asia’s regional relationships, including the difficult
relationship between India and Pakistan.

• Further, the implementation of these principles
generated an atmosphere of understanding and
cooperation between India and these countries.

• The Gujral Doctrine was accepted not only within
the country, but also by most of the neighbours
and major powers.

• In the context of changed international
environment in post-cold war world Gujral Doctrine
became a new and important principle of India’s
foreign policy.

• It was implemented by different regional powers
like USA, Russia, People Republic of China, Iran,
Saudi Arabia, Brazil, Germany etc.

CONTINUED RELEVANCE OF THE GUJRAL
DOCTRINE

The Gujral doctrine postulates that reciprocity
among asymmetrical partners in South Asia needs to
ensure equity rather than absolute equality in terms of
any quid pro quo. India’s sheer physical size and weight
of numbers and its economic and military power in
relation to its smaller SAARC neighbours, not excluding
Pakistan, can be intimidating. Hence, it may not pay to
insist on strict parity on all things and at all times. The
smaller partner must feel emboldened to accept a fuller
relationship at a pace and level at comfort that it may
be allowed to determine.

If India follows such a path, it will be serving, not
abandoning, its best interests. What matters is the end
result. Confidence-building may take awhile but is worth
the political investment. One can give today to get
tomorrow or trade a’concession’ in,one sector to make
again in another area. The process is as important as
the event and, at the start, perhaps even more important
to get things moving.

The Gujral doctrine implies a process, not an
objective. It. aims at confidence-building, changing
mindsets, placing procedures and even issues against a
larger and longer perspective of national interest.

CRITICISM OF THE GUJRAL DOCTRINE

1. The Gujral Doctrine had a debilitating impact on
R&AW’s ability to conduct intelligence operations
in Pakistan. Strategic affairs specialists point out
that on Mr. Gujral’s direc-tions, the Pakistan special
operations desk of R&AW was shutdown, leading
to a major gap in India’s intelligence capabilities.
Analysts blame this as one of the key factors that
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led to the intelligence failure before the Kargil:war
commenced.

2. Over the years, particularly after a scries of terrorist
attacks, the Gujral Doctrine came to be criticized
particularly IK Gujral’s decision to dismantle India’s
military ability to launch covert strikes against
groups like the Lashkar-e-Taiba.

2014: INDIA’S FOREIGN POLICY PRIORITIES

India starts 2014 on a note of promise. Internal
political transformations are taking shape, and this can
only have a beneficial impact on our economy and on
our foreign policy.

Our primary focus should be on our South Asian
neighbourhood particularly on the instability emanating
from the violence in Bangladesh and Afghanistan. We,
along with a number of our SAARC neighbours, will
see new leadership emerge; India’s attention must stay
on these new players, internal and external. We must
also be seen as a credible leader in multilateral fora, be
it in the Indian Ocean Rim, SAARC or BRICS. All this
must be performed within our capabilities but without
compromising on pressing domestic issues such as
poverty alleviation or reviving economic growth.

SAARC

Every SAARC country will have had national
elections by 2014 except Sri Lanka. It is a new
democratic start for the region, and an opportunity for
India to accomplish the following this year:

Bangladesh

1. New Delhi must ratify the Land Boundary
Agreement for India’s own security which will
decriminalise the border, cut down smuggling and
human trafficking, legalise the inflow of daily
workers into India (through work permits), abate
terrorism and put an end to the people living in
limbo for the last 40 years in the enclaves and the
adverse possessions of over 3,000 acres of land
that have to be exchanged.

2. Anticipate an increase in terrorist activities after
the Bangladeshi national elections. It will be state-
tolerated if the BNP-aligned political formations
are dominant, and if the incumbent Awami League
goes ahead with elections (boycotted by the
opposition), more violence will surely follow. We
must support going ahead with constitutionally-
mandated elections so as not to interrupt the

strengthening of the democratic process in
Bangla-desh whilst acknowledging strongly that
the Awami League is a secular party which India
would prefer to see winning the election.

3. Sign the Teesta Waters Agreement to build the
policy base for water-sharing agree-ments in South
Asia, and as a precursor for India-Bangladesh-
Nepal and Bhutan jointly demanding a discussion
on water-sharing with China.

Sri Lanka

1. The Indian Prime Minister must visit Sri Lanka at
the earliest opportunity, probably after our own
national election so he can resume a more normal
relationship with cred-ibility.

2. Revive the process for the conclusion of the
Comprehensive Economic Cooperation
Agree-ment (CECA) which will bring in bilateral
exchange of investment and services expanding
exchanges beyond tariff reductions for trade in
commodities.

Pakistan

New Delhi must anticipate increased terrorist
activity as the U.S. military drawdown from Afghanistan
approaches. To counter this India must:

• Improve surveillance and interdiction capability on
the India-Pakistan border, as also against Pakistani
terrorists trying to infiltrate the India-Bangladesh
and India-Nepal borders.

• Accelerate psychological warfare to counter
Pakistan’s attempts to subvert Afghan political
stability or its economy to the detriment of Afghan
and Indian interests.

Afghanistan

1. Step up military training and assistance to Afghan
Army and Police in consultation with the U.S. and
Afghanistan’s regional stakeholders.

2. Incentivise Indian business, both private and public
sector, to invest substantially in Afghanistan
through

• Increased loan and grant assistance from Exim
Bank

• Increasedaidprogrammesthat specifically
targetwomen’seducationandentrepreneurship,
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especially investing in the development of artisanal
skills for livelihood and export

• Indian investors should form syndicates with
Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese, Chinese and U.S.
companies for investment in Afghanistan

North East/Myanmar

1. Build the Seven Sisters’ Corridor to speed up
connectivity and development in our North East
and develop linkages with Myanmar; use Thailand
and Japan as infrastructure and business partners

2. Develop border trading posts on the India-
Myanmar border, formalising the large informal
trade

3. Bid for infrastructure projects in Myanmar jointly
with Japan and the U.S.

Finance

1. Expedite a quantitative increase in Exim Bank’s
book size - a bold move that will encour-age Indian
investment overseas, especially in Myanmar and
Afghanistan.

2. Strengthen Ministry of External Affairs by
increasing its budget, expanding recruitment,
broadening its economic agenda and introducing
lateral entry for specific expertise in international
law, environmental and human rights.

Soft power

Use Doordarshan as a tool and asset of Indian
foreign policy by:

1. Giving Doordarshan autonomy from Prasar Bharti

2. Taking Doordarshan global by launching an
international channel to compete with CCTV9, A1
Jazeera, BBC, and establishing bureaus in 17
capitals and financial centres around the world, to
project India’s unique qualities and soft power.

P-5

The U.S.

Re-build and energise bilateral through technology
and innovation linkages. Develop an India-U.S.
Technology Agenda, involving the private sectors of both
countries, resolving visa issues and promoting, inter alia,
technology transfers vs. the current licensing model.

China

1. Ease restrictions on Chinese companies to build
infrastructure in India as a reciprocal measure to

China opening itself to greater Indian exports -
starting with pharmaceuti-cals - for a more
balanced and sustainable trade relationship

2. Encourage more cultural exchanges with China,
with a focus on languages.

Russia

Revive and nurture the strategic relationship

• in the context of Afghanistan, Iran, China

• increase economic content beyond defence, space
and nuclear

Iran

India’s source of energy, and access to
Afghanistan and Central Asia. Tehran’s own strategic
space and partnership with New Delhi has expanded
thanks to the P5+Germany and Iran agreement of
November 2013 on Iran’s nuclear programme. India
can now:

• Energetically upgrade the Chahbahar port, as also
the road connecting to the Zaranj- Delaram
highway (with its connectivity potential to Central
Asia).

• Increase import of gas from Qatar, Iran and other
Gulf countries from the current 13.4 million metric
tonnes, build LNG terminals at Indian locations
beyond Hazira and Dahej at Gujarat.

Latin America

1. Start negotiations for FTAs with Mexico, Colombia
and Peru. The three nations account for $10.5
billion in trade with India. But India’s exports are
just $5 billion, are disadvan-taged in tariff compared
with the 50 countries that already have FTAs with
the Latin trio.

2. Become a member of Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB). The IDB disburses
over $ 11 billion annually for development projects
in Latin America - contracts open only for member
ountries, which puts India at a disadvantage to the
West, Latin America, and Asian members such as
China, Korea and Japan. 2014 offers a window to
purchase shares, available this year due to the
break-up of countries in Europe.
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12. LOOK EAST POLICY OF INDIA

Background

The signing of the agreement on ASEAN-India
Partnership for Peace. Progress and Shared Prosperity
on November 11, 2004. at the ASEAN-India Summit
Meeting in Vientiane, Laos, is a major milestone in the
evolving relationship between India and Southeast Asia.
This, along with a clutch of other agreements that have
been entered into in the last few yerfrs on to com bag
terrorism, on accession to the Treaty of Annfy^ind
Cooperation (TAC). on a variety of other activeties has
rusulted in further consolidation of what is known as
India's Look East Polity the was initiated in the early
1990s. It has since remained a major priority of India's
foreign policy. On the defence and strategic front too
the progress has been impressive through a number of
agreements and embarking on avariety of other activities
with member-states of ASEAN. While continuing the
emphasis on Southeast Asia, the Look East policy is
poised to enlarge the scope to encompass the rest of
the Asia Pacific regioj.

India has indeed come a:Iong .way since the Cold
War days when most of the then ASEAN countries
perceived India to be in the camp of the former Soviet
Union. Aside from Vietnam to an extent, there was very
little political interaction of consequence except normal
relations, defence links were virtually non-existent, and
economic bonds were of little consequence. When seen
against this background, the progress that India has
made in cultivating multi-faceted relationships with
ASEAN and its members is remarkable. If visits be the
top political leadership are any indication. Southeast Asia
saw the largest number of visits by the Indian prime
ministers in recent times. The then P.M. has been to
Southeast Asia twice in less than six months to attend
the newly created Bay of Bengal Initiative for
Multisectoral, Technical and Economic Cooperation
(BIMTEC) in July 2004 and to the annual summit
meeting with ASEAN in Laos in November 2004.

In order to underscore the economic aspects, India
has signed a framework agreement during the Bali
summit in 2003 to create a Free Trade and Investments
Area with ASEAN by2016, and the apex body of private

sector, tiie Federation of Indian Chamber of Commerce
and Industry, has begun to hold annual India-ASEAN
Business Summit meetings since 2002 to encourage
greater private sector participation. An ASEAN- India
Partnership for Peacc, Progress and Shared Prosperity
was signed during the 2004 Vientiane meeting to enlarge
the scope of interaction across various sectors.
Objectives of India’s relation with south east

1. to instilulionalize^inkagcs with ASEAN and its
affiliates (Dia1oguie Partnership, ASEAN Plus
One Summit Meetings and membership on the
ARE):

2. to strengthen bilateral relation-ships with member-
estates of ASEAN; and

3. to carve a niche for itself in Southeast Asia both
politically and economically.

India Look east Policy

1. Though the Look East policy was started as an
attempt to assuage negative reaction to the navy,
the post- Cold War political atmosphere offered
an opportunit to convert that into a policy initiative
b\ expanding the scope considerably to include
aspects political as well as economic. It soon
became a multi-faceted and multi-pronged
approach to establish strategic links with as many
individual countries as possible, evolve closer
political links w ith ASEAN, and develop strong
economic bonds with the region.

2. Second, it was an attempt to carve a place for
India in the larger Asia Pacific.

3. Third, the Look East policy was also meant to
showcase India’s economic potential for
investments and trade.

4. Fourth, this policy also resulted in a total volte-
face with regard to its attitude toward Myanmar.

5. Last but not least, the feeling of getting left out of
the action in the Asia Pacific, whether it was the
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (A PEC I or
the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conferences
(ASEAN-PMC) with the Dialogue Partners of
ASEAN, which had emerged as the only forum to
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discuss regional issues, also weighed heavily in
New Delhi’s thinking.

Relations with Myanmar too have taken off in a
big way overcoming the earlier problems. There is a
broad consensus within the ASEAN leadership that India
as an economic and strategic partner would contribute
to regional peace, stability and prosperity. Apart from a
mutually beneficial economic relationship, a number
other developments in the region are contributing to
greater India-Southeast Asia cooperation.

Refurbishing of India’s image as a responsible
major power and convincing ASEAN that it had greater
stakes in peacc and stability rather than extending its
influence into Southeast Asia became an utmost priority.
The emergence of ASEAN as an autonomous regional
influential and the phenomenal economic success the
member states achieved further added to the urgency.
By then, ASEAN too was responsive to the Indian
initiatives as the regional organization itself faced the
trauma of an uncertain future in the midst of an
unprecedented post-Cold War atmosphere of political
flux.

The earlier Cold War image of ASEAN and India
belonging to different political camps in the superpower-
dominated global bipolar system dissipated removing
major obstacles. And with that the strategic divide that
segregated India from the ASEAN bloc of nations also
disappeared so that ASEAN could appreciate,
understand and positively respond to Indian overtures.
Many ASEAN countries were also attracted by the
economic opportunities that a huge market like India
offered after its opening. Equally significantly, theChina
factor too started weighing heavily in several ASEAN
quarters particularly after the closure of the U.S. bases
in the Philippines in 1992 and the emergence of South
China Sea dispute as a major security concern even as
Beijing started ascertaining its claims more vociferously.
Although New Delhi was overtly loathed the idea of
becoming a counterbalancing power vis-a-vis China, it
did not seem to beavcrse to the idea of using Southeast
Asian worries to advance its political and strategic
interests. India was parti cuki%,,Worried about growing
nexus between China and strategically located
Myanmar.

Approach

Political

As far as political engagement istwo-dimensional:
to establish institutional links and to target certain
countries to elevate bilateral ties to a hight place. After
the initila Sector Dialogue Partnership with ASEAN in
1992. India became a full Dialogue Partner in 1995.
Realising its potential to contribute to regional security
and economic development, India was ntain 1996. and
a summit partner of ASEAN called ASEAN Plus One
since 2002. India has also hci .vc’edlr. ASEAN’s Treaty
of Amity and Cooperation (TAC) to underscore its
commitment to ASEAN’s principleswith ASEAN have
been further buttressed by the recent ASEAN-lndia
partnership Simultaneously, one can see a remarkable
turn around in India’s bilateral relations in particular with
Singapore, the Indochina countries. Thailand, Myanmar
and Indonesia.
Phases of Look East Policy

1. The first phasemarked enormous enthusiasm and
a flurry of activity and exchanges.

2. By mid-1990s, there was considerable cooling
down of earlier zeal by both sides, which got further
dampened by the 1997-78 financial crisis.

3. The third and a more recent phase is the revival
of interest once aaain.

Defence / Strategic

It is however on the defence arid strategic front
that India has made impressive progress. A sea change
in the political atmosphere that Southeast Asia
witnessed in the aftermath of the cold war. especially
alter the Cambodian issue was settled and looking at
Vietnam as a potential ally of ASEAN, contributed to
this in a big way. Moreover, India’s military might in the
emergent Asian balance of power could not be ignored
any longer. The Southeast Asian nations began to look
ujxm India as a power that could play a kind of’balancing
role’ vis- a-vis China in particular. On the other hand, it
was in India’s interest i” ensure that Southeast Asia
would not be dominated by a regional treat power once
it became obvious that the superpowers were going k>
build-down their presence, which coincided with a
similar thinking within Southeast Asia. The upshot of
convergence of interests was the genesis of a new
strategic interaction with several of the ASEAN nations.
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A unique advantage India enjoyed was that its military,
despite being dominated by the Moscow supplied
equipment, had continued to maintain links with West
Europe.

Critical remarks with regard to the ambitions of
the Indian Navy were replaced by many instances of
greater defence cooperation. A number of confidence
building measures (CBMs) that India undertook and
greater appreciation by the Southeast Asian countries
of Indian maritime concerns ushered in a new era of
cooperation which began to transcend beyond the naval
contours. Aside from periodic naval exercises and the
biannual get-together of regional navies, called the Milan.
India has entered into bilateral defence cooperation
agreements with Malaysia. Vietnam. Singapore, Laos,
and Indonesia. India has also been actively involved in
assisting the armed forces of Mvanmar and Thailand.
For instance,  Singapore has not only made use of India’s
missile testing range to test its own guns and missiles,
but also uses Indian facilities to train its naval personnel-
the first time ever that India has done for a foreign
country. Similarly, the Thai pilots arc being trained in
India to gain experience to operate their aircraft carrier,
and the Myanmarese get anti-insurgency training. India
and Indonesia have also frequently conduct joint patrolling
in the critical straits of Southeast Asia ensuring security
of sealanes of communication. It is notable that India’s
strategic engagement with Southeast Asia is the
strongest compared to any other Asian power. One
reason why India has been relatively more successful
is that, apart from the absence of any border/territorial
disputes and any historical baggage, India is seen to be
not having any ‘ambitions’ in and posing no security
threat to the region.

Economic

The Look East policy also gave a tremendous boost
to economic lies between India and Southeast Asia. A
number of institutional mechanisms have been put in
place to promote economic exchanges both at the
governmental as well as private sector level. The
ASEAN-lndia Joint Cooperation Committee and an
ASEAN-India Working Group on Trade and Investment
were set up along with the creation of an ASEAN-
India Fund to promote trade, tourism, science and
technology, and other economic activity. From virtually

little or no investment from Southeast Asia in the early
1990s. Malaysia and Singapore have emerged as the
tenth and eleventh largest in terms of approved
investments respectively by 2002. Thailand is in the 18th
and Indonesia and the Philippines are in 33rd and 35th
position respectively. Cumulatively these live countries
constitute nearly 5 percent ofthe total approved
investments in India. In the last few there has a spurt in
Singaporean and Malaysian investments in India’s large
investments projects. The progress with regard to
bilateral trade is also equally impressive. The growth in
India’s trade was the fastest with SojjtheastAsia
compared to any other region between 1991 and 1997.
While ASEAN exports kept the momentum, there was
considerable slow down in imports as a result ofthe
financial crisis in 1997-98. The exports grew from about
US $1.4 billion in 1993 to over 6.2 billion in 2000. Imports
by ASEAN on the other hand increased from 1.4 bn to
4.4 brL4nT997 but nosedived to 1.71 bn in 1998 but
have since picked up to reach about 3 bn in 2000. The
US S 13 billion bilateral track- between India and
Southeast Asia is expected to reach 30 billion in the
next few years.

Despite repeated assertions of emphasis on
economic aspects, India lags for behind other powers,
for its share in trade and investments in Southeast Asia
is relatively less significant. Hence, India has put across
concrete plans to increase the economic interaction and
integration through a number of new initiatives. Apart
from creating an ASEAN-lndia Business Council
(AIBC), in the first-ever meeting of India and ASEAN
economic ministers in Brunei in September 2002. the
Indian trade and industry minister offered to enter into
a formal agreement with ASEAN on the Regional Trade
and Investment Agreement (RTI A) or a free trade area
(FTA) which has since been agreed upon to be realised
by 2016. New Delhi is also in an advanced stage of
finalising agreement with Singapore and Thailand to
create bilateral FTAs. As the Indian economy expands,
it is also providing enomons investemnt and trade
opportunities, which countries like Singapore, Malaysia
and Thailand are quickly grabbing Both the premiers of
Singapore and Thailand have often expressed concern
over excessive dependence on the ChineseTnarkefand
the need lo’Iook at another big country like India more
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closely. This is the thinking that is cettin” reflected in
theVesfof SoUtlieastA’sia.

The China Factor

Insofar as the China factor is concerned, questions
have often been raised as to what extent India’s policy
toward Southeast Asia is influenced by this. It is rather
difficult to give a definite answer. China certainly was
high on New Delhi’s strategic calculations when it
attacked Vietnam in 1979, which led India to openly
empathize with Hanoi (the only non-communist country
to recognise the Vietnam-installed Cambodian regime).
There is no evidence to suggest that the Look East policy
itself was aimed at China. The about-turn in policy
toward Myanmar since 1992. how ever, is to an extent
because ofthe close nexus between China and
Myanmar. If China is strong in terms of economic
interaction with Southeast Asia. India has a clear edge
in the dcfence/strategic arena. It is obvious that one
ofthe reasons why ASEAN was keen to bring India
into the regional affairs was the concern with China. It
nevertheless needs to be underscored that there are at
present no signs of rivalry or competition for influence
between India and China in Southeast Asia. It is hoped
that Southeast Asia is a large enough region and the
multilateral institutions are strong enough to
accommodate the interests of great powers so (hat (he
region will not become a battleground for influence.
Neither India nor ASEAN wants to create the
impression that India’s involvement in Southeast Asia
is because of China.

Look East Policy and Support to Multilateralism

An interesting facet oflndia’s Look East policy is
the newfound interest in regional multilateralism.
Although India has been a member ofthe Commonwealth
and more recently the South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation (SAARC) and the Indian Ocean
Region Association for Regional Cooperation
(IOCARC), New Delhi had always been wary of
political/security issues becoming part ofthe agenda of
these fora. Quite often it appeared as though New Delhi
did not have much faith in the role and significance of
regional multilateralism other than global mechanisms.
India not only has moved away from that position to
actively supporting them but has become instrumental
in creating several new ones. Surely, it was not a

founding member, but India lobbied hard lo get into the
ARE and became its member in 1996. As part of the
ARF’s CBM agenda, India has for the first time
presented a fairly detailed Security Outlook paper to
the Forum in 2001. The earlier reticence has given way
to active participation in a variety of ARF’s activities
both at the official as well as unofficial CSCAP levels.

Second, India also has come up with a number of
new multilateral initiatives involving Southeast Asian
countries. Prominent among these are the Bay of
Bengal Initiative for Multisectoral, Technical and
Economic Cooperation (BB I.V1TEC) with India, Nepal,
Bhutan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Mvanmar, and Thailand
as members in 1997, and the Ganga-Mekong
Swarnabhumi (India, Mvanmar. Thailand, Laos,
Cambodia and Vietnam) in 2000.5 Among these, the
BBMTEC, involving five South and two Southeast
Asian countries, appears to be the most promising for a
variety of reasons. Aside from underscoring its eastward
thrust, India appears to look at BB1MTEC as an
alternative to SAARC to kick start sagging South Asian
economic cooperation efforts, to build yet another bridge
between South and Southeast Asian regions, lo address
economic development issues of the volatile
Northeastern region, to create a sub sub-regional energy
grid, and to tackle other security issues of region,
especially smuggling in light weapons, narcotics, and
terrorism. Thus, one can once again notice a multi-
dimensional approach in India’s strategy. India has also
entered into bilateral agreements with Mvanmar and
collective with BBIMTEC to improve the road and rail
links. A road has already been made operational
connecting India’s northeast with Mvanmar, which will
be further extended all the way up to Singapore.
Similarly, a rail link will also be established along those
lines.

Non-Traditional Security Threats

In the last few years, a number of non-traditional
threats have become so gravc.that conventional aspects
like power balance and jostle for India is also a member
of the Kunming Initiative, which has since been
renamed as BC1M Forum comprising Bangladesh,
China, India, and Mvanmar in 1999, politico-economic
influence have become secondary. Terrorism, a range
of maritime-related security issues, gun running, drug
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pedaling, illegaipiigration of people, etc.. have acquired
such a serious dimension that they can only be tackled
collectively. Southeast Asia is touted as the second front
ol’ terrorism and this region is susceptible to a variety
of above threats, and given its close proximity sharing
land and maritime borders with several countries. India
would be all the more concerned. India has been trying
lo work closely with the countries of Southeast Asia to
add these problems. Undoubtedly, the Look East policy
has once again emerged as a mojor thrust area of India's
foreign policy after some hiccups in the mid-1990s. It is
one of the most comprehensive asn successful policies
that India has formulated in the recent past India has
indeed come a long way since the Cold War dyas when
most of the then ASEAN countries perceived India to
be in the camp of the former Soviet Union. Against this
background, the progress that India has made in
cultivating multi-faceted relationships with ASEAN and
its member-states is remarkable.

Which the emphasis so far has been on Southeast
Asia, this policy is being extended to the rest of the
Asia Pacific region, which means a greater India
involvement in the region. While developing links with
ASEAN and other ASEAN-led multilateral institutions,
India is also pursuing to qualitatively improve bilateral
links with member states. Despite enormous progress
made since its enunciation in the early 1990s, economic
dimension remains the weakest leg. Nonetheless,
undoubtedly New Delhi/has carved an important niche
for itself. And the Look East policy is responsible in
making India an inalienable pail of Asia Pacific’s
strategic discourse. Just a decade back most discussions
on the Asia Pacific would be conspicuous by the absence
of any reference to India. The important thing is that a
number of institutional mechanisms have been put in
place so that India’s relationship does not suffer the
fate as in the past.

Now that India has become a summit partner of
ASEAN, it provides an opportunity for the lop leadership
to visit Southeast Asia every year for exchange of views
with counterparts. The three distinct features of the
Look East policy are: one, India has managed to develop
a multi-faceted relationship: two, successful defence
diplomacy has been put in place; and three India is not
averse to participate in regional multilateralism, security
or economic. It is expected that India’s involvement in

and interaction with Southeast Asia will increase further
in the coming years, which will result in an enhanced
Indian involvement in the Asia Pacific.

India’s Look East Policy

The changing geopolitical environment in Asia and
in particular in the Indian Ocean region brings attention
to the role of oceans in shaping a country’s strategic
and security policy. The launch of India’s first indigenous
aircraft carrier, Vikrant. and later, a military satellite
from French Guiana, in August, appears to form an
integral part of India’s Asia-Pacific strategy or India’s
Look East Policy (I.EP) 3.0 Strategy. China views the
Indian aircraft carrier and military satellite as a power
projection by New Delhi in the region. The view that
these developments have contributed to India’s efforts
“lo quicken its pace to steer eastward to the Pacific.”

Look East Policy 3.0

Accordinc to Prime Minister Manmohan Singh “it
was also a strategic shift in India’s vision of the world
and India’splace in the evolving global economy.”
Consequently, increasing trade ties between India and
SEA has contributed to the expansion of relations in the
areas of defence and security. As a result, relations
between India and the region have acquired strategic
characteristics in recent years. India’s Look East Policy
3.0 refers to India’s strategy of strengthening its relations
with states in Asia-Pacific that are beyond the South
East Asia region, extending to East Asia. It is safe to
assume that the new version of India’s Look East Policy
has been shaped partly by China’s rise and the manner
in which Beijing is strengthening its position in the South
and Southeast Asian regions both in terms of strategic
ties with countries in the region and technological
advancements like anti-ship ballistic missiles (ASBM).

Chinese assertiveness in the Asia-Pacific region
aided by the modernization of the People’s Liberation
Army Navy (PLA-N) and its aggressive posture
towards its neighbors has rekindled the maritime
interests of India and other regional powers. The second
factor that has called for an updated version of LEP is
India’s quest for external energy sources and its
engagement in the South China Sea. Notably, India
seems to be reorienting the basis of its Look East Policy
in order to position itself as a strategically pre-eminent
power in the region.
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Eastern Ocean

Today, the Asia-Pacific region has reemerged as
a major center of geopolitical interest. Several factors
have contributed to this development. Strategic rivalries
among major powers like an aggressive China, the
United States with its focus on the region and a
revitalized Japan, are intensifying in the region.
Competition is more powerful today because more is at
stake including natural resources and access to maritime
sea-lanes.

The continued and ever-growing importance of oil,
energy and other vital resources is a factor that
contributes to the reemergence of Asia-Pacific as a
theatre of strategic significance. Apart from being^
majoriSea route connecting Africa, the Middle East,
Europe and the Americas, around 40 percent of
seaborne crude oil and 50 percent of the world’s
merchant fleet passes through this region.

At present, about 25 percent of all oil used by the
United States and 80 percent of crude oil imports used
by China and Japan pass through the Indian Ocean.
The world is witnessing a growing competition over
access to vital economic assets, ‘“an interruption in the
supply of natural resources would portend severe
economic consequences.” Consequently, the major
powers now consider protection of this flow atfd sea-
lanes of coinffi’Bnication’&s a significant national
priority.

The Chinese truest for energy secorifr and its naval
build-up have highlighted the significance of the India-
Pacific region. In fact, one-third of Chinese Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) is attributable to foreign trade
and it is the Indian Ocean that makes this trade ppssii
access to theThdian Ocean can also be understood from
yet another angle. With mounting tensions between
China and Japan in ECS and the US pivot to Asia (who
has its own allies like Philippines, South Korea and Japan
already with whomChma has maritime disputes) Beijing
considers that having a strong presence in the Asia
Pacific or Indo-Pacfic Ocean only will secure its
strategic interest.

America's attention to the region has amplified due
to its stated policy of a "pivot" or "rebalancing" toward
the Asia-Pacific. It is quite appareent that the regioon
is expected to witness a heightened amount of tension

as the power equations in the region change from time
to time, precisely because the region is so vast and
diverse with countries that are at different stages of
development and those that have formed alliances with
one another or outside actors like the United States.

India’s Maritime Strategic Interest

India’s increasing energy requirements and
growing economic power have evinced New Delhi’s
augmented interest in the affairs of the Asia-Pacific
Ocean. New Delhi perceives this region as a potential
opportunity for maximizing its strategic and security
interests. In fact, India has always considered itself the
major player in South Asia and the Indian Ocean as
part of its sphere of influence. With almost. 55 per cent
of India’s trade with the Asia Pacific transits through
the SCS and India’s maritime activities related to trade
and exploration for hydro-carbons in the region and in
particular in SCS in accordance with principles of
international law have prompted India to look seaward
the Eastern Ocean as part of its new version of LEP.
Furthermore the increased maritime disputes related to
fisheries management, maritime border and threats like
seaborne terrorism and piracy had called for India’s
attention on maritime domain.

More importantly, though China is concerned about
the US’ presence in the region, it is equally or more
concerned about India’s moves considering India has a
geostrategic advantage in the Indian Ocean owing to
its geographic location, which could help India to contest
China’s interests in the region. Also as the largest power
in the region. India is likely to be a victim of’the emerging
power politics in the future, if not armored with the
required strategic posture i.e. naval preparedness,
technological self-sufficiency and “readiness to accept
a leadership role in providing the public good of maritime
security.”

The improved version of India’s LEP 3.0 strategy
appears designed to help New Delhi maneuver into a
favorable position in the Asia-Pacific, without being
directly involving in any internal conflicts but at the same
time meeting challenges that might arise in the region.
Enhancing greater relations with other regional players
like Japan, Australia and South Korea further would
provide a solid basis for India’s LEP 3.0.
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Drift in India’s Look East policy

World atlention has focused on East Asia in the
past week with its annual high-level summits. The Indian
and Chinese prime ministers were in Brunei among
other major leaders, even while presidents Obama and
Putin did not show up. The meeting, however, remained
an important step for the Asian region.

The Association of South East Asian Nations
(ASEAN) comprising countries in the East Asian region,
has increasingly become a major economic regional
block. It extended its partnerships with Japan, China
and Korea creating the ASEAN plus three formation.
Politics and economics dictated that ASEAN+3 increase
interaction with other nations and an East Asian Summit
was developed to follow- every meeting of the
ASEAN+3. The US and Russia became members of
this East Asia Summit. Then, the inclusion of another
three countries Australia, New Zealand and India was
accepted. India became a dialogue partner in 1995 w
ith the ASEAN Regional Forum also.

The formal logic was that these three countries
were concerned with the Indian and Pacific Ocean
continuities of ASEAN and are an important part of
East Asian economic interaction. The geopolitics was
that ASEAN wanted some nations to balance China’s
influence. Yet others wanted to balance the US, and
some Russia. This laid the basis of the East Asian
Summit (EAS).

India’s membership of this regional summit has
benefits, problems and challenges. As the global
economy integrates, the major powers are developing
complex interfaces with each other and clearly India
cannot be left out. The East Asian Summit is takins
steps to create a more integrated East Asian Economic
Community that is looking to create a solid
Comprehensive Economic Partnership in East Asia that
will deepen economic integration. This.integration will
be based on Free Trade Agreements (ETA), which
means that each country that signs these will lower
thetiational protection for their own goods and serv ices,
lower tariff rates that were imposed on imports and
open tlieir,markets for inflow of goods and capital. So
far India’s FTA with select ASEAN nations (Malaysia,
Thailand. Singapore) agreStrlcted to the flow of goods.
Prime minister Manmohan Singh announced in this

summit that India was ready taj&ign the ASEAN-India
FTA with all the remaining countries. The FTA would
now extend to services, enabling India’s strongsen’ict
industry’s entry into East Asia. Ir.i’a also announced
that it would open a dedicated mission to
deal,exc!usivx1)„.witli ASEAN affairs.

Clearly, India has benefitted as its overall Jrade
with ASEAN countries has increased to some US$ 71
billion in 2012 anc is targeted to reach 100 billion USD
by 2015.  However, India has a huge trade deficit as
the imports from ASEAN naiior. far exceed the exports
from India. There have been other tears alsdP I or
example, the Kerala government expressed concern that
cheaper exports of rubber, spices and palm oil
productsicould ruin their domestic markets.

The belief that the FTA in compensate its losses
in agriculture by allowing to make up its trade deficit
through its services Mctajjneeds to be strong. It cannot
allow local agriculture to dwindle since it sustains is an
elite industry that employs much fewer people, who will
benefit. So the way forward is to give further subsidies
to those agricultural products that are suffering the
consequence of these FTAs so they can survive and
reinvent themselves.

The other geopolitical agxk-ty for India is the
aggressive push by China. China’s trade with ASEAN
is likely io reach a trillion dollars, with the traS£ balance
in China’s favour. China has asserted its claims over
the South China Sea over those of Vietnam and objected
to Vietnam offering deep sea drilling rights to India.
China also claimed several islands that the Philippines
regard as their own, in addition China has long-standing
issues with Japan. Others in the Asian frameworks view
China w itii some trepidation. ITius, each country and
regional formation has its own agenda vis-a-vis China
but also with others.

Several  countries would thus like to use India to
balance China, since they are all familiar with India-
China antagonisms a:-, a competition. India, however,
has to remain focused on the agenda which serves the
people of their country and protect taeir interest by
ensuring that they do not fight other countries’ battles.
The only way they can hold their own against China is
to make sure their internal vitals in terms of security,
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economy, and cohesive democratic politics continue to
strengthen.

Another issue in India’s Look East Policy is that it
should engage India’s own east, which is connected
with the ASEAN countries. India has been slow in this
direction, since it has to build its economic and security
structures in this region. It ear, for example only revive
the Manipur-Mandalay Road if there is peace in
Manipur. Again, the project for the Nalanda I n;v ersitx
was announced at an East Asian Summit.

The ancient significance of Nalanda as the site
for Buddhist enlightenment from the 13th to the 15th
centuries and its impact on all of East and Southeast
Asia remains a symbol of India’s close and common
heritage and linkage with the rest i f Asia. But despite
the assistance given for this university, it has barely
moved despite a well-paid vice chancellor. This is
because Bihar offers no adequate infrastructure for an
international university.

So. besides summits. FTAs and agreements of
trade and security architecture, India has simultaneously
to make the right connections between its internal and
external policies. Many of the ASEAN nations have
done this. The removal of antagonisms between
ASEAN countries, their close co-operation, their
declaration as a nuclear-free zone have all been steps
in the right direction.

India is expanding its footprint across the Southeast
and East Asia along the peripheiy of China. India’s
relation with 10-member Asean, orAssociation for
Southeast Asian Nations, is not merely about economics.
The current India-Asean Summit showcased that Delhi
is quietly but surely building strategic partnerships across
the region, with China in mind.

While India’s policy cannot be termed as
“replication of Chinese strings of pearls strategy”, there
is no doubt that Delhi is expanding its footprint in various
strategic sectors across the Southeast and East Asia
along the peripheiy of China.

The very idea of an Asean mission, with a full-
time resident Indian ambassador, reflects growing
strategic ties between the two entities. It was in last
December that the ties were elevated to the strategic
level during the commemorative summit that India
hosted in Delhi. India’s growing defence ties with

Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore are adding
to the discomfiture of Beijing.

Similarly, China, with its diaspora across several
Southeast Asian nations and economic might, has a
strong presence in the region. However, the
overwhelming presence and territorial ambitions of
Beijing are worrying these small nations. On the
contrary, India’s image is benign. Also, Delhi is careful
not to align with the US and is following a strategy based
on its national interests.

Countries like Vietnam and the Philippines have
refused to budge before the Chinese diktat and a wary
Singapore is seeking greater Indian presence to balance
Beijing.

India, on its part, refuted Beijing’s pressure to
withdraw from Vietnam’s oil block in the South China
Sea region. At the Asean Summit in Brunei. Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh minced no words when he
said that a stable maritime environment is essential to
realise our collective regional aspirations. We should
re-affirm the principles of maritime security, including
the right of passage and unimpeded commerce, in
accordance with international law, and peaceful
settlement of maritime disputes.

The Southeast Asia’s importance lies in the fact
that it is India’s bridge lo the East Asia and Asia-Pacific
region. While India has strong strategic and economic
ties with Japan and South Korea and its relations with
Australia are growing, it is yet to emerge as a player in
the Asia-Pacific.!

However, the potential of India and the Sougheast
Asian relations and cooperation is yet to be exploited
fully but consistent initiatives have made most analysts
and observers hopeful.

India’s ‘Act East’ Profile : The Strategic and
Military Dimension

India’s ‘Act East’ profile political and economic
spheres only. Strategic and military turbulence in East
Asia and South East Asia generated an unstable security
environment. India was not a party to the regional
disputes of Asia Pacific of which East Ais and Sough
East Asia were parts of. Nevertheless, India could not
remain a detached observer of conflictual regional
events as they impacted on India’s security and national
interests. It needs to be noted that India and ASEAN
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share ovewapgiri’g seciirity erivironments and share
virtually the same strategic concerns. Furthermore. India
as an emerging power was expected and increasingly
being looked upon by ASEAN Region as a
counterweight to China’s perceptionaly threatening
military profile. ASEAN was expecting India to play
the role of a -Regional Balancer”.

The United States going by.the statements of its
top dignitaries at international forums in the region
expected India to be the “‘nett provider of’secunty in
the Asia Pacific”. That stands supported by other
Western nations. India has always traditionallv been
reluctant to join military alliances or security networks
but despite that reluctance what has become
increasingly visible in India’s ‘Act East’ profile is the
adding of bi-lateral strategic and military dimensions.

In East Asia, India has a strategic dialogue with
Japan and South Korea, exchange of visits by Defence
Ministers and Armed Forces Chiefs. India conducts
naval cruises in Western Pacific and conducts s joint
exercises in the region. On a higher plane the US-Japan
-India Trilateral and US-Japan-India-Australia
Quadrilateral indicate integration with security initiatives
in the region.

In South East Asia. India has substantive strategic
and military dialogues with ASEAN nations. Heading
the list are Vietnam and Singapore. Added lo this list
are also Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines and Thailand.
India also enjoys close militan relations with Myanmar.
In short the strategic and military tapestry thai India
has woven now extends from South Korea and Japan
in the North to (he South China Sea littoral ASEAN
countries and extends all the way to Straits of Malacca.
Myanmar and India’s island territories of Andaman &
Nicobar Islands sitting strategically on the approaches
to Straits of Malacca and the South China Sea.

India’s Interests In the South China Sea

The South China Sea extends from the Straits of
Taiwan and extends all the way to the Straits of
Malacca. The South China Sea therefore is virtually
located at the doorsteps of India. Overlapping security
concerns between India and ASEAN countries are
therefore a legitimate outcome. India has therefore a
legitimate security interest in the security and stability
of the South China Sea region as any turbulence in this

region could adversely impact India’s national security
interests. Apart from the strategic importance of South
China Sea to India’s security interests, this maritime
expanse is vital for India’s trade and commerce. The
South China Sea is also vital for India in relation to its
energy security in relation to its Sakhalin supplies from
Russia.

Politically, the ASEAN littoral countries of the
South China Sea count on India for support against any
dominance of the South China Sea by a single power.
China has demonstrated by its Nine Dash Declarations
and the South China Sea as China’s “Core National
Interest’ Declaration that it claims sovereignty over the
entire South China Sea. This claim is not acceptable
regionally or globally.

Globally and regionally it has been asserted that
the South China Sea is “Global Commons’’ and these
are international waters through which international
maritime traffic including naval movements have the
right of unimpeded access and navigation. The United
States has declared that security in the South China
Sea is a national security interest of America.

India strongly supports the stand of the international
community on this score and it has been reiterated and
asserted at India’s apex political levels.

The ASEAN-India Vision Statement of 2012
states the same: “Committed to strengthening
cooperation to ensure maritime security and freedom
of navigation and safety of sea-lanes communication
and unfettered movement of trade and commerce in
accordance with international law:s (UNCLOS)”.

The question that is often asked is as to whether
India would come to the assistance of Vietnam or the
Philippines or any other ASEAN country in the event
of Chinese aggression and armed conflict in the South
China Sea. The short answer would be that in the event
of such an armed aggression or conflict escalation
contingency, a ‘stand-alone” response from India is not
expected by the Region. In such a contingency it would
be a strategic gauntlet thrown by China at the
international community with deep regional and global
implications.

The international community would have to unitedly
face such a contingency and it lk my personal belief
that India would not be found wanting in not supporting
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international community’s actions. While India in relation
to the South China Sea as a responsible stake-holder is
committed to conflict prevention.and peaceful conflict
resolution of the South China Sea. it cannot remain
oblivious lo a threatening maritime environment.wWch
presently menaces the South China Sea and later may
manifest in the India Ocean.

India's own maritime and naval postures have
adopted an eastward orientation with greater emphasis
on reinforeing the opertional capabilities of its Easterm
Naval Command, the Tri-Service Command in the

Andaman & Nicobar Islands now to be headed by an
Indian Navy Vice Admiral. Maritime aerial surveillance
backed up by Indian Air Force strike capabilities is also
being reinforced in Eastern India.

India is presently engaged throght various protocols
in 'capacity-building' of self-reliant naval and maritime
capabilities of a number of ASEAN nations along with
other responsible stake-holders in the South China Sea.
In fact, conflict-escalation in the Sough China Sea has
been a 'wake-up call' for ASEAN as a whole where
complacency is no longer advisable and an unquestioned
unitey a strategic imperative.
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Background

India has traditionally pursued a pro-Arab policy
regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict in order to counteract
Pakistani influence in the region and to secure access
to Middle East petroleum resources. In the l950s and
early 1960s, this pro-Arab stahee did not help India in
establishin good yetetions with all Arab countries but
may have served to keep peace with its own Muslim
minority. India concentrated on developing a
closerelaftoloshipwith Egypt on the strength of Nehru’s
ties with Eevptian president Gamel Abdul afeec Delhi-
Cairo friendship was insufficient to counteract Arab
sympathy for Pakistan in its dispute with Ir (life came
at the expense of cultivating relations with such
countries as Saudi ArabSa&iiliinfluence in the region.

In the late 1960s and |n bilateral relations by
developing mutually beneficial economic exchanges with
a number of Islamic countries, particularly Iran. Iraq,
Saudi Arabia, and the other Persian Gulf states. The
strength of India's economic ties enabled it to build strong
relationships with Iran and Iraq, which helped India
weather the displeasure of ilamrexountries stemming
from India’s war with Pakistan in 1971. Indian-Middle
Eastern relations were further strengthened by New
Delhi’s anti-Israeli stance in the Arab-Israeli wars of
1967 and 1973 and by Indian support for the fourfold oil
price rise in 1973 by the Organization of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC). Closer ties with
Midcfle®®§tcrt countries were dictated by India’s
dependency on petroleum imports. Oil represented 8
percent of India’s total imports in 1971; 42 percent in
1981; and 28 percent in 1991. India purchased oil from
Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and
Kuwait and, in return, provided engineering services,
manufactured goods, and later. The 1980-88 Iran-Iraq
War forced India to shift its oil purchases from Iran
and Iraq to Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf states.
Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states also have received
large numbers of Indian workers and manufactures and
have become the regional base for Indian business
operations.

Two events in 1978 and 1979, the installation of
the Islamic regime under Ayatollah Sayyid Ruhollah
Musavi Khomeini in Iran and the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in support of the pro-Soviet Marxist regime
in Kabul—complicated India’s relations with Middle East
countries. From the Indian perspective, these two events
and the Iran-Iraq War changed the balance of power in
West Asia by weakening Iran as a regional power and
a potential supporter of Pakistan, a situation favorable
to India. At the same time, proxy superpower
competition in Afghanistan strengthened the hand of
India’s adversary Pakistan bv virtue of the military
support Pakistan received from the United States.
China, and Arab states led by Saudi Arabia. In the 1980s,
India performed a delicate diplomatic balancing act.
New Delhi took a position of neutrality in the Iran-Iraq
War, maintained warm tics with Baghdad, and built
workable political and economic relations with Tehran
despite misgivings about the foreign policy goals of the
Khomeini regime. India managed to improve relations
with Middle Eastern countries that provided support to
the Afghan mujahideen and Pakistan by redirecting
Indian petroleum purchases to Saudi Arabia and the
Persian Gulf countries. New Delhi, which traditionally
had had close relations with Kabul, condemned the Soviet
invasion only in the most perfunctory’ manner and
provided diplomatic, economic, and logistic support for
the Marxist regime.

In the early 1990s, India stepped back from its
staunch anti-Israeli stance and support for the
Palestinian cause. Besides practical economic and
security considerations in the post-Cold War world,
domestic politics, especially those influencedby Hindu
nationalists—played a role in this reversal. In December
1991, India voted with the UN majority to repeal the
UN resolution equating Zionism with racism. In 1992.
following the example of the Soviet Union and China.
India established diplomatic relations with Israel.

During the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War, Indian policy
makers were torn between adopting a traditional
nonaligned policy sympathetic to Iraq or favoring the
coalition of moderate Arab and Western countries that

13.   INDIA LOOK WEST POLICY
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could benefit Indian security and economic interests.
India initially adopted an ambivalent approach,
condemning both the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the
intrusion of external forces into the region. When the
National Front government led by V.P. Singh was
replaced by the Chandra Shekhar minority government
in November 1990, the Indian response changed. Wary
of incurring the displeasure of the United States and
other Western nations on whom India depended to obtain
assistance from the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
New Delhi voted for the UN resolution authorizing the
use of force to expel Iraqi troops from Kuwait and
rejected Iraq’s linkage ofthe Kuwaiti and Palestinian
problems. In January’ 1991, India also permitted United
States military aircraft to refuel in Bombay. The
refueling decision stirred such domestic controversy that
the Chandra Shekhar government withdrew the refueling
privileges in February 1991 to deflect the criticism of
Rajiv Gandhi’s Congress (I), which argued that India’s
nominal pro-United States tilt betrayed the country’s
nonaligned principles.

In the third period, from 2001 to the present. India’s
foreign policy focus has shifted from economies to
security. Military power and defensive capabilities have
taken a more prominent role. India also seeks interaction
with superpowers, greater influence in global affairs,
and a permanent seat on the UN Security Council.

Prime Minister Narasimha Rao’s September 1993
visit to Iran was hailed as “successful and useful” by
the Indian media and seen as a vehicle for speeding up
the improvement of bilateral relations. Key developments
included discussions on the construction of a pipeline to
supply Iranian natural gas lo India and allowing India lo
develop transit facilities in Iran for Indian products
destined for the landlocked Central Asian republics.
India also sought to assuage its concerns over a possible
Iranian-Central Asian republics nuclear nexus, which
some saw as a potential and very serious threat to India
should Pakistan also join in an Islamic nuclear front
aimed at India and Israel. When Irahian president
Hashemi Rafsanjani visited India in April 1995 to sign a
major trade accord (the accord also was signed by
thejnjiffiter of foreign affairs of Turkmenistan) and five
bilateral agreements. India-Iranian relations could be
seen to be on the upsw ing.

Perspectives on India-Iran Relations

Iran-lndia relations are far-reaching and
multidimensional. However, a variety of issues, including
the upheaval in the Middle East and North Africa, U.S.
and Israeli influence over the region, Iran-Israel
belligerence, and terrorism all constrain bilateral
diplomacy.

Historically, Iran and India have shared social,
political, and economic ties. Until the British colonization
of India, the court languaghe of India was Persian.
During colonization relations between India and the rest
of the world were subject to drastic changes, and
consequently contact between Iran and India decreased.
Postcolomal political and cultural ties between the Shah
of Iran and India were strong.

The Iranian Revolution of 1979  then-restructured
Iran’s relations with the rest ofpfte world. Iran’s seizure
of U.S. diplomats as hostages, the deaih sentence
assigned to Salman Rushdie, rhetoric toward Israel,
support for Hezbollah and I lamas, and the Iran-Iraq
War all isolated Iran from the global community. Indeed,
most ofthe world sees Iran as a hostile country that is
resistant to change. Accordingly, the Iran-India
relationship has been checkered. With the wave of
Western sanctions imposed on Iran, relations between
the two countries are likely to become even more
complicated. However, leaders of both nations have
tried to expand ties in a number of areas, including
counterterrorism, regional stability, and energy security.

Several key issues shape the Iran-India
relationship

Iran and India have the largest and the fourth
largest Shii Muslim populations in the world, respectively.
Therefon they share a mutual concern over Sunni-Shii
conflicts, especially in Pakistan. Through emphasizing
these conflicts. New Delhi sees an opportunity lo limit
Pakistan’s influence in international Islamic forums. In
addition, Iran’s geopolitical position is significant for India,
as it can counteract China’s increasing presence
throughout Asia and boost India’s regional influence.
India is working with Tehran to open the Iranian port of
Chabahar. The development of this port as well as Indian
investment in infrastructure along Iran’s border with
Afghanistan not only helps India to counter the massive
Chinese investment in Pakistan’s Gwadar port but also
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boosts India’s influence in Afghanistan, which counters
Pakistan’s influence there. Lastly, Iran is rich in oil and
gas reserves and thus can help meet India’s domestic
energy needs and aid it in avoidingan overreliance on
Saudi Arabia, which has had traditionally close ties with
Pakistan.

Iran’s Approach to India

Iran considers India significant for a number of
reasons. First, India, like Iran, is an Asian country , and
the two share historic, cultural, and ethnic links. India’s
foreign policy is also congruent with that of Iran: they
are both opposed to U.S. unilateralism and a unipolar
world. Following the New Delhi Declaration of 2003,
Iran and India referred to each other as “strategic
partners’’ and embarked on joint military exercises.
However, Iran cannot expect India to favor it in global
and security issues, especially in its nuclear issue.

Cooperation and Convergence

Given their affinities, there are various areas of
potential cooperation for Iran and India.

International Structure

Both countries are looking to revise the global
security equation and the structure of international
security. Iran objects to the world management model,
especially the LIN Security Council structure, India, for
its part, as a nascent great power, is seeking a permanent
seat on the Council. Because the two countries are
outsiders in regard to this structure, they are brought
together.

Economics

India is under pressure from its Western allies vis-
a-vis its relationship wift lntn, yetindia’s sustained
economic growth makes Iran’s economic cooperation
and energy indispensable. However..international
sanctions have caused a decline in Iranian oil exports
to India. In the first seven months of 2013.
India’Sfcipd%)irimports from Iran fell 46 percent
compared with the same period last year. As payment
to Iran is in rupeesrather thSn dollars’. India could save
$8.5 billion in the 2013-14 fiscal vear if it was able to
continue importing Iranian oil at the same’rate as before.

The Iran-Pakistan gas pipeline, also known as the
Peace PipelinetTroject; is’under construction and will
deliver natural gas from Iran through Pakistan and to

N’£w Delfii: Ifimplcmen^;it^ullijql«nTy augment India’s
influence in the .Middle East and Central Asia but also
diverejfy|its/enM’gy basket. The..projtk:t;could also
boost and deepen Iranian economic diplomacy and
political influenceifiriAl/e /ndniirSiiJt̂ ntinent. In this *vay.
energy is the main field of cooperation between the
two countries. Yet. alter JU^^M^riaBfe^cntcJwi Into
the Iran-India relationship equation, with India seeking
closer ties with the Wist tiisp U otLanand India stalks
and discussions about the pipeline, India’s foreign policy
drasticallv changed, and ptpgrcaJpn’^ project las halted.

Stability and Regional Security

One of the top seeuritv^fssuS for lnflia is Pakistan,
as the two neighbors have a long relationship of
animosity. Communal tension and violerfcffbefween
Hindus and Muslims have risen in some areas of India
over the past decade, and India’s growing relationship
with Israel arid the United States, which has brought
about domestic criticism, has prompted India to reinforce
its ties”w ith the Muslim world. Iran can be helpful to
India by providing it with a Muslim partner that acts as
a counterbalance to Pakistan, and thus Iran presents a
potential strategic advantage for India.

International Terrorism

Tehran and New Delhi arc both concerned about
the spread of pernicious Sunni Islamist militias in South
Asia and the rev ival of Wahhabi power in Asia and the
Middle East. This concern led to the establishment of a
joint committee in 2003 targeted at eliminating terrorist
activities, gun trafficking, and the narcotics trade. During
the Taliban era. when Iran was under a serious threat
from both Pakistan and Afghanistan, it decided to expand
its cooperation with India and Russia, and even helped
the United States to overthrow the Taliban. India and
Iran welcomed the Taliban’s demise in October 2001
and made Afghanistan’s reconstruction and stability a
common, critical goal. Thus, countcrterrorism can be a
significant area for convergence and integration
between the two countries.

Strategic and Defense Cooperation

One of the most significant provisions of 2003's
New Delhi Declaration sought to upgrade defense
cooperation between Iran and India. The wide-ranging
partnership involved all three military services: the army,
navy, and air force. After the Iran-Iraq War, Tehran
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rebuilt its conventional arsenal by purchasing tanks,
combat aircraft, and ships from Russia and China. It
also reportedly solicited Indian assistance in 1993 to
help develop new batteries for three Kilo-class
submarines it had purchased from Russia. The
submarine batteries provided b\ the Russians were ill-
suited to the warm waters of the Persian Gulf, and India
had substantial experience operating Kilo-class
submarines in warm water. Iran remains inclined to
acquire Indian assistance for other upgrades to its
Russian-supplied military hardware, including MiG-29
fighters, warships, and tanks. However, despite these
initiatives, strategic and defense cooperation between
the two countries is relatively low. The reason for this
is India’s turn to the West.

Realistically. India should make it a priority to
expand and deepen its ties with the United States.
Politically, the United States has announced its
commitment to the process of making India a global
power, and militarily, the U.S army is looking to India as
a military partner to implement its short-term operations
in Asia.

India has already begun lo choose the United States
over Iran, and will likely continue to do so. In terms of
strategic affairs, such as Iran’s nuclear program. India
has acted in conformity with U.S policies. When more
of such changes occur in India’s foreign policy toward
Iran, they may come as a surprise to Iranian politicians,
who still view India as neutral and non-aligned, especially
in regard to Third World countries. Iran also expects
India, as a developing country, to have a revisionist or
reformist outlook toward the politico-economic structure
of the international system.

Saudi and Indian companies promote new joint
ventures

Crown Prince Salman, deputy premier and minister
of defense, has met with a number of Indian
businessmen including business tycoon M. A. Yusuffali
in New Delhi.

The audience with the crown prince was followed
by talks between Commerce and Industry Minister
Tavvfiq Al- Rabiah and his Indian counterpart Anand
Sharma as well as several individual business meetings
in New Delhi.

Yusuffali. chief of the Lulu Group, announced an
ambitious plan to open 15 Lulu Hypermarkets in Saudi
Arabia during the next two y ears following his meeting
with Crown Prince Salman and other senior Saudi
officials. Besides the Lulu’s plans to open 42 new
hypermarkets in the Middle East including 15 in Saudi
Arabia, four other major agreements involving Saudi
and Indian companies were signed on the sidelines of
the visit. ,

The issue of taxation of capital gains,
meanwhile, figured prominently at the India-Saudi
Busincss Forum organized jointly by the Federation of
Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI)
and the Council of Saudi Chambers in New Delhi.

Referring to the new business deals signed by the
Saudi and Indian companies,” a statement from the
FICCI said chairmen of Al-Qahtani Group Sheikh Abdul
Aziz Al-Qahtani and Indian firm Sledgel Hammer Oil
Tools Pradeep Mohanty signed a joint venture
agreement for setting up a plant for oil drilling
products in Saudi Arabia. On the other hand, Yusuf
bin Ahmed Kanoo Company and India's Seaworld
Shipping andsLdgistics signed a joint venture to establish
a joint logistic and shipping network.

The third agreement was signed by the KRBL
Limited of India and Omar Ali Balsharaf Est to
supply 165,000 tons of Basmati rice to the
 Kingdom, while Al Rabiah & Partners and India's
Novatech had signed deal for engineering, procurement
and construc qfindustrial equipments to the Saudi linn.
Several other Indian and Saudi companies evinced keen
interest to set up joint-ventures in other sectors on the
sidelines of the visit.

Referring to the cap’Ral^ihs hlch is a major hurdle
in promoting Saudi investments in Commerce and
Industry Minister Tawfiq Al-Rabiah said that the issue
of taxation of capital gains continues to be a major
impediment in promoting Saudi investment in India. Both
the’tninisters Strcssed on the need to transform the
buyer-seller relationship, into one of deeper energy
partnership with investemnts in petrochemical
complexes, modernization of refineries, and joint
ventures. Both the ministers stressed the need to ink a
free trade agreement between the Gulf Cooperation
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Council (GCC) countries and India for boosting trade
and commercial ties.

The GCC and India have identified sectors like
petroleum and oil, gas and fertilizers and information
technology among other to be given focus. Sharma
highlighted the need to diversify India’s export to Saudi
Arabia. The Saudi side also raised the issue of anti-
dumping duty imposed on various items of their industry
is detrimental for the trade relation between the two
countries.

The Indian side explained that the anti-dumping
duties in India are imposed after due diligence and is a
quasi judicial exercise. Sharma said India had withdrawn
anti-dumping duties from two items i.e. polypropy lene
and pentaerythritol. Sharma also invited Saudi investors
to actively participate in the construction projects for
highways. ports, airports, metros. supply chains and
warehousing and power plants in India. Saudi Arabia
and India have forged closer ties in trade. In fact, the
trade has grown significantly to exceed $43 billion in
2012-13.

There is need to diversify trade relations to non-
oil trade sectors. Sharma said Indian globally-reputed
companies, w ith expertise in infrastructure development
are keen to work in upcoming projects in Saudi Arabia.

India-Tehran Relation

On 04 April 2014 Indian and Iranian governments
have begun drawing up a transit agreement to allow
India to ship more goods to Afghanistan by going through
Iranian territory. According to the report, as part of the
agreement the Indian government has begun pushing a
cabinet note on investing over USS100 million in the
expansion of Chabahar port in southeastern Iran.
India helped finance the construction of the port and
first used it to ship 100.000 metric tons of wheat to
Afghanistan in early 2012.

Delhi has long viewed Tehran as an integral part
of its Afghan strategy given the Persian Gulf state’s
proximity to Afghanistan, which allows India to use it to
bypass Pakistan. Indeed, Afghanistan, Iran, and India
have long discussed different options for utilizing the
Chabahar port to enhance trilateral cooperation, including
setting up a joint working group on the matter following
a meeting the three countries held on the sidelines of
the Non-AIigned Movement summit in Tehran. Besides

allowing India to bypass Pakistan, Chabahar is
particularly well-suited for India to aid Afghanistan
because the Iranian government has built a series of
roads connecting Chabahar port to the Iran-Afghanistan
border. From there goods can be transported by road to
the southwestern Afghan city of Zaranj thanks to the
215 km-long Delaram- Z-aranj highway (Route 606)
that India built for Afghanistan at a cost of around
USSI10 million.

Delhi has also expressed interest in building a
900-km railway linking Chabahar to Hajigak,
Bamiyan province in central Afghanistan, where a
consortium of Indian state-run and private companies
have been awarded rights to mine Afghanistan’s largest
iron deposit.

In this sense the timing of the deal can be partly
attributed to India’s need to protect its Afghan
investments especially following the withdrawal of
NATO forces in Afghanistan. During the 1990’s both
India and Iran backed the Northern Alliance forces that
battled the Taliban for control over the country. It is
likely Delhi andTehran are prepared to revive this
strategy of supporting Afghanistan’s non-Pashtun
population should the Taliban begin to make gains in
Afghanistan after most foreign troops leave the country
at the end of next year.

None of these are more important from Delhi’s
perspective than China’s recent decision to assume
responsibility for operating Gwadar Port in
southwestern Pakistan. The deep-water port was built
with US$200 million of funds from China and is v iewed
by many in India and elsewhere as part of Bei jing’s so-
called “string of pearls” strategy of erecting strategically
located ports that could potentially service PLA Navy
vessels in the future.

Gwadar port’s strategic location suggests it would
play a crucial role in allpwing PUAN to establish a
presence in the Persian Gulf in order to better protect
China’s oil investments in the Middle East, should Beijing
decide this is necessary in the future.

Chabahar port is just 44 miles (70 km) away from
Gwadar and is Strategically situated between Pakistan
and the Persian Gulf, making it especially valuable for
checking any Chiuese afiempt to use Gwadar to deepen
naval deployments in Middle Eastern waters. Iran would
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ainost certainly share this goal with India given Tehran’s
efforts dating back to the Shall to limit foreign navies’
operating in the Persian Gulf in brdei to enhance its
own position.

Also guiding Indian policy towards Iran is the
recent progress Iran and Pakistan have made towards
constructing a pipeline to transport Iranian natural gas
to energy-starved Pakistan. Initially the Iran-Pakistan
pipeline was supposed to extend to India but Delhi pulled
out of the project over concerns about Western sanctions
on Iran over the latter’s nuclear program.

There are many obstacle still plaguing the Iran-
Pakistan pipeline and ultimately the project may never
be completed. That being said, Pakistan's willingness
to flout Washington's threats of sanctions in pursuing
the project though driven by Islamabad’s desperate
energy, situation has heightened Pakistan’s strategic
value for Iran, especially compared to India which has
proven much lessening to baefcthe U.S. on the issue of
sanctions, its leaders’ rhetoric notwithstanding.

Although the U.S. Ms certainly sanctioned
individual Iranian port operating companies, the U.S.
sanctions do not cover investments in Iran’s port
infrastructure. If true, India likely views financing the
expansion of Chabahar as a means of deepening
strategic cooperation with Iran without attracting the
ire of the U.S. Treasury Department.

Bahrain seeks to boost ties with India during King
Hamad Al Khalifa’s first visit

Bahrain’s King Hamad Al Khalifa will seek to
bolster his country’s long-standing ties with India and
open up new horizons of cooperation in all sectors during
his first visit to the country on 18 Feb 2014. During his
three-day visit, the two sides will also discuss latest
regional and global developments and issues of mutual
concern.

Minister of Transportation and Acting CEO of the
Economic Development Board (EDB) Kamal bin
Ahmed said the King’s visit to India is in line with the
kingdom’s keen interest to boost ties with India and
South Asian countries and open up new horizons of joint
cooperation in all fields. The minister said that a number
of agreements and memoranda of understanding will
be signed with India during the visit.

King’s visit meant to re-affirm Bahrain’s interest
to boost its deep-rooted ties with India which boasts of
a strong economy and a great number of investors who
can take advantage of Bahrain’s strategic location and
investment incentives to enter the USD 1.5 trillion Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) market. GCC is a political
and economic union of Arab states bordering the Persian
Gulf, namely Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates.

Bahrain is an important trading partner for India
with non-oil bilateral trade in 2012-13 exceeding USD
1.3 billion. Over 350,000 Indian nationals work in
Bahrain. Ahmed said that the visit of the Bahraini
economic delegation to India last month was welcomed
bv Indian investors and businessmen. He said that a
120-member delegation will visit New Delhi on the
sidelines of the Royal visit. Hamad’s father Shaikh lsa
bin Salman A1 Khalifa visited India in 1981. External
Affairs Minister Salman Khurshid had visited Bahrain
in December. Bahrain’s Foreign Minister Sheikh Khalid
bin Ahmed bin Mohammed toured India in October 2009.

Gas pipe line connecting Oman and Iran to India
discussed in tripartite talk

Energy -deficient India discussed the possibility
of reviving a project for a deep sea pipeline connecting
Oman and Iran to India. The $5 billion proposal was
discussed separately with Indian Foreign Minister
Salman Khurshid and Minister Responsible for Foreign
Affairs Yousuf bin Alawi bin Abdullah, and Iranian
Foreign Minister Javad Zarif during the meeting.

According to reports, the pipeline would be
mutually advantageous for Iran and India, with the
former having a massive surplus of gas and the latter
having high energy needs. India imports around 75 per
cent of its crude oil. The Iran-Oman-India pipeline
would source its gas from Iran’s South Pars oil and gas
fields located in the Arabian Gulf. The pipeline would
be 1,400 kilometres long. In December 2013, reports
emerged that an Indian firm had conducted feasibility
studies for the proposed deep sea pipeline route with
favourable results.

The cost estimate by India’s South Asia Gas Enterprise
Pvt Ltd (SAGE) was around S4-5 billion. The pipeline
is expected to cany 31 million cubic metres of gas per
day. The deep sea pipeline would be an alternative for
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India to the proposed Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline
which ran into several complications after Pakistan
failed to meet its obligations in a timely manner.

Khurshid and Sharif met and Indian interest in
Chabahar port figured prominently during the meeting
between them and it was agreed that specific proposals
regarding the pott could be finalised by Navvruz holidays
in Iran (in March 2014). The two sides also reviewed
the entire expanse ofthe bilateral relationship and
emphasised the ‘strong political will in both countries to
nurture bilateral relations.

With Oman, talks also touched on “‘developments
in the Gulf, Afghanistan. Syria as well as the Indian

Ocean region in general as both Oman and India are
members of the Indian Ocean Rim Association.

Kuwait, .India agree to continue security
cooperation

Kuwait and India have re-affirmed their resolve
to continue the security cooperation in various areas
concerning both the nations. The two sides agreed
continuation in securty cooperation. They also agreed
to conduct regular exchange of visits of officials of
concerned authrities. The two countries also agreed  that
that they would move forward with a unified vision over
the security conoerning them.
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Background

• Since Israel’s creation in 1948, the Arab-Israeli
problem has almost been synonymotisiwKh the
Middle East problem. The Jewish determination
to establish a sanctuary after the world callously
left thdrs lffiheir fate during World War II struggled
against the Arab determination to destroy what
they saw as the cancer of Western imperialism
reasserting itself via the state of Israel. When God
gives the same land to two different people,
compromise is inherently difficult

• However, the Sunni-Shia struggle that dates almost
from the beginning of Islam seems only to have
ripened with time and now has replaced the Israeli-
Palestinian struggle as the Number One problem
in the fractions Middle East. Sunni-Shia conflict
has erupted and is challenging modrn state borders
in the name of each Islamic group's vision of what
the Islamic umma (community) should be.

• The U.S. overthrow.of Saddam Hussein’s Sunni
regime in Iraq in 2003 and establishment of a Shia-
ruled Iraq is probably the singles-most important
factor that has ignited the current Sunni-Shia
conflict. This seminal event laid down the gauntlet
to the Sunni majority that the long feared and
despised Shia minority was now rising to challenge
for Islam’s leadership, a process that the Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini’s Shia revolution in Iran in 1979
commenced.

• Although the Sunnis probably constitute 85 per cent
and the Shia only 15 percent of Islam’s population,
there are roughly as many Shias as there are
Sunnis in the Islamic heartland that runs from
Lebanon to Pakistan. In addition, the Shia sit on
top of some of the richest oil fields in the region,
and around the economically and geostrategically
sensitive rim of the Persian (Arabic) Gulf number
as much as 80 percent of the population. All this
might not mean much if it were not for the age-old
antagonism the two Islamic groups hold for each
other.

• Of course, this is not to deny that the newly
empowered Kurds hage also become yet another
major factor in the Middle East equation. The U.S.
destruction fo Saddam Hussein also allowed the
Iraqi Kurds to become virtually independent as the
Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), the first
proto-Kurdish state in modern times and a pwerful
model for other Kurds in Turkey, Syria, and even
Iran. Thus there is a formidable by its surrounding
enemies in Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria no longer
united in oposition as in the past they always were.
Indeep, there is now a virtual Turkish-KRG
alliance fueled by Turkey's need for Kurdish oil
and facilitated by a common Sunni bond between
Turkey and the Kurds opposed to now Shia-
dominated Iraq.

1. A halt to the construction of Israeli settlements on
land beyond the 1967 borders.

2. Negotiated borders based on the 1967 boundaries.

3. Jerusalem as the capital of the State of Palestine.

4. The release of all Palestinian prisoners held in
Israeli jails, including those convicted of acts of
terror.

5. Therecognitionofarightofretum for all Palestinians
living in the diaspora.

6. A seriesofsmaller, specific issues, such as
permission to build an airport in the Ramaliah
district and the right to issue visas as part of a
tourism initiative.

• All of this is not to deny the continuing importance
of Middle Eastern oil and the struggles it induces.
In addition, the problems of the Arab Spring
demands for grass roots democracy and economic
fairness for the common Arab population has now
segued into a military reaction in states such as
Egypt, while anarchy bids fair to follow Qaddaffs
demise in Libya. The Iranian nuclear program and
the fear it arouses in the West as well as the sudden
instability in Turkey, first with the Gezi
demonstrations and now the swirling corruption
charges against the Erdogan AKP government

14.  MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM
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that has been in power since November 2002
constitute vet more problems for the Middle East.
Finally the Al-Qaeda terrorism problem, far from
diminishing with the death of Osama bin-Laden,
has suddenly metastasized in Iraq and even more
in Syria. Despite all these major problems and their
resulting struggles, the renewed Sunni- Shia
struggle has now clearly become the new Number
One problem in the Middle East and probably helps
explain more of that region’s problems and wars
than any other factor.

ISRAELIS DEMAND

1. Sovereignty over Jerusalem, including the Old City.

2. Negotiated borders based on the 1967 boundaries,
with land swaps taking into account the major West
Bank settlement blocs

3. Recognition of Israel as a Jewish state.

4. A demilitarized State of Palestine.

5. Right of return for Palestinian refugees only to
Palestine, not to Israel.

6. An assortment of other smaller issues, such as no
unilateral moves vis-a-vis international
organizations.

Israeli-Palestinian peace talks: What does each
side want?

The Israeli government denies that Prime Minister
Benjamin Netanyahujfcql&sCed to” a principal
Palestinian demand that negotiations start on the basis
of the 1967 borders. In the Middle East war of 1967,
Israel captured the West Bank (including Last
Jerusalem), tire Gaza Strip, and the Golan Heights.
Palestinian officials will decide whether or not to accept
Kern’s offer of renewed peace talks with the Israelis.
Among the demands Kerry is fielding for fresh
negotiations between the two sides:

2013-14 Israeli-Palestinian peace talks

Direct negotiations between Israel and the
Palestinians began on July 29, 2013 following an attempt
by United States Secretary of State John Kerry to
restart the peace process. The negotiations were
scheduled to last up to nine months to reacha a final
status to the Palestinian-Israeli confliet by mid-2014.
They started in Washington, DC and will then move to
the King David Hotel in Ierusalem and then to Hebron.

Pre-peace talk compromises

Palestine offered to put on holdinternational
recognition as a state while Israel offered the release
of 104 Palestinian prisoners, all of whom have been in
Israeli jails since before the 1993 Oslo I Accord. Earlier
Israel had already promised to release these same 104
Palestinians, back in 1999 under the Sharm el-Sheikh
Memorandum, but nev er did. According lo the Sharm
el-Sheikh Fact-Finding Committee Report. Israel’s
decision not to release the prisoners at the time was
due to significantly increased violence against Israel by
their partner in the memorandum, the PLO. leading up
to the Second Intifada.

Middle East peace talks face new challenge

A surprise decision by President Mahmoud Abbas
lo sign more than a dozen international conventions that
could give Palestinians greater leverage against Israel
left the United States struggling to put peace talks back
on track. Palestinian frustration deepened by Israel’s
failure to carry out a pledged release of several dozen
Palestinian prisoners under the terms of a previous
accord. The Palestinians handed over to U.N.
representative and other diplomats applications Abbas
signed to join 15 international conventions. They include
the Geneva Conventions, the key text of international
law on the conduct of war and occupation. The
developments further complicated efforts by U.S.
Secretary of State John Kerry to piece together a three-
way deal lo push the faltering negotiations past an April
29, 2014 deadline into 2015. The talks were already in
trouble ox er the issues of Israeli settlements in the West
Bank and East Jerusalem, land captured by Israel in
the 1967 Middle East War and Palestinian opposition to
Netanyahu’s demand to recognize Israel as a Jewish
state.

Palestinians hope Abbas’s move will give them a
stronger basis to appeal to the International Criminal
Court and eventually lodge formal complaints against
Israel for its continued occupation of territory seized in
1967, lands they see as vital to an independent state.
Most countries deem the Israeli settlements as illegal.
The conventions signed by Abbas were mostly sets of
international standards on social and rights issues, such
as a conventions against discrimination against women
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and for the rights of disabled people as well as the
Geneva Conventions.

The Arab League has called an emergency meeting
of foreign ministers for April 9, 2014, on the floundering
US- brokered peace talks between Israel and the
Palestinian. The meeting will discuss Israel’s refusal to
release Palestinian prisoners, a key sticking point in the
negotiations.

2011 Arab Uprisings

The term “Arab Spring” was popularized by the
Western media in early 2011, when the successful
uprising in Tunisia against former leader Zinc El Abidine
Ben Ali emboldened similar anti-government protests
in most Arab countries. The term was a reference to
the turmoil in Eastern Europe in 1989, when seemingly
impregnable Communist regimes began falling down
under pressure from mass popular protests in a domino
effect. In a short period of time, most countries in the
former Communist bloc adopted democratic political
systems with a market economy.

But the events in the Middle East went in a less
straightforward direction. Egypt, Tunisia and Yemen
entered an uncertain transition period, Syria and Libya
were drawn into a civil conflict, while the wealthy
monarchies in the Persian Gulf remained largely
unshaken by the events. The use ofthe term the “Arab
Spring”’ has since been criticized for being inaccurate
and simplistic.

Aim of Arab Spring

The protest movement of 2011 was at its core an
expression of deep-seated resentment at the ageing Arab
dictatorships, anger at the brutality ofthe security
apparatus, unemployment, rising prices, and
corruptionihat followed the privatization of state assets
in some countries.

Protesters in monarchies like Jordan and Morocco
wanted to reform the syslemsunder the current rulers,
some calling for an immediate transition to constitutional
monarchy, others content with gradual reform. People
in republican regimes like Egypt and Tunisia wanted to
overthrow the president, but other than fieetlecfioos fhe\
had little idea on what to do next. And. bey ond calls for
greater social justice there was no magic wajMifor. the
economy. Leftist groups and unions wanted hither waaes
and a reversal of dodsv privatization deals; others

wanted liberal reforms to make more room for the
private sector. Some hardliner Islamists were more
concerned withOTiorcmg.’strict religious norms. All
political parties promised more jobs but none came close
to developing a progrm with concrete economic policies.

The Root Causes of Arab Spring

At the end of 2010 and
 
the beginning of the 2011, a

series of demonstrations and protests began to rise in
the Arab world. These protests have become known
as the "Arab  Spring" or, as someone else called it, the
"Arab awakening". The Tunisian revolution that took
place in the self-immolation of Mohamand Bouazizi on
18 December 2010 in protest of police corruption and
ill treatment has shaken autoritatian leaders across the
Arab world in area such as Egypt, Libya, Yemen,
Bahrain. The Arab world was living a very difficult
economc and social situation as in Europe in 1848.
Poverty, rising food prices, inflation, human rights
violation, and  high unemployment were the main
phenomena the Arabs were facing. In addition there
was much corruption of Arableadcrs as shown by some
ofthe Wikileaks diplomatic cables. The main reasons of
the Arab revolts-are not .limited to internal causes, so it
is important to analy ze the international causes such as
the failure ofthe waroo terror, the Iraqi war and the
U.S.A - European strategy ofthe imported democracy.
Another possible reason could be the failure ofthe peace
process in the Israeli- Arabic conflict.

1. The internal causes:

(a) Income Gap: Throughout history, any
revolution is a result of many events that
completely change the nature ofthe society
and its political life. Egypt has had a massive
income gap throughout Mubarak’s control,
which is clearly the root cause ofthe original
uprising. One half of Egyptians live on $2/
day or less. The average per-capita income
in the country is just S6.200.

(b) Unemployment: Unemployment in the Arab
region is also a major source of economic
insecurity and fordestabilization of any
political system. The percentage of young
unemployment was very high and the Arab
countries in the region have not been able to
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change this situation and create new jobs,
especially after the world financial crises.

(c) Corruptions and lack of Political and
Human Right: Political and human rights are
fundamental for any society and Arab region
suffers from bad political systems based on
corruption, state of emergency laws, the lack
of free elections and freedom of speech and
religious fundamentalism.

Egypt was no exception to this corruption and lack
of political freedom. After the 1967 “Six Day War”, for
example, the emergency law number 162 of 1958 was
issued. This law limited the freedom and gave greater
powers to the police, suspended certain constitutional
rights in the name of security, allowed the stale lo detain
individuals and censor and close newspapers more easily
and allowed authorities to try civilians in front of military
and security courts under certain circumstances. Many
events outside of Egypt had an impact on democracy
and political freedom, such as 9/11 attack in the U.S.A.
This event and the ongoing “War on Terrorism’” have
been used as an excuse to increase the violation ofthe
human richts and facilitated the role ofthe military court.

After all these internal causes of the Arab revolt,
it is important to not underestimate the role of the
technology and the social network (Facebook, Twitter)
that facilitated the communication between the
protesters. For this reason, the governments in Egypt
and Tunisia shut down the Internet during the last protest
against Mubarak and Ben Ali, in order to limit
communication between protest groups.

2. The international causes:

The geographic position of many Arab states
protagonist of the ‘“Arab Spring” lead to analyze the
International causes of these revolts. Egypt is the biggest
Arab state and it is the first state that signed a peace
accord with Israel. At the same time Cairo during
Mubarak regime enjoyed a solid alliance with the United
States in addition to the high influence on Palestinian
parties. To understand 25 January revolution in Egypt
there is a need to focus on the relations between Israel
and Egypt before the revolution. Egypt became a
strategic ally of Israel, as well as Israel’s primary supplier
of energy. Egypt has also ensured Israel’s stability and
security. Egyptians have always refused the Camp David

peace agreement, and since the fall of President Hosni
Mubarak, calls have grown in Egypt for ending the 1979
peace treaty with Israel.

The failure of the peace process between
Palestinian and Israeli, the last aggression against Gaza
on 2009 and against Lebanon on 2006 and the Lebanese
victory against Israel, gave more reasons and courage
to the Egyptians and Tunisian to demonstrate against
their regime. After the resignation of Ben Ali in Tunisia
and Mubarak in Egypt, much has occurred.
Manifestations agianst governments have increased in
number, seectarian clashes in Egypt have multiplied, and
elections have been held in both countries amid an
Islamic elite political rule. It is perhaps too soon to
adjudicate the work of the new political elite in both
countries. However one thing is clear: The Arab people
have changed and they will not accept the undemocratic
politics of their countries’ past. Should they be forced
to. they will revolt again to protect their rights and claims.

Impact of the Arab Spring

The impact of the Arab Spring concerns protests
or by the way attempts to organize,growing protest
movements that were inspired bv or similar to the Arab
Spring in the Arab-majority states of North Africa and
the Middle East. These demonstrations and protest
efforts have ali been critical of the government in’their
respective countries, though they have ranged from calls
for the incumbent government to make certajn;pd1icy
cnabges to attempts to bring down the current political
system in its entirety. In some countriy protests have
become laige or widespread enough to effect change
at the national level, as in Armenia, while in others such
as Djibouti, were swiftly suppressed. Protests
considered to be inspired by the Arab Spring have taken
place on every inhabited continent, with varying degrees
of success and prominence. In 2011, the subsidiary
"Occupy" and Indignants movements inspired protests
in 950 cities in 82 countries.

Background

A number of popular protests by citizens against
their governments occurred in nations around the world,
both following and concurrently with the arab Spring
and many of these were reported to have been inspired
by events in the Arab World starting at the end of 2010,
creating a network of diffusion. Some potentially
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vulnerable states that have not yet seen such protests
have taken a variety pfpfeemptiye measures to avoid
such displays occurring in their own countries: some of
these suites and others have experienced.political fallout
as a result of their own governmental actions and
reactions to events which their own citizens are seeing
reported from abroad.

Sub-Saharan Africa

Djibouti

The demonstrations began when about three
hundred people protested peacefully against President
Ismail Omar Guelleh in Djibouti City, urging him to not
run for another term: the protesters further asked for
more liberty as well as for political and social reform.
The protest leaders were arrested and after they failed
to turn up on, opposition leader Bourhan Mohammed
Ali staled he feared the protests had lost momentum.
The last protest was planned, but security forces stopped
the protest and detained 4 opposition leaders. No protests
or planned protests have occurred since.

Ivory Coast

In Cote d’l voire (Ivory Coast), peace activist Aya
Virginie Toure organized thousands of women in
numerous peaceful protests across the country. They
were met by security forces with tanks that opened
fire. She called for military intervention to remove
Laurent Gbagbo from power. Nigerian Foreign Minister
Henry Odein Ajumogobia accused the international
community of “contradictions” by imposing a no-fly zone
over Libya and focusing on the civil war in Libya, but
failing to take action to protect civilians in the Ivory
Coast. Oil production in Libya is seen as a more strategic
commodity than cocoa in the Ivory Coast.which
influenced the international response to the turmoil
facing both countries.

Gabon

A large number of protesters protested since
opposition leader Andre Mba Obame declared himself
president and urged people to take inspiration from
Tunisia’s uprising. Obame subsequently hid out in the
local United Nations Development Programme office,
while President Bongo shut down TV stations and
allegedly kidnapped members of the opposition. The UN
is accusing Gabon’s police of invading and beating

students within the university. Although initial protests
overwhelmingly consisted of opposition loyalists, the
unrest appears to be developing into a wider social
conflict, with students leading the protests.

Mali

A Tuareg rebellion in early 2012 that forced the
armed forces of Mali, a West African country with
significant holdings in the Sahara, to withdraw south of
the line the National Movement for the Liberation of
Azawad (MNLA) claimed as the Tuareg homeland’s
southwestern frontie. The conflict was exacerbated by
a coup d’etat by the military that forced President
Amadou Toumani Toure from power and briefly installed
a junta in Bamako, the capital. With government forces
pushed to Mopti and southward by the MNLA and other
armed groups, including Ansar Dine and the Movement
for Oneness and Jihad in West Africa, the MNLA’s
secretary general, Bilal Ag Acherif, declared Azawad
an independent slate on 6 April 2012.

Ansar Dine has called forsharia law throughout
all of Mali, not just Azawad. The Azawadi declaration
of independence has also faced significant pushback
from the international community, with no state or
international body recognising the de facto slate and
the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) mulling options for an international military’
intervention against the rebels. The rebellion and coup
have been described as “fallout” from the Arab Spring,
as the success of the Tuareg rebellion where it had
failed in previous efforts throughout the 20th century
has been attributed largely to heavy weaponry carted
out of Libya by Tuareg fighters on either side oflhe
Libyan civil war in 2011.

Uganda

Ueandan President Yoweri Museveni was
declared the winner of Uganda’s 2011 general flection
on 11 February amidst opposition denunciations. Kizza
Bcsigye. the chairman of the oppositions coalition
finished second with 26.01% of the vote. Besigye
warned that Uganda was ripe for an Egypt-style revolt
after Museveni’s more than two decades in power. The
protesters failed to amass in large numbers because, a
failure to tallv its ow n results through its own SMS
system was disrupted bv the government, who also
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arrested hundreds of oppositing field. Besigy’e did not
believe his own claim of sparking a rev olution.

 Zimbabwe

Munyaradzi Gwisai, a former opposition member
of parliament; organised a meeting to discuss the
uprisings in North Africa He alone w ith 45 others, were
arrested and  allegedly tortured and face a charge of
treason that carries the death penalty . Many
Zimbwabwean migrants to South Arica, who number
in the hundreds of thousands, are free lo talk ot the
events. However, past violence in elections and many
of the youth and educated middle classes having fled
the country there were questions about the pool of
protesters to cary out such actions.

Was Arab Spring a Success or Failure?

Arab Spring was a failure only if one expected
that decades of authoritarian regimes could be easily
reversed and replaced with stable dermocratic systems
across the region. It has also disappointed hose hoping
that the removal of corrupt rulers would translate into,an
instant improvement in living standards. Chronic
instability in countries undergoing political transitions has
put additional strain on struggling local economies, and
deep divisions have emerged between the Islamists and
secular Arabs.

But rather than a single event, it’s probably more
useful to define the 2011 uprisings as a catalyst for long-
term change whose final outcome is yet to be seen.
The main legacy of the Arab Spring is in smashing the
myth of Arabs’ political passivity and the perceived
invincibility of arrogant ruling elites. Even in countries
that avoided mass unrest, the governments take the
quiescence of the people at their own peril.


