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Foreword

Inthe post-Cold War era, rel ationsamong countriesin Asiahave undergone adramatic
change. A new strategic triangle overlaystheregion. Oldrivals Chinaand I ndiahave emerged
asstrong regional powers, asevidenced by impressive economic growth, the devel opment of
nuclear arsenals, and demonstrated ambitionsfor influence in the Pacific and South Asian
theaters. While China’ srole as an economic and geostrategic player ismorewidely recog-
nized, Indiaisnow aregiona competitor to betaken seriously. And with the unprecedented
U.S. military presence in South Asia due to the war against terrorism, athird player—the
world’sremaining superpower—isnow involved inthe historic Sino-Indianrivalry. Aslong as
the United Statesretainsthisposition and stays engaged in the region, managing thisemerging
U.S.-China-Indiastrategic trianglewill beanimportant issuefor U.S. strategic thinkers.

Inthisissue of theNBRAnalysis, Dr. John Garver, professor of international relationsat
the Sam Nunn School of International Affairsat the Georgialnstitute of Technology, tracesthe
originsand possiblefuture of the new triangle. According to Dr. Garver, while concerns about
Chinahavefrequently driven relationsamong the three countriesin the last decade, Beijing
understood therules of thetriangular gamelong before Washington or New Delhi. Chinese
leaderslearned early that playing the United States against India, particularly on issues of
nuclear armament and nonproliferation, wasameansto gain favor with Washington, while
diminishing New Delhi’srolein international politics. AsU.S. leadersrealized that relations
with the Northeast Asian giant had consequencesfor relationswith the South Asian giant—
and viseversa—they grew more sensitiveto thetriangular dynamic.

America sstrategic reengagement with Pakistan, key rolein the reconstruction of Af-
ghanistan, and military presencefor thefirst timein Centra Asasignificantly increaseitsability
to benefit or injuretheinterests of Indiaand Chinavis-a-visone another. Asboth Chinaand
Indiaseek geostrategic advantage in Southeast and South Asia, U.S. support for democratic
India(or for India seffortsto subordinate Pakistan) will fan Chinese nationalism and fears of
containment. Conversaly, U.S. acquiescenceto greater Chinese presencein India’ sperceived
realm of influencewill larmleadersin New Delhi.
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According to Dr. Garver, there are few, if any, short- to medium-term catalysts that
would convince Chinaand Indiato align against the United States, especially asboth countries
See cooperation with Washington asvital to economic growth. Dr. Garver assertsthat Beijing
may periodically pursue Sino-Indian cooperation on agiven issue, but only becauseit will
“cost Indiamuch morethan Chinaintermsof U.S. goodwill.” The deep geopolitical rivalry
between Indiaand China, combined with the expanded influence of the United States, makes
U.S. support of oneAsianrival against the other an extremely important strategic factor. Dr.
Garver concludesthat, unless Beljing softensitsgenerally abrasive policiesof the 1990s, the
coming yearswill witnesscloser rel ations between the United Statesand India, among China's
other neighbors.

We are very grateful to the Henry M. Jackson Foundation for its support of NBR's
publications. Aswith al NBR reports, the author is solely responsible for the content and
recommendationsin this paper.

Richard J. Ellings
President
The National Bureau of Asian Research



ThePost-Cold War China-India-U.S. Triangle

John W. Garver

A new strategic triangle among the United States, China, and India emerged
from the flux in international relations created by the end of the Cold War.
The new triangle had taken clear form by the time of the South Asian nuclear
tests of 1998, and isbeing consciously and enthusiastically “ played” by strat-
egists in all three capitals. Washington, Beijing, and New Delhi more fre-
guently perceive each of their national interests as being adversely affected
by an alignment of the other two against it, and thus a minuet of strategic
triangular relations has resulted. Extant and emerging issues of concern to
the strategic triangle are the I ndia-China border dispute, establishing nuclear
deterrents, the war on terrorism, relations with Pakistan, and political and
economic influencein the South Asia-Indian Ocean region. The deep geopo-
litical rivalry between India and China, combined with the expanded influ-
ence of the United States, makes U.S. support of one Asian rival against the
other an extremely important strategic factor. At the same time, there are
leaders in both China and Indiawho resent the U.S. global position and find
attractive, if impractical, the possibility of identifying issues on which they
might cooperate against the United States. Despite its potential importance,
the origins, dynamics, and implications of this strategic triangle are not well
understood and have already led to controversies over U.S. policy. This
article examinesthe dynamics of therapidly developing Sino-Indian-U.S. tri-
angle and traces the process by which all three actors have learned the rules
of the new strategic relations.

John W. Garver is professor of international relations at the Sam Nunn School of International
Affairs at the Georgia Institute of Technology. His most recent book is Protracted Contest, Sino-
Indian Rivalry in the Twentieth Century, Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2001. He is also an
Associate of the China Research Center (www.chinacenter.net) in Atlanta.
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The Emergence of the Post-Cold War Sino-Indian-U.S. Triangle

A distinctive pattern of triangular interaction hasemerged in relationsamong China,
India, and the United States during the post-Cold War period. This pattern becameincreas-
ingly distinct asthe 1990s progressed, and by 2001 was quite strong. Indiaand the United
States had to learn the rules of the new game, while China seemsto have understood those
rulesall dong. Thisarticletracestheorigin, evolution, and operation of the new pattern of
triangul ar relations between India, China, and the United States. Whilethis paper does not
demonstrate that issues involving China were the sole or even the most important factors
driving the new India-U.S. relation that emerged in the 2000s, it does suggest that Chinawas
onesignificant factor inthe emergence of the new Indo-U.S. relationship.

Thecrux of the new triangleisthat each actor fears alignment of the other two against
itself. Thisfear existsfor all three actors but is especially strong for the two weaker state
actors, Chinaand India. Chinaand Indiahave each taken action to counter aperceived link-
up of the other with the United States. When those actions were unsuccessful, theresulting
apprehension added new strain to relations of the* out” power with the United States. Reduc-
tion of interstate interactionsto atriangle rather than another multi-sided polygon arbitrarily
limitsthe number of nationa actorsconsidered. Thisisjustifiedif thesmplified modd of three-
sided interaction isfrequent enough and strong enough to makeisolated analysisuseful, and if
it provides significant insight into the pattern of interaction among the three actorsisolated for
analysis. Thefollowing analysiswill demonstrate that this has been the case with post-Cold
War China-India-U.S. relations.

The post-Cold War Chinese-Indian-U.S. triangul ar relationship differsin several ways
from the Sino-Soviet-U.S. triangle of the Cold War era. First of all, the new triangleisweakin
the sense that the dominant issuesin each dyad of the relationship do not relate to the third
power. The dominant issuesin India-Chinarelations are the unresolved border issue and
China’ smilitary linkswith Pakistan—issuesthat touch only indirectly on the United States.
Similarly, thedominant issuesin Sino-U.S. relations—trade, human rights, missile defense,
Tawan—havelittletodowith India. India-U.S. relationsarelikewise dominated by issuesnot
closely related to China—economic cooperation, and countering terrorism. It was aso the
casethat until mid-1998 U.S. policy toward Chinaand Indiaproceeded on largely separate
tracks, withlittlethought givento how U.S. linkswith one affected U.S. tieswith the other. Yet
thisvery de-linkage caused amajor misstep in U.S. policy in mid-1998 when Washington
founditself inadistinct but unintended alignment with Chinaagainst India
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Thenew triangleisalso asymmetrical intwo senses. Firgt, Indian and Chinese concerns
about the alignment of the other with the United States are far greater than U.S. concerns
about apossible I ndia-Chinaaignment. Thisderives, of course, from thefar greater power of
the United States. Yet within the United States, one al so detects apprehension regarding a
possible China-Indiabloc.

The Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR), issued by the U.S. Department of
Defense on September 30, 2001, for example, listed among U.S. “enduring national inter-
ests,” theneed to * preclud[ €] hostile domination of critical areas,” including “the East Asian
littoral,” aregion defined as* stretching from south of Japan through Australiaand into the Bay
of Bengal.” Inthat region, “ maintaining astablebalance” would be* particularly challenging,”
according to thereport, because” the possibility existsthat amilitary competitor with aformi-
dableresourcebasewill emergeintheregion.” Thesecarefully dliptical formulationsreferred
to anincreasingly powerful Chinathat might, someday, dominatethe“East Asianlittoral.”

Earlier authoritative statements of U.S. Asian strategy contained similar emphases. A
1990 statement, formulated during thefirst Bush administration, stressed theU.S. interestin
“maintaining the bal ance of power to prevent the rise of any regional hegemony.”2A 1995
statement, formulated during President Bill Clinton’sfirst term, also put on record the U.S.
interest in preventing “therise of any hegemonic power or coalition” asamong “America’s
permanent interestsin the security of theAsia-Pacificregion.”?

Although the possibility of aChina-Indiabloc was not explicitly mentioned in any of
these statementsof U.S. strategy, it isclear that the formation of such ablocwould clearly be
antithetical to“ maintaining astablebalance” inthe East Asian littoral .#If fearsof apartnership
of the other two actorsexisted for the United States, those fearswere much greater for China
and Indiawhose power wasfar lessthan America’s. India sfears centered on U.S. support
for agrowing Chineserolein South Asia. China sfears centered on the possibility of Indian
participation in U.S.-inspired containment of China.

1 United States Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, September 30, 2001
<www.dod.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf>.

2 Presidential Report to Congress prepared by the Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs, East Asia and Pacific Region, A Strategic Framework for the Asian
Pacific Rim: Report to Congress, Looking Toward the 21st Century, April 1990, p. 5.

3 Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, East Asia and
Pacific Region, United States Security Strategy for the East Asia-Pacific Region, February 1995, p. 5.

4 U.S. Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report.
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The second senseinwhich the new triangleisasymmetrical isthat U.S. and Chinesein-
terestsin their mutual relationship far outweigh theinterests of each vis-&vislndia For a
century, the United States has been deeply engaged politically, militarily, and economicaly in
EastAsia Yet U.S. palitical involvement in South Asiahasbeen far shallower. Thesameholds
true economically. In 1999 trade between Indiaand the United Stateswas only 13.3 percent
of U.S. tradewith China. Thisasymmetry also existsfor China. I1tseconomic linkswiththe
United Statesare absolutely vital to the successof itsdrivefor devel opment, but itseconomic
linkswith South Asiaare secondary. While Chinahasmagjor interestsin South Asia, they pale
incomparison to Chind sinterestsaround the Pacific, except for thoserelated to China s con-
trol over Tibet.

Origin of the New Triangular Configuration

Severd factorsundermined long-standing patternsof great power interactionin SouthAsa
and contributed to theemergence of the new triangular rel ationshipinthe 1990s. Thesewere:

» collapseof the Soviet Union

* Indianrethinking of itstraditiona policiesof non-alignment and economic autarky
e U.S disengagement from Pakistan

* explosivegrowth of Chinese power

* deterioration of Sino-U.S. relations

In many ways the most important factor was the disintegration of the Soviet Union and
the subsequent ebb of Russian capabilitiesin South Asia. The Soviet Union had long been
India’s major backer among the extra-regional powers. Although Gorbachev'sdrivetoim-
prove relations with Chinain the late 1980s sapped much of the credibility of the 1971
Indo-Soviet treaty, which guaranteed M oscow’s protection of India, the Soviet Union con-
tinued until its demiseto be Indiasmajor great power backer.® The Russian Federation (the
internationally recognized successor state to the Soviet Union after 1991) had far lessinter-
est and capability in South Asia. Even after the break up of the Soviet Union, Russia's
economic situation continued to unravel. Russia' s gross domestic product declined by 43.4
percent between 1992 and 2000.° Moreover, Russian naval power atrophied. Whereas

5| discuss the redefinition of the 1971 Indo-Soviet treaty by Gorbachev in “The Indian Factor in
Recent Sino-Soviet Relations,” The China Quarterly, no. 125 (March 1991), pp. 55-85.
6 World Bank, World Development Indicators, Washington, DC: World Bank, 2000, CD-ROM.
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Soviet warships had played asignificant rolein the rivalries of the Indian Ocean, those of the
Russian Federation were notably absent during the 1990s.

Moreover, unlikethe Soviet Union, which abutted Afghani stan, Russiawas geographi-
cally remotefrom South Asia. Russian attention a so focused far more on domestic affairs.
When Russian leadersturned to foreign affairs, their focustended to be closer to home—on
the“near abroad” of the newly sovereign Central Asiarepublics. Inoneforeign policy arena,
Russian armssalesto Indiacontinued, whilesimilar salesto Chinaincreased. These Russian
armssalesarguably becameasignificant factor affecting the Sino-1ndian military balance. But
thisalonedid not make Russiaamajor actor on the South Asian stage, especially snceMos-
cow did not attempt to exploit its arms supply relations with both Indiaand Chinafor any
politica ends. Theexit of Russafromthecockpit of SouthAsianinternationa politicsmay well
only be temporary, but, during the decade after the end of Cold War, that void was quite
distinct. Russia’ s absenceleft Indiawithout strong backing among the major powers. With
M oscow out of the game, it became necessary for Indiato bid higher for U.S. support.

Theend of the Cold War also precipitated aprocess of rethinking within Indiaabout that
country’straditional policy of nonalignment. India snonalignment policy had been definedin
termsof the east-west conflict of the Cold War. With that cleavage passe, what relevancedid
nonalignment have? The Indian debate over non-
alignment was extremely complex, but influential ,
voicesgradually beganto arguethat old moralistic The end of th.e COId, \_Mar eroded Ir,]d_' an
andidedlistic policiesof nondlignment had prevented taboos agai nst mi litary and political
Indiafrom maneuvering effectively in pursuit of its cooperation with the United Sates.
own national interests. A more coldly calculated,
realistic pursuit of Indian national interestswas required, these critics argued.” These new
realistic perspectives eroded traditional |ndian taboosagainst military and political coopera-
tion with the United States.

The processof rethinking traditiona veritiesabout nonalignment waslinked toasimilar
process of questioning long-standing, economic preferencesfor autarky and socialism. Dur-
ing the 1991 Gulf War, India experienced a collapse of remittances from Indian nationals

7 One of the most forceful expositions of the realist case was by Jaswant Singh who became one of
the chief architects of the deliberately triangular Indian policies, which began in 1998 and are analyzed
below. See Jaswant Singh, Defending India, London and New Delhi: Macmillan, 1999. Regarding the
debate within India, see Stephen P. Cohen, India, Emerging Power, Washington, DC: Brookings, 2001,
pp. 36-65.
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working inthe Persian Gulf area. Thus Indiadiscovered the wealth-generating potential of
participation in the global economy, which led to agradual but steady opening of the Indian
economy. What began out of dire necessity, soon acquired alogic and momentum of itsown.
Aslndianleaders sought to deepen the country’sinvolvement in the globa economy during the
1990s, improved relationswith the United Stateswere useful. India-U.S. tradeincreased by
264 percent in the decade between 1990 and 2000.2

Thetermination of the U.S.-Pakistan strategic partnershipin 1990 over Pakistan’snuclear
weapons program eliminated a major and long-standing obstacle to Indian-U.S. strategic
cooperation. Throughout the 1980s, Washington and | slamabad had sparred over Pakistan's
nuclear weapons program. In that process the United States declared that the assembly of
various componentsinto a usable bomb was an unacceptable threshold, which, if crossed,
wouldlead to the suspension of U.S. military assistanceto Pakistan. That threshold was crossed
inearly 1990, and | ater that year Washington followed through on itsthreat. The background
for thisaction wasthe withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan the previousyear—a
development that made cooperation with Pakistan lessvital to Washington and fear of aban-
donment by the United States agreater concern in Islamabad. Most important for the pur-
poses of thisessay, however, isthefact that the coll apse of the U.S.-Pakistan link increased
Indian willingnessto expand security tieswith the United States. Inthe zero-sumlogic of the
India-Pakistan dyad, the United Stateswas no longer thefriend of India’ senemy.

China' srapidly growing economic lead over Indiaalso created apprehensioninndia
and adesireto find waysof dealing with that problem. In 1980, India's GNPwas 133 percent
thesizeof China’s. By 1996 the two countrieshad traded places; India’ seconomy had fallen
to only 68 percent of China's—adramatic change of relative position.® In termsof net inflow
of foreign direct investment (FDI), India sintake of $72 million dollarsin 1982 wasonly 16.7
percent of China' sintakein that year.° By 1995, however, China's lead was even greater:
India’sFDI for that year wasonly 6 percent of China's. For the entire period between 1982

8 International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade Yearbooks, Washington, DC: International Mon-
etary Fund, 1992 and 2001.

9 World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2000, CD-ROM.

10 The World Bank did not list FDI for Chinauntil 1982; before that it was virtually zero. The huge leap
in China's FDI in 1982 was partly due to new statistical reporting procedures implemented by Chinain that
year. Still, the broader point stands. FDI inflow into Chinavastly exceeded theinflow into India. Thelion’s
share of FDI coming into Chinain the early 1980s came from Hong Kong, which was in the process of
shifting most of its labor intensive manufacturing industry to southern China.
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and 1999, India’stotal FDI was, according to World Bank statistics, 5.4 percent of China's.
Intermsof foreign reserves (agood measure of astate’sability to act internationally), India’s
reserves of $8.32 billion were 187 percent of China'sin 1978. By 1995, India scomparative
reserves had fallento 28 percent of China’s.

China sgrowing national capabilitieswerereflected in steadily improving and long-range
military capabilities. Ever more modern Chinesewarshipsincreasingly frequented Indian Ocean
ports: PLA warshipsvisited Karachi in Pakistan, Chittagong in Bangladesh, and Colomboin
Sri Lankain 1985-86; Karachi, Mumbai inIndia, and Chittagong in 1993; Lumut inMalaysia
in1999; Kelang in Malaysia, Dar es Salaam in Tanzania, and Capetown in South Africain
2000; and Karachi, Mumbai, and Sittwe in Burmain 2001. Chinese economic cooperation
with countriesflanking India sterritory—Burma, Bangladesh, Pakistan—al so expanded in
tandem with the size and marketi zation of China’seconomy. Watching the growth of Chinese
linkswith neighboring countries, Indian realistsbecameincreasingly apprehensive of China's
rise and began to think about ways of countering China’sgrowing strength and position.

A final trend that gaveriseto the new triangle wastheintensification of U.S.-Chinese
tension during the 1990s. Conflictsover humanrights, trade, proliferation, and Taiwan gradu-
aly merged with philosophical differencesover thenature of sovereignty, therole of the United
Nations, and theroleof military forceininternational affairs. The commonintereststhat once
arosefromjoint opposition to the Soviet Union no longer balanced differencesin other areas.
L eadersin both Washington and Beljing becameincreasingly apprehens ve about the growing
power of the other side. Leadersin both countries also began to ponder how Indiawould fit
into the new equation of Sino-U.S. rivalry.

The Nehruvian and Chinese Preference for
Constructing a New World Order

Thedesirablegod of Sino-Indianrlations, both from the standpoint of Indian Nehruvianism
and of the Chineseforeign-policy line throughout the 1980s and 1990s, was close coopera-
tion between thesetwo Asian giantsin the struggle to construct anew political and economic
world order. According to this perspective, the established world order was set up by and
primarily benefited the devel oped countries of the West. The plan posited that to right the
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historic wrongsinflicted on the non-western, non-whiteworld asaresult of western domina-
tion, Indiaand Chinashould cooperateto create anew international order in greater comport
withtheinterestsand values of the devel oping countries.™*

Therewas ahuge chasm, of course, between thereality of Indian-Chineserivalry and
thisposited outcome. Nonethel ess, the I ndian Congress Party governments of the late 1980s
and early 1990s pursued Sino-Indian rapprochement in the hopes of achieving aSino-Indian
partnership. In hisspeech at QinghuaUniversity in Beijing during hispath-breaking visit to
Chinain December 1988, for example, Prime Minister Rgjiv Gandhi recalled “ the warmth of
our friendship and ashared sense of purpose which marked our joint endeavors’ inthe 1950s.
Indiaand Chinahad then represented “ the voice of resurgent Asia, worked toward ending
colonialism everywhere, [and] taking the world from under the shadow of the past into the
sunlight of thenew era.” Gandhi called for a“new beginning” in which “the spirit of themid-
fiftiesisrekindled.” > Gandhi continued:

There has been significant parallelism in the views expressed by Indiaand Chinaon
awiderange of issues relating to world security, the international political order, the
new international economic order, global concerns as regards the environment and
space. As developing countries, India and China share common concerns about the
functioning of the international economic order” and should cooperate to achieve a
restructuring of that order.®

When Prime Minister Narasimha Rao spokeat Beijing University during his September
1993 visit to China, he stressed the same themes. Most of the smaller partiesin coalition
governmentsthat presided over theinterregnum between Rao’sresignation in 1995 and the
Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) takeover in March 1998 shared these basic Nehruvian perspec-
tives. Although it wasnot explicitly stated in Indian or Chinesewritingsthat advocated for such
Sino-Indian partnership, if such apartnership had materialized it would almost certainly have
pitted those two countries against the United States over the question of afundamental trans-
formation of the existing globa political-economic order.

1 Regarding Nehru's views in this regard see Giri Deshingkar, “The Nehru Years Revisited,” in Tan
Chong, ed., Across the Himalayan Gap: An Indian Quest for Understanding China, New Delhi: Indira
Gandhi National Center for the Arts, 1998, pp. 403-13. Various comments by Nehru about India-China
cooperation along these lines are presented on pages 45-51 of Tan's book.

2 Gandhi’s and Rao’s speeches are in Tan, Across the Himalayan Gap, pp. 5-11 and 14-17.

2 |bid.
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During the 1990stheemerging redlist critique of Nehruvianismin Indiafaulted thenotion
that Indianforeign policy should strive primarily for the achievement of ajust world order.
Foreign policy ought to focus on “arelentless pursuit of one’sown national interests.”** Re-
garding China, redlist criticssaid that the application of thisidealistic, moralistic doctrine had
led to disastrous mistakes. Indiashould now haveaclear concept of what itssecurity interests
required vis-aVvisChina, and mobilize al possible pressure on Beijing to secureits acceptance
of those Indian requirements. In practice (aswill be shown below), thiswould mean Indian
courtship of Washington asaway of pressing Beljing on aseriesof issues, startingwith China's
assistanceto Pakistan’ smissile devel opment efforts. The practitionersof Indian realism, who
took officewith the BJP svictory in March 1998, were not entirely adverseto rhetoric about
Sino-Indian cooperation on behalf of thethird world, but they treated thisasacondition that
could only be realized once Beijing began to respect India’'s core security interests. In the
meantime, |ndiawould expand its security cooperation with the United States.

Therewasfar greater stability in Chinese preferences. Throughout the process of Sino-
Indian rapprochement that beganin 1988, Beijing called upon New Delhi to undertake close,
friendly cooperation with Chinain constructing a
new international political-economic order. Once
againthecentra, if implicit, ideawasthat the es-
tablished international order primarily benefited the
devel oped countries and that the two largest de-
veloping countries, Indiaand China, should work
together to create anew order. Beijing’sembrace of thisapproach datesback to Zhou Enlai’s
1950sdiplomacy toward India.*® The stratagem was relaunched in Chinese diplomatic prac-
tice by Deng Xiaoping during histalkswith Rajiv Gandhi in Beijing in 1988. During a 90-
minute discussion with Gandhi, Deng stressed the prospectsfor Sino-Indian cooperation on
suchissuesaslessening reliance on military blocs, reducing global economic disparities, and
ending the“fallacious philosophy” of deterrence.’ Thejoint communiqué signed at the end of
Gandhi’svisitindicated that the two sidesagreed that the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexist-

In 1988 Beijing called upon New Delhi
to cooperate in the construction of an
anti-Western political-economic order.

14 Singh, Defending India, pp. 34-35.

15 See Bei Mouyi, “Song 50 niandai de Zhong Yin guanxi kan Zhou Enlai zongli dui jianli zhanhou
guoji zhengzhi xin zhixu de lishixing gongxin” (Viewing premier Zhou Enlai’s historic contributions to the
establishment of a postwar new international political order from the standpoint of Sino-Indian relations in
the 1950s), Waijiao xueyuan xuebao (Diplomatic college journal), vol. 1, no. 15 (1990), pp. 6-12.

6 Asian Recorder (New Delhi), no. 20431 (February 12-18, 1989).
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ence* congtitute the basi c guiddinesfor establishment of anew international political order and
the new international economic order.”*” Over the next several yearsthetwo sidesfleshed out
the meaning of that new international political-economic order. In the Sino-Indian joint
communiquésigned at theend of Premier Li Peng’simportant visit to Indiain December 1991
(reciprocating Gandhi’s 1988 visit), six full paragraphs were devoted to areas where joint
effortsto build the new international order were appropriate.’®

When Beijing introduced the strategy of Sino-Indian cooperation in the late 1980s, it
aimed to create apositive aimosphere that would raise bilateral trade and resolveor at |east
reduce the danger of aclash over the boundary issue. Chinese |eaders were not then con-
cerned with possible I ndian dignment with the United States. If anything, they were concerned
with Indian alignment with the Soviet Union. AsU.S.-Chineserelations deteriorated in the
1990s, however, the old policy acquired new objectives—even whilethe old objectivesdid
not entirely disappear. Beijing becameincreasingly concerned with thwarting suspected secret
U.S. strategiesof containing Chinaor splitting Tibet from China. Beijing becameincreasingly
concerned with countering what it called U.S. unipolarity, power politics, and bullying. Inthis
new post-Cold War context the old solicitation of Indiacontinued with anew purpose. The
stratagem of drawing Indiainto anti-western cooperation in construction of anew world order
offered additional advantages. It becameaway of preventing Indiafrom being drawnintothe
ring of U.S.-engineered containment that Beijing suspected Washington of trying to set up
around China.

AsSino-Indianrelationsimproved in the 1990s, examplesof Chineseinvitationsto India
to cooperate in establishing anew international order often decorated high-level Chinese-
Indianinteractions. For example, during President Jiang Zemin'sfour-day statevisittoIndiain
November 1996 (the first time a Chinese head of state visited India), amajor theme of his
commentswasthe good prospectsfor Sino-1ndian cooperation. Jiang produced for thevisita
“16 character formula’: “ Enhance[ Sino-1ndian] understanding, deepen friendship, build trust
and promote cooperation in order to establish aconstructive cooperative partnership.”*° Inhis

17 Sino-Indian Joint Press Communique, Xinhua, December 23, 1988, in Foreign Broadcast Infor-
mation Service, Daily Report China (hereafter FBIS-CHI), December 23, 1988, pp. 11-12. The Five
Principles are: mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty, mutual non-aggression, mutual
noninterference in each other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and coexistence. Regard-
ing the formulation of these principles see John Rowland, A History of Sno-Indian Relations, Hostile
Coexistence, Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand Co., 1967. pp. 85-86.

18 Sino-Indian Joint Press Communique, Xinhua, December 16, 1991, in FBIS-CHI, December 16,
1991, pp. 20-22.

% He Chang, “Jiang Zemin visits India to seep opportunities to establish Sino-Indian cooperative
partnership,” Zhongguo tongxun she, November 29, 1996, FBIS-CHI-96-232.
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talk with Indian President Shankar D. Sharma, Jiang maintained that “2,000 years’ of peaceful
exchanges, plus a history of mutual sympathy and support between the two peoplesin
common struggles against imperialism and colonialism, had created a solid foundation for
relations. “ Chinaiswilling to work with Indiato forge afuture-oriented friendship and con-
structive partnership,” Jiang said.?° Although Sino-Indian comity deteriorated after India's
1998 nucl ear tests, by mid-2000, Chinese solicitationsto I ndian-Chinese cooperation again
becamefrequent. In July 2000, Chinese Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan gave written answers
inaninterview by areporter from the Indian paper The Hindu. Early in hisresponses, Tang
madethispitch:

Asthetwo biggest devel oping countriesin theworld, Chinaand India share common
interests and similar views on many major international and regional issues. Both
countries uphold the ways of development in conformity with their own national con-
ditions. They oppose hegemonism, power politics and “neo-interventionism.” They
stand for promoting [the] world multipolarity process, while opposing [a] unipolar
world, and are committed to the establishment of a just and equitable international
political and economic order. Facing the complicated and changeable international
situationtoday, itisnot only possible but al so necessary for Chinaand Indiato strengthen
coordination and cooperation in safeguarding the legal rights and interests of the
devel oping countries and promoting world peace and stability.#

A clear, if unstated, implication of Indian acceptance of Beijing'sproposal for broad Sino-
Indian cooperationisthat Indiawould remain distant from the United States and the western
aliance. By cooperating with Chinain the struggle against the vested interests of therich, west-
ern nations, Indiawould work with Chinaagainst the United Statesand its devel oped-country
alliesto construct anew international order. If such aChina-Indiaunited front had beenreal -
ized, it would have encountered anumber of mgjor difficulties. Bethat asit may, pursuit of this
ideal had the advantagefor Beijing of inclining New Delhi toward Chinaand away fromalign-
ment with Washington.

Thisisnot to say that Beijing did not genuinely percelve advantagesin amultipolar politi-
cal order and a shift of economic advantages from rich to less-rich countries. There are no
groundsfor concluding that Chinese propositionsfor anew global order werelessthan heart-
felt, but thefact that Chineseleaders deemed these goalsdesirousin and of themselves does
not entirely explain the matter. Commentsby Chineseleaders—such asthose by Jiang Zemin

2 “Jiang notes India’s contributions to human civilization,” Xinhua, November 28, 1996, in FBIS-
CHI-96-231.

2L “Chinese foreign minister reviews Sino-Indian relations,” interview by C. RajaMohan, The Hindu,
July 22, 2000, in FBIS-CHI-2000-0722.



16 NBRANALYSIS

and Tang Jiaxuan quoted earlier—clearly indicate the belief that by cooperating onsuchis-
sues, Sino-Indian relations could be moved in apositive direction. That is, not only werethe
goalsrelated to anew international order desirable on their own, but cooperation between
Indiaand Chinain pursuit of those goalswasa so judged aslikely to have abeneficia effect on
relations between the two countries.

India and the Sino-American “ Strategic Partner ship”

Thefirst clear instances of the new post-Cold War triangularity occurred in 1995 and
1996, when, during negotiationson the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) Extension and Review
Conference and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), the United States and China
aligned against Indiaover nuclear weaponsissues. This pattern of U.S.-Chinese alignment
against Indiawasrepeated in the aftermath of India’ s nuclear testsin 1998. This episode of
Sino-American alignment against Indiaconstituted alearning experiencefor both New Delhi
and Washington. Regarding Washington, it seemsthat the United Statesaligned with China
against Indialargely becauseit did not think in terms of atriangular relationship. Instead,
Washington was dealing independently with Indiaand Chinain pursuit of nonproliferation
goals. India’sstrongly negative response to the experience of confrontingaSino-U.S. aign-
ment, however, compelled Washington to rethink the matter—that is, to begin thinking in
triangular terms. Theresult wasapolicy far more sensitiveto Indian concernsof U.S. align-
ment with China. For New Delhi, the stark reality of coming up against aSino-U.S. alignment
brought hometherisksof diplomaticisolation and the crucia importance of diplomatic maneu-
ver to uncouple Chinaand the United States.

U.S.-Chineserelationswere especialy complex in 1995-96. On the one hand, following
Talwan President Lee Teng-hui’sJune 1995 visit to the United States, Beijing and \Washington
moved into what became amilitarized confrontation in the Taiwan Strait in early 1996—the
first Sino-U.S. military confrontation in three decades—and the prospect of war over Taiwan
suddenly became far more tangible. On the other hand, however, Beijing and Washington
simultaneoudly intensified their cooperation in theareaof nuclear nonproliferation. Coopera-
tion in this area was seized upon by leaders of both countries who hoped to switch U.S.-
Chineserelationsaway from increasing confrontation toward what the two governments be-
gancaling a“ strategic partnership.” 2

2 The Clinton administration stressed that the “strategic partnership” was an objective to be built
through the efforts of both sides, not a description of the extant U.S.-Chinese relations.
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One aspect of that growing Sino-U.S. cooperation wasdirected against India, but U.S.-
Chinese cooperation was only one element of the international pressurethat confronted New
Delhi in 1995-96 over the NPT and CTBT. Nevertheless, sincethe most significant perceived
nuclear threat to Indiacame from Chinaor its partner Pakistan and since the United States
wielded preeminent influencein theinternational community, the conjuncture of Chinaand the
United States intensified the pressure on India. In particular, during the NPT Review and
Extension Conference of 1995, Indiacame under U.S. and Chinese pressureto accept insti-
tutionalized status as anon-nuclear weapon state under the NPT. India, which had long ob-
jected to the putative discriminatory nature of the NPT and had refused to sign thetreaty, did
not attend the conference.

Prior to the opening of the NPT conference, Beijing, in response to U.S. prompting,
issued aNational Statement on Security A ssurancesthat addressed the security concerns of
non-nuclear states not participating inthe NPT.2 Indiawasthe most important country inthis
category. Thewording of China s statement was constructed to extend guaranteesto partici-
pants in the NPT regime. The five permanent members of the UN Security Council then
jointly offered a degree of reassurance to non-
nuclear weapons states, contingent, onceagain, on
their entry into the NPT regime. Security Council
Resolution 984, which was passed in April 1995,
provided that in the event of use or threatened use
of nuclear weapons* agai nst non-nuclear weapon
States who are party to the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, [the Security Council] and aboveall itsnuclear weapons
states permanent members, will act immediately in accordance with therelevant provisionsof
the Charter of the United Nations[emphasisadded].” ?* Limiting these security assurancesto
participants of the NPT regimewasintended to pressure non-nuclear weapons states outside
the NPT to accede to the treaty.

Resolution 984 raised the specter that
China and the United Sates might
condone the other’s use of nuclear

weapons against India.

India srepresentativeto the United Nations objected strongly to Resolution 984. “Inmy
delegation’sview,” hesaid, “itistheclear responsibility of the nuclear weaponsstatesthat are
al so permanent membersof the[ Security] Council to gototheassistance of any statethat is
threatened with or isthevictim of nuclear attack, and not merely thosethat might besignatories

2 The statement was published in Beijing Review, April 24-30, 1996, p. 20.
24 UN Security Council Resolution 984 <www.un.org>.
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to the NPT.” % Resolution 984 might, thelndian representative said, “ giveawrong message”
to nuclear weaponsstatesrecognized by theNPT. “ Onewould hopethat by offering adraft reso-
[ution of thiskind,” India srepresentative said, “the nuclear weapons statesare not telling the
non-membersof the NPT that they, the nuclear weapons states, arefreeto use nuclear weap-
onsagainst them, becausethiswoul d haveimplicationswhich aretoofrightening to contemplate.”
In other words, the resol ution rai sed the specter that Chinaand the United States might con-
donetheother’suse of nuclear weaponsagainst India.

Although New Delhi did not attend the NPT review conference, Indiadid participate
actively inthe CTBT negotiations. According to thehead of the Indian team at those negotia-
tions, Ambassador Arundhati Ghose, the strong international pressure on India that was
manifest at the NPT conference had a deep impact on India.® Confronted by mounting
international pressure to formally and permanently forgo the nuclear weapons option, the
Indian government, then still headed by Narasimha Rao, decided to test anuclear weapon to
create anuclear fait accompli. Foreign governments became aware of this plan and heavy
international pressureledto cancellation of thetest.?

Followingthe NPT conference, U.S. attention focused moreintently onthe CTBT nego-
tiations. In February 1996 the Clinton administration concluded amonth-long review of itsChina
policy by decidingtoexpand high-level contactswith Chinainanefforttocreateanew “ strategic
dialogue.” % Chinarespondedto U.S. promptingin June, whenit dramatically shifted policy at
the CTBT talksby dropping thedemand that it beallowed to conduct nuclear explosionsfor
“peaceful purposes.” Beijingalsoindicated it would suspend al further nucl ear testsby Septem-
ber 1996, whenthe CTBT was schedul ed to take effect.? Further U.S.-Chinesetalksduring
thesummer of 1996 made U.S. officia soptimisticthat futurecooperationin such areasasnon-
proliferationwould help set amorepositive, lessconflict-riddentonefor U.S.-Chineserel ations.®

Having shifted course toward cooperation with the United Stateson the CTBT, Beijing
became an enthusiastic proponent of stringent “entry into force” provisonsdesigned to pres-

% United Nations Security Council, 50th Session, 3514th meeting, April 11, 1995, S/PV.3514.

% Arundhati Ghose, “Negotiating the CTBT: India’s Security Concerns and Nuclear Disarmament,”
Journal of International Affairs, vol. 51, no. 1 (Summer 1997), pp. 239-61.

27 International Institute for Strategic Studies (11SS), Srategic Survey, 1996-97, London: IISS,
1997, pp. 202-03.

8 Jeffrey Smith, “U.S. to Seek Closer Ties With China,” Washington Post, February 21,1996, A27.

2 Barbara Crossette, “In Concession, China is Ready to Ban A-tests,” New York Times, June 7,
1996,A1,A4.

% Keith Richburg, “U.S. China Optimistic After Talks in Beijing,” Washington Post, July 11, 1996, A21.
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surelndiaintojoining theemerging CTBT. Asadraft of the CTBT beganto take shape, India
declared it would not sign the document asit then stood. The United Stateswasinitially not
very concerned about India sresponse, asit felt that participation by thefive declared nuclear
weapon states was a sufficient accomplishment of the CTBT. After India’ sannouncement,
however, China, along with Russia, emerged asavigorous proponent of strong provisionsto
pressure Indiainto accession to thetreaty, according to Ambassador Ghose. 3!

Confronted with strong international pressure, including U.S.-Chineseaignment, India
attempted to prevent action onthe CTBT by refusing to assent. Sincethe UN Conferenceon
Disarmament (wherethe CTBT talkstook place) functioned by consensus, Indiahoped that
itsnon-consent would prevent approval of the completed CTBT text. Chinaand the United
States circumvented Indian obstruction by conveying thefinalized CTBT to the General As-
sembly asanationally- and jointly-sponsored proposal . Indian objectionsto this procedure
wereignored, and virtually the entireinternational community endorsed thetreaty. On Sep-
tember 11, 1996, the General Assembly approved the CTBT by avote of 158 to 3. Only
India, Bhutan, and Libyavoted against it.

India srepresentative put hiscountry’sobjectionson record, saying that Indiawas* deeply
concerned” by the circumvention of the normal procedures of the Conference on Disarma-
ment. A “very small group of countries” had pushed through the objectionable provisonsinan
attempt to “ enforce obligationson Indiawithout itsconsent.” *> The CTBT would “only further
sustain the present nuclear hegemony” of the current Permanent Five. Inwordsthat foreshad-
owed those of Atal Behari Vajpayee's|etter to Clinton following India's nuclear tests two
yearslater, India’ sUN representative pleaded for international understanding of India ssecu-
rity Situation vis-avisnuclear Chinaand Pekistan:

Our security environment has obliged us to maintain the nuclear option. We have
exercised unparalleled restraint with respect to our nuclear option. Countries around
us continue their weapons programs either openly or in aclandestine manner. In such
an environment, we cannot permit our option to be constrained or eroded in any
manner aslong as nuclear weapons states remain unwilling to accept the obligation to
eliminate their nuclear arsenals.*

In plain speech, New Delhi’s representative was saying that India hoped the United
Statesand other countrieswould be understanding of India s need to keep the nuclear option

31 Ghose, “Negotiating the CTBT,” Journal of International Affairs.
%2 United Nations General Assembly, 50th Session, 123rd Plenary Meeting, Sept. 9, 1996, A/50/PV.123.
3 |bid.
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openinthefaceof linked Chinese and Pakistani nuclear threats. New Delhi’s preferencewas
for the United Statesto support Indiaagainst China, although Indian diplomacy toward that
end wasineffectual in 1996.

Asthe* strategic partnership” between Beljing and Washington moved forward after the
CTBT negotiations, nonproliferation cooperation directed against | ndiaremained animpor-
tant component. Thelong-delayed visit by President Jiang to the United Statesin October
1997 and President Clinton’sreciprocal visit to Chinain June 1998 were products of thejoint
effort to establish * strategic partnership.” At the October 1997 summit, Beijing and Washing-
tonformally agreed to “ build toward a constructive strategic partnership” onthebasisof “a
long-term perspective.” According to thejoint presidentia statement i ssued at the summit, the
two countries had “ great potential for cooperation in maintaining global and regional peace
and stability” and for “ preventing proliferation of weapons of massdestruction.” SouthAsia
wasone of several specified areaswherethetwo powers could cooperateto  maintain peace
and stability.”>*

InIndian eyes, the October 1997 Sino-American joint statement suggested that, under
thewing of the United States, Chinawould play alarger security rolein SouthAsia. It was
another small e ement in theemerging structure of China-U.S. anti-Indiaaignment. Moreover,
during occasional “ strategic dialogues’ between Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichenand
Secretary of State MadeleineAlbright in 1997-98, the Chinese side often turned the subject
to Indiaand SouthAsia® Theneed for an I ndian diplomatic maneuver to uncouplethisemerging
alignment wasmounting.

New Delhi’s Salicitation of U.S. Understanding for Nuclearization
and Beijing's Riposte

The second clear case of U.S.-Chinese-Indian triangularity camein 1998, when India
bidfor strategic “understanding” from the United Statesregarding Chinesethreatsto India
Chinaresponded with strenuous effortsto abort that understanding.

3 White House, “Joint U.S.-China Statement,” October 29, 1997 <www.state.gov/www/regions/
eap/971029_usc_jtstmt.html>.

% Susan Shirk, “Chinese Perceptions of India: Brief Comments,” in Carolyn W. Pumphrey, ed., The
Rise of China in Asia: Security Implications, Carlisle Barracks: Strategic Studies Institute, 2002, p. 107.
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Following the March 1998 victory of the BJP, anew Indian foreign policy team cameto
office, headed by Jaswant Singh, then deputy head of the planning commission and chief
Indian interlocutor with the United Statesfollowing the May 1998 nuclear tests, and Brgjesh
Mishra, principle secretary to Prime Minister Vg payee and charge d’ affaires at the Indian
missionin Beijing from 1969 to 1972. It soon became apparent that India' s new team planned
to accumul ate pressure pointson Chinain order to move Beljing toward grester sengitivity to
India’s security concernsin South Asia. Indian nuclearization and anew security-oriented
thrust to India's“Look East” policy wereimportant elementsof India snew set of pressures.
The*"Look East” policy wasan effort to expand India' s cooperative linkswith the countries of
East and Southeast Asia. Launched in 1995 under NarasimhaRao, it initially had alargely
economic complexion. Theleadership of Vajpayee, Singh, and Mishragave asecurity cast to
the policy, and Indian defense and security linkswith the countries of those regionsbegan to
proliferate after 1998.% Theinstrument of Indian |everage most relevant to purposes of this
articlewas, however, adistinct Indian tilt toward strategic partnership with the United States.

Bejing'sinitial responseto India sfirst round of nuclear testswasrelatively subdued.
This response shifted radically after the New York Times published a May 13 letter from
Vajpayeeto President Clinton and other world |eaders explaining therational e for thetests.*”
Vapayee'sletter dedlt first and foremost with thethreat from China. Infact, 68 wordstargeted
China, compared to 48 addressing the Pakistani threat to India. Theletter did not explicitly
name China, but theimplicationswere clear. Vajpayee pleaded for U.S. support: “We hope
that you will show understanding of our concern for India’s security.” In short, Vajpayee's
letter to Clinton sought U.S. understanding of Indian nuclearization by stressing the Chinese
threat to Indiaand China srolein assisting Pakistan’snuclear and missile programs.

Theanti-Chinajustification of India’snuclearizationin May 1998 roused Beijing'sireand
concern. Shortly after India stests, China's prominent Indiaspecidist, Ye Zhengjia, conducted
anextensivesurvey of the“experiencesand lessons’ of Sino-Indian relations, but thefindings
did not mention either nonproliferation or possible dangersto Chinaposed by India’s posses-
sion of nuclear weapons. Instead, the report stressed the” prepost