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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the U.S.-India relationship in the
context of a world power interacting with the predominant
regional power. The growing Indian military’s power projection
and nuclear weapons capability make the Indian Ocean region a
critical area for American foreign policy during the next
decade. New Delhi’s desire to be a hegemonic power in the
region combined with the U.S. military drawdown in reaction to
the changing strategic environment could threaten long-term
U.S. interests. The United States can no long afford to remain
relatively disinterested in the region and must develop a

comprehensive policy to promote regional security and

stability.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Under the leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev, the Soviet
Union has embarked on a new approach to foreign policy, the
results of which were exemplified by the image shattering
events of 1989 and the recent reunification of Germany. As a
result of the new emerging world order, the United States must
reevaluate its global relations and commitments. The United
States will probably allocate fewer resources to Europe as the
threat of war in the European theater decreases. Indeed, U.S.
interests in Europe are changing, perhaps relatively declining
as other regions gain in importance. As part of the
reevaluation of American relations and commitments, it is
critical for Washington to examine U.S. policies toward India
and the Indian Ocean region. The United States may well have
underestimated India in the past. Recent events in the Indian
Ocean region indicate the United States should not ignore this
emerging regional power.

Taking into account the implications of the shifting
global strategic environment, the primary objective of this
thesis is to assess Indian security interests, military
capabilities, the regional threat environment and India’s
changing power projection ability. This analysis will provide
the basis for briefly indicating and assessing potential U.S.

security and strategic policy options for the region.




Throughout the thesis, two tracks will be considered: India’s
apparent intention and growing capability to be the hegemonic
power in South Asia; and regional reaction to that intention
and capability, especially regional concern with India as a
perceived threat.

The second chapter will provide a concise assessment of
the U.S.-India relationship, a relationship evolving largely
as a result of changing U.S. interests in the Indian Ocean
region. This chapter will provide the framework for
determining the significance of 1India as a major U.S.
interest. Chapter II will also assess India’'s security
dilemmas and concerns, to ascertain whether India represents
a threat to the region’'s stability, as well as to iindicate
India’s perceived threats. The chapter will look at New
Delhi’s domestic and regional rationale for expanding the
Indian military and the impact the Indian rilitary buildup has
on Indian power projection capability. The assessment in this
chapter is critical to understanding India’s perceptions of
its military requirements, Indian policy initiatives in the
region, and the potential for continuing and heightened
regional instability.

Since 1971, the Indian government has enjoyed a “special
relationship" with the Soviet government. Among other things,
the Soviet Union provides military equipment in exchange for
Indian consumer goods. 1India’s relationship with the Soviet

Union currently constitutes New Delhi’s most critical




bilateral relationship. Chapter III will thus examine India’s
"alliance" with the Soviets. One of the vital issues analyzed
in this chapter is India’'s assessment of Mikhail Gorbachev and
New Delhi’s evaluation of anticipated Soviet support to India
during the 1990s. Changing Soviet relations with Pakistan and
China may well alter Soviet-Indian relations. Of equal
importance is a recalculation by New Delhi and Moscow of the
merits of their "special relationship" in light of dynamic
internal economic and international military shifts.

One major foreign policy tool for India is its military
capability. Chapter IV will assess India’s growing defense
establishment, examining the changing roles of the military,
India’'s nuclear capability, and the economy’'s capacity to
support the continuing defense buildup. Defense planning and
subsequent spending must be evaluated to determine the
circumstances under which India could deploy its military and
further develop its nuclear weapons capability.

The final chapter will briefly examine the implications of
Indian military development and power projection in the region
for U.S. regional interests. This chapter will also attempt
to indicate if India’s role as the emerging regional hegemonic
power of South Asia is in the American interest. Finally,
this chapter will indicate options and propose recommendations

for U.S. policy toward India.




II. INDIA-UNITED STATES RELATIONSHIP:

IRRECONCILABLE DIFFERENCES?

Disharmony has dominated relations between the United
States and 1India since World War 1II. Areas of mutual
interest, such as a shared belief in the principles of
democracy and the desirability of economic development, have
been unable to provide the foundation for a sustained,
cooperative relationship between the two nations.

Since the end of World War II, U.S. policy in South Asia
has been characterized by varying degrees of interest and
involvement. Critical events in the region, usually centered
on the use of, or threat to use, military force have been
instrumental in shifting the focus of U.S. interests.
However, the emerging new world order includes not only
warming relations between adversaries and renewed competition
between friends, but possibly, and more importantly, a more
fundamental shift in U.S. global interests and priorities.
Today, the ice of the Cold War has been chipped away by
glasnost and perestroika, casting a new light, not only on
U.S.-Soviet relations, but also on bilateral relations between
the United States and other national actors, such as India.

At the same time, the dynamic international situation has

forced India to reevaluate its relationships with the world’s




major powers. India is attempting to maintain its present
security, political, and economic relationship with the USSR,
while simultaneously seeking to improve relations with the
United States.

This chapter will provide a concise overview of the
friction-filled U.S.-India relationship since India’s
independence in 1947. Long term objectives and interests in
the region are critical in determining possible U.S. poliry

options regarding India during the next decade.

A. U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IN SOUTH ASIA

American interests on the subcontinent have varied since
India’s independence, but U.S. policy towards India has not
significantly changed. In general, U.S. policymakers have
viewed South Asia in the context of the Cold War and the
containment of communism. American foreign policy interests
in the region are most clearly evident in five areas: the
People’s Republic of China (PRC); Pakistan; Soviet-Indian
relations; neutralization of the Indian Ocean; and Indian
nuclear capability.

1. People’s Republic of China in U.S.-India Relations

During the 1950s, Sino-Indian relations were troubled,

but not in serious disharmony. Although Tibet was an issue
between Beijing and New Delhi, India’s elites saw no threat
from the North/Northeast. In any event, for Nehru,

establishing rapport with Beijing was not a top priority. For




the Indian government, the cnly perceived threat to India wa .
Pakistan, and consequently, New Delhi positioned the majority
of its army to combat Pakistani, not Chinese troops. Prime
Minister Nehru was less concerned with regional power
politics.’

With relatively few military assets available, Indian
officials concentrated the majority of available forces to the
west, against Pakistan, leaving relatively few troops to
defend the North/Northeast frontier from the People’s Republic
of China (PRC). To general surprise, on 20 October 1962,
Chinese military forces invaded India, sweeping through the
Himalayan passes and crushing a totally unprepared Indian
Army. Four days later, the PRC issued a statement on the
border question and proposed a ceasefire and withdrawal of the
forces of both sides a distance of twelve miles. India
rejected China’s interpretation of the boundary between India
and China. Beijing’s position was clear:

There is a traditional customary boundary between the two
countries, but the boundary between the two countries has
never been formally delimited. The so-called McMahon Line

in the eastern sector is a 1line which the British
imperialists attempted to force upon China by taking

' Ashok Kapur, "The Indian Subcontinent: The

Contemporary Structure of Power and the Development of Power
Relations," Asian Survey, July 1988, pp. 694-695, 703-704. 1In
his "globalism" foreign policy, Nehru felt that the best way
to stay out of a war was to have noo military other than one
for limited defense.




advantage of the powerlessness c¢f the Chinese and the
Indian peoples.

In response to China’s invasion, on 26 October, Prime
Minister Nehru requested unspecified military aid from the
U.S., Britain, France and Canada. The war had "swept away
Nehru’s resistance" to accept military assistance.’ Three
days later, Nehru asked Washington for arms. U.S. Ambassador
to India, John Kenneth Galbraith, notified Nehru that the
United States "would airlift infantry weapons to India ...
heavier weapons would follow if needed."® Small arms began
arriving on 3 November, continuing until 10 November.

On 31 October, Nehru dismissed the defence minister,
V.K. Xrishna Menon, and assumed the role as Minister of
Defence, again requesting U.S. military assistance in the face
of Chinese advances.” Nehru requested the transfer of 15

fighter squadrons. On 21 November, the United States

? w“Statement of the Government of the People’s Republic

of China," 24 October 1962, The Sino-Indian Boundary Question,
2nd ed. (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1962), p. 1.

3 Neville Maxwell, India‘’s China War (New York: Pantheon

Books, 1970), p. 378.

Congressional Quarterly, Inc., China: US Policy Since
1945 (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 1980), p.
132.

Maxwell, India’s China War, pp. 361-363. See also C.
Sadasivan, “The Nehru-Menon Partnership," The Round Table,
January 1987. The Indian public's perception was that Menon,
a personally close associate of Nehru was pro-Chinese. Nehru
was not blamed for being unprepared for war. Rather, Menon
was dismissed, a "sacrifice necessary for Nehru’s survival.”




responded by moving one U.S. aircraft carrier toward India,
but rejected the remainder of the request.6 On the same day,
the Chinese government issued a statement, calling for a
ceasefire along the Indian border.
Beginning from the day following that of the issuance of
the present statement, i.e., from 00:00 hours on November
22, 1962, the Chinese frontier guards will cease fire
along the entire Sino-Indian border...The Sino-Indian
boundary question is an issue between two Asian countries.
China and India should settle this issue peacefully; they
should not cross swords on account of this issue and even
less allow U.S. imperialism to poke in its hand and
develop the present unfortunate border conflict into a war
in which Asians are made to fight Asians.
With PRC troops unilaterally withdrawing, fighting ended the
next day, although Nehru rejected the Chinese offer for
negotiations, and no official border was established. The
impact of the defeat was such a blow to the Indians that they
revised the priority of defense in their national objectives.
But, even though China humiliated India, Pakistan remained
India‘s primary adversary.
During the Sino-Indian Border Dispute, India surprised
the United States at the United Nations. Although India was
attempting to ward off the Chinese in northeastern India, New

Delhi was pitted against the United States, arquing that China

should be admitted to the UN, "where it would be open to the

Congressional Quarterly, China: U.S. Policy Since
1945, p. 133,

’ The Sino-Indian Boundary Question, pp. 43, 46.




'views and discipline’ of the organization."8 U.S. policy at
the time was, of course, against admitting China to the U.N.

By the mid-1960s the Sino-Soviet rift was apparent to
the world, drastically changing India’s strategic environment.
In the context of U.S. containment policy, the 1962 Chinese
attack on India raised U.S. concern in checking the PRC. As
Washington provided military assistance to New Delhi, Pakistan
turned to China, gaining support from Beijing in a 26 December
1962 agreement which recognized Pakistan’s control over
Kashmir.’ Although Washington supported arms sales to New
Delhi following the 1962 border conflict with China, the
military assistance programs in India and Pakistan ended in
1965 in light of renewed fighting.

India continues to have border disputes with China
today, although they are not a priority for either country.
Another Chinese attack, as in 1962, is not probable, although
rivalry persists.

The border conflict does not seem to be the primary
cause of contirnued Sino-Indian tension, however. The threat
which China presents appears to be a symptom of larger Indian

fears of threats to its national security. For New Delhi, the

Congressional Quarterly, China: U.S. Policy Since
1945, p. 132. On 30 October, the UN voted 56 to 42 (12
abstentions) to reject a Soviet resolution for the PRC’s
admission to the UN.
? fThe Kashmir was still being disputed between Pakistan
and India. See below, pp. 11-17.




Chinese "threat" is not so much as an invader, but rather as
first, an instigator of anti-India alliance with others, and
second, a rival for regional dominance.

Although Washington and New Delhi disagreed over
American policy in Vietnam, U.S. withdrawal from Indochina in
the mid-1970s, coincided with increasing Sino-Indian
rivalry.10 Mrs. Gandhl saw an opportunity to advance India’'s
power in Southeast Asia by preventing Chinese expansion into
that region. The Indian concern that Vietnam might become
part of the Chinese sphere of influence provided New Delhi
with another bond to the Soviet Union. India’s continuing
suspicions of the United States were mirrored in renewed
American suspicions of India."”

Today, New Delhi 1is very concerned that Indian
interests could be disregarded with Sino-Soviet rapprochement
and growing accommodation between the United States and USSR.
Nevertheless, in this era of promising relationships, Soviet-

Chinese amity also means that the USSR is less likely to

" John W. Garver, “"Chinese-Indian Rivalry in Indochina,”
Asian Survey, November 1987, p. 1206.
1

1217.

Garver, "Chinese~Indian Rivalry in 1Indochina,* p.

10




thwart attempts by the Indians and Chinese to improve
relations.™

At the moment China is not competing with India for
regional leadership of South Asia, but this could be a
potential problem for the Indians as the Chinese attempt to
increase their influence throughout South and Southeast Asia.
The Chinese still view themselves as the center of the world,
and Asia’s natural leader. As China attempts to influence
other Southeast and South Asian nations, India may perceive it
as an encroachment on its territory. As the power projection
capability of both nations grows, especially in their naval
forces, the two states could clash in the South China Seas or
the Straits of Malacca, effectively turning the flank of the
traditional continental defense position.13

It 1is «critical to acknowledge that the Chinese

invasion of India in 1962 was the deciding factor for Nehru to

bolster Indian defense capability. An important lesson was

“ see sumit Ganguly, "“The Sino-Indian Border Talks,

1981-1989: A View from New Delhi," Asian Survey, December
1989, pp. 1123-1135, for a summary of the progress made during
the first eight rounds of discussion. Since 1980, eight
border discussion groups have convened in an attempt to
resolve the border issue between the PRC and India. A ninth
conference has been scheduled to continue the dialogue in
hopes of an acceptable resolution, yet no agenda has ever been
set.

¥ This concern over a potential Sino-Indian rivalry in
S.E. Asia may partly explain the current mini-arms buildup
with ASEAN.

11




learned by Nehru that non-alignment alone was not enough to

deter aggression.
2. Pakistan in U.S.-India Relations

Mohammed Ali Jinnah, leader of the Muslim League,
declared in March 1940 that two separate nations, India and
Pakistan, should be formed. The Muslim League, determined to
have two nations, continued to strive for the creation of an
independent Islamic state."

Attempts to resolve the issue of a united India were
spurned, as the Congress Party rejected an interim government.
Congress was "unwilling to accord the Muslim league its claim
to represent all Muslims and therefore have the right to fill
all seats reserved for Muslims in the Cabinet."" 1In turn,
Jinnah wanted to show that Hindus and Muslims could not
cooperate and to prove that the only solution was the

¢ Suspicion and fear

formation of a separate state.’
enveloped the ¢two new countries from the onset of
independence: the beginning was stormy.

Migration, financial and boundary disputes were only

the beginning of unresolved issues. The problem of the

" Robert L. Hardgrave, Jr., India: Government and

Politics in a Developing Nation, 3rd ed. (New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1980), p. 37.

1 Hardgrave, India: Government and Politics, p. 40.

' The British decided that predominantly Muslim
provinces would form a separate state; territories with equal

numbers of Hindus and Muslims would be divided.

12




princely states arose. The British informed the princes that
they could either join one of the new nations or attempt to
maintain their independence. Kashmir remained unresolved and
indirectly contributed to a significant portion of defense
spending over the past forty years. It is strategically
important to both India and Pakistan, positioned between
India, Pakistan, the Chinese provinces of Tibet and Sinkiang,
and the Soviet Union. More importantly, it was a symbol that
Muslims could be content in a secular state (India) or that
they could not (Pakistan).

The long-term problem between the United States and
India lies in American foreign policy towards Pakistan.
Following the Korean War, U.S. policymakers felt that military
considerations were more important than economic development.
During a visit to the Middle East and South Asia in May 1953,
Secretary of State Dulles determined that “bilateral
arrangements with individual states could lead to a more

v Dulles found Pakistan

formal regional security system."
receptive but not India.

Pakistan was anxious to acquire U.S. military
assistance. 1Its economy was in trouble and it needed arms.

Nehru was concerned over Pakistan’'s acceptance of U.S.

military assistance, stating that a American-Pakictani

v William J. Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great

Powers (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1972), p. 92.

13




alliance “would bring the cold war to India’s borders. "™

However, Washington initially saw India as “"at least neutral"
if not on the side of the communists in the Cold War.
Nevertheless, in a letter to Nehru, President Eisenhower
stressed that American military assistance to Pakistan was not
directed against 1India. Nehru reportedly considered
Eisenhower’'s comments to be hollow.'

When Pakistan joined the South East Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) in 1954, the United States, in effect,
provided a military assistance program to India’s primary
adversary.20 Pakistan’s decision to join SEATO was primarily
based on its perception that refraining from membership would
possibly reduce American economic and military assistance. In
signing the treaty, Pakistan referred to aggression, but not
only Communist aggression - clearly Pakistan was concerned
over Indian bellicosity.

The U.S. position raised problems. By working to
obtain allies in Asia, the United States had been pulled into
regional quarrels which were of limited concern to the United
States. Additionally, Washington has been generally connected

to the "weaker country." Although the United States based its

18 Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 96.

b Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 97.

2 Pakistan was the link to Southeast Asian defense as
well as the Middle East security system through CENTO, a link

in the containment of Soviet expansion.

14




commitment to Pakistan on containing communism, Pakistani
officials expected the United States to follow an anti-Indian
stance, since the United States was not “pro—India."21 For
India‘s part, it had already hinted that it would pursue ties
with the Soviet Union if the United States provided military
assistance to Pakistan. Nevertheless, as one of the results of
the 1962 Chinese invasion, a joint U.S.-UK-Indian air defense
exercise was conducted in 1963 and a long term agreement for
U.S. arms transfer to India was agreed to in April 1964.%
In turn, Pakistan now feared a U.S. policy shift toward India,
and attempted to cultivate ties with the PRC.?

Meanwhile, tension was building between 1India and
Pakistan with the United States caught in the middle. Indian
officials claimed that Pakistan used American arms in border
fighting, although India also used American weapons against
Pakistan. The United States had naively assured India that
Pakistan would not use American weapons against India, yet
Washington was unwilling to pressure Islamabad to restrain its
actions.

In 1965, the United States reduced its interest in the

subcontinent: indeed the 1965 India-Pakistan War, which proved

2 Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 106.

2 as indicated earlier, India requested US military
assistance during the 1962 border conflict with China. U.S.
.wilitary aid continued following the ceasefire.

3 Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 187.
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to be a political disaster for Washington. The United States
had provided arms to both countries with the naive stipulation
that they would not be used against each other.

In an attempt to develop a coherent foreign policy
with its new role as a superpower, the United States
befriended Pakistan. In the context of the Cold War, the
decision was appropriate, but insensitive to Indian attitudes.
The United States lacked an appreciation for the animosity
which India felt towards Pakistan.

The United States did not reassert itself into the
region until the 1971 Bangladesh Crisis. This conflict was a
major obstacle to improving U.S.-India ties in the early
1970s. 1Indian troops moved into East Pakistan because New
Delhi saw military action as "the most appropriate" option to
resolve the refugee crisis on its borders. Indian troops
moved into East Pakistan in December 1971 to “liberate"
Bangladesh. Quickly overrunning the country, India declared
the new state of Bangladesh. Washington responded by sending
the Enterprise carrier group into the Bay of Bengal, which
India considered to be outside interference in a regional
dispute.

The United States supported Pakistan in this crisis.
Secretary of State Kissinger told Indian officials that if

they attacked Pakistan, China would attack India, and the

16




United States would not assist in India’s defense.? This
policy was presumably prompted by the United States desire to
normalize relations with the PRC.% Ironically, New Delhi
initially was receptive to U.S.-PRC rapprochement which India
felt might assist China into being admitted into the United
Nations and would work toward peace in vietnam.?

On the other hand, New Delhi was concerned that its
interests could be adversely affected by the improved
relations. In particular, Indian officials viewed with alarm
any potential military alliance among the PRC, Pakistan, and
the United States. During the 1971 Bangladesh War, neither
the Chinese nor the American military actively joined Pakistan
in its struggle against India. Intent on improving U.S.-PRC
relations, U.S. support for India was hindered by the possibly
negative impact it would have on reestablishing America's
relations with China. In effect, the United States chose
Beijing over New Delhi.

Although United States officials recognized that due
to India's resources, markets, strategic position and sheer
size, it deserved greater U.S. interest, relations did not

improve. Furthermore, Washington lacked credibility with the

2 James A. Nathan and James K. Oliver, United States

Foreign Policy and World Order, 4th ed. (Glenview, Illinois:
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1989), p. 325.

% Hardgrave, India: Government and Politics, p. 251.

2 Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 246.
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Indian government.z7 Indian Foreign Minister Swaran Singh
returned from Washington in 1971 with a U.S. imposed "hold" on
military shipments to Pakistan. However, a bureaucratic
problem resulted in an estimated $3.8 million worth of small
arms being sent to Pakistan between March 25 and September 30,
1971.%8 1t appeared to the Indian government that the United
States broke its embargo agreement not to ship arms to
Pakistan, as arms and parts were delivered during that time
period. However, this appears to be an unfair criticism of
the United States since the arms shipped were ordered prior to
March 25. New licenses for American exports were not issued
nor were they renewed, but previously issued licenses were not
revoked.?

Other U.S. decisions during the 1970s adversely
impacted U.S.-India relations. The Symington Amendment of
1979 does not allow the U.S. Congress to approve military aid
for states which appear to be developing nuclear weapons.m
As a result, in 1979, the United States cut off military aid

to Pakistan as it made its nuclear aspirations clear.

2 Christopher Van Hollen, “The Tilt Policy Revisited:

Nixon-Kissinger Geopolitics and South Asia," Asian Survey,
April 1980, p. 344.

% van Hollen, "The Tilt Policy Revisited," Asian Survey,

April 1980, p. 344.

» Barnds, India, Pakistan, and the Great Powers, p. 245.

*® The Symington Amendment was an amendment to the 1961
Foreign Assistance Act.

18




However, the decision to suspend arms transfers to Pakistan
was overturned as a result of the December 1979 Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan. In May 1981 the United States
approved a $3.2 billion aid deal; half of the package was
military aid which included the sale of 40 F-16s and which
waived the Symington Amendment. New Delhi rejected
Washington’s justification for countering Soviet expansion by
using U.S. military assistance to Islamabad. As Islamabad
aided the Afghans, New Delhi feared that Pakistan might turn
the U.S. arms toward Islamabad’s traditional adversary, India.

The U.S. decision on military sales to Pakistan was
prompted by the Soviet invasion and fears of continued Soviet
expansion. With the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in
1989 and in the context of the new world order, the United
States is now reassessing its arms transfers to Pakistan. Due
to “new evidence”" of Pakistan’s joining the "nuclear club,"
Washington suspended military aid to Pakistan on October
1990.”

3. Soviet Union in U.S.-India Relations

Although one American policy objective in South Asia
concerned itself with reducing Soviet influence in the region,
paradoxically Soviet interaction, militarily and politically,

has been far greater than American influence in India. Waning

' Sheila Tefft, "“Stung by Aid Suspension, Pakistan

Reviews Uneasy Dependence on U.S.," Christian Science Monitor,
30 October 1990.
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U.S. interest after 1965 created an opportunity for the Soviet
Union, an opportunity eagerly grasped by Moscow.

After the sudden death of 1India’'s Prime Minister
Shastri in 1966 the Congress Party selected Indira Gandhi as
Prime Minister. Mrs. Gandhi continued her nation’s policy of
nonalignment. However, apparent Soviet evenhandedness toward
Pakistan irritated Mrs. Gandhi. Indira’s foreign policy
perspective was somewhat less globally and more regionally
focused than Nehru. Both agreed, however, that the
intervention of external powers in regional affairs was
unacceptable.

With Soviet encouragement, ir ™1ly 1966, Mrs. Gandhi
called for a cessation of U.5. bombing in North Vietnam.
However, India did not- go as far in its statement as the
Soviets wanted--a condemnation of U.S. activities in
Indochina. Nevertheless, during Premier Kosygin'’s visit to
New Delhi in January 1968, the two leaders issued a joint
communique, calling for the unconditional cessation of U.S.
bombing in North Vietnam.

As the previous section indicated, China becane
involved on the subcontinent in the 1960s. The PRC began
providing Pakistan with military equipment, causing concern in
New Delhi. The Pakistani action could have provided India
with the motivation to open discussions with Moscow in 1969.
The impact of the U.S. decision to use Pakistan to open

relations with Beijing certainly forced New Delhi officials to
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consider the potential encirclement by hostile neighbors and
to search for a superpower which could be brought into the
region on India’s side. Consequently, by signing a treaty
with Moscow in the summer of 1971, Indira considered the U.S.
neutralized in the region by the Soviet Unisn. New Delhi thus
considered India now to be the emergin hegemonic power in the
regic

Through the early 1970s the United States was
distracted by its withdrawal from Vietnam, the Arab-Israeli
War and the resulting oil embargo, and Watergate. All of
these issues effectively prevented any new U.S. initiatives
toward New Delhi.

The election of President Carter in 1976 ushered in a
new era in U.S. foreign policy. The Carter Administration
urndertook major initiatives to try to improve U.S.-India
relations. In July 1977 Deputy Secretary of State Warren
Christopher stated in New Delhi that the United States looked

32 This new

to India to provide the leadership in South Asia.
approach coincided with the election of the Janata Coalition
Government following national elections in India. Morarji
Desai, India’'s new Prime Minister, tried to return to a

traditional non-aligned foreign policy. The Carter

Administration’s pursuit of conventional arms control was well

32 Zalmay Khalilzad, Timothy George, Robert Litwak, and

Shahram Chubin, Security in Southern Asia (New York: St.
Martin’'s Press, 1984), p. 161.
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. . .3 .. . .
received in Indla.3 However, the Administration’s interest

in curtailing the spread nuclear weapons through the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was not well received.™

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 not only
increased Washington'’'s concern about the region, but severely
degraded U.S.-India relations. As the United States began a
rapid modernization of the Pakistani military, to meet the
Soviet threat, it not only drove a wedge into U.S.-India
relations, but pushed India closer to its source of arms, the
Soviet Union. Additionally, Mrs. Gandhi returned to power in
January 1980. As Soviet-Indian relations became closer and
more cordial as India reacted to Pakistan’s increased military
threat, Washington in turn became increasingly antagonized by
New Delhi. 1Indeed, with respect to U.S.-India relations, the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and India’s refusal to condemn
the action, adversely affected any continuation in improving
bilateral relations between the two countries.

Overall, throughout the 1960s, 70s and 80s, the
Soviets successfully seized opportunities to strengthen ties
with the Indians and to spread Soviet influence in the region.

In turn, New Delhi saw an opportunity to manipulate the Indo-

* See the following section on "Neutralization of the

Indian Ocean," pp. 22-26.

* New Delhi saw and continues to see the NPT as a means
of denying to those outside "the Club," the power and prestige
associated with nuclear weapons. For Indian officials, this
suggests that Third World countries would act more
irresponsible than those with such weapons.
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Soviet relationship to its benefit. On balance, as Chapter
ITII indicates, India’s power projection capability has been
enhanced through its bilateral relationship with Moscow.

Currently, the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, and
warming U.S.-Soviet relations in the 1990s, have reduced the
salience of "containing" the USSR in the region. Indeed,
Soviet influence in the region seems to be receding.

4. Neutralization of the Indian Ocean

Although supported by New Delhi, the 1971 Indian Ocean
zZone of Peace initiative was not presented to the United
Nations by 1India, nor did the 1Indians co-sponsor the

35

resolution. When introduced to the General Assembly, India

had "serious reservations" concerning the interpretation of
and changes to the proposal.36 The proposal pressed:
all states to consider and respect the India Ocean as a
zone of peace from which Great Power rivalries and

competition, as well as bases conceived in the context of
such rivalries and competition, either army, navy or air

3 S. Bilveer, "India and the Indian Ocean as a Zone of

Peace: Developing a Paranoid Obsession-Part II," Asian Defence
Journal, February 1990, p. 36. India was aware thhat the
proposal was directed at New Delhi. While it supported the
concept, Indian officials attempted to create a zone of peace
“which wculd allow India a dominant role in the region.*

* K. Subrahmanyam, “Arms Limitation in the Indian

Ocean," Superpower Rivalry in the Indian Ocean: Indian and
American Perspectives, eds. Selig S. Harrison and K.
Subrahmanyam (New York: Oxford University Press, 19£9), p.
223.
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force bases, are exgluded. The area should also be free
of nuclear weapons.

New Delhi considers any external actor to adversely
impact India’s ability to influence regional events. In 1971,
the United States began construction of a communications
facility on Diego Garcia. With the continuing development of
Diego Garcia, the U.S. military presence on Diego Garcia,
strategically positioned in the Indian Ocean, has become a
major irritation in U.S.-India relations.

Indian leaders have consistently opposed U.S.
expansion of military facilities on Diego Garcia. As early as
1974, 1Indian Foreign Minister Singh stated that it was "a
matter of great concern," and that:

Our view is quite clear. We have told the Americans that
the bringing in of naval wunits, including aircraft
carriers, in this region without any ostensible
objectives, has caused concern to all littoral countries,
including India, and that this type of show of force will
never be relished by any country in the rggion. We have
adopted a clear and categorical position.

New Delhi used the international principle of freedom
of navigation to explain the Soviet naval presence in the
region, since the Soviets have no operational bases in the

Indian Ocean. Conversely, India sees Diego Garcia as a

potential U.S. nuclear base. Since the Indians aspire to be

7 as quoted by Subrahmanyam, "Arms Limitation in the

Indian Ocean," p. 225.

® wUnited States Plan to Set Up Island Base is Chilling
Relations with India," New York Times, February 8, 1974, p. 1.
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the dominant regional power and fear U.S. nuclear strength,
they actively pursue diplomatic efforts to create an Indian
Ocean Zone of Peace.

India recognizes that uninhibited movement through the
Sea Lanes of Communications (SLOCs) is necessary for all
nations. All nations have legitimate interests in all oceans,
whether for oil access or other trade.

The original Zone of Peace resolution, pertaining to
the water surface, was acceptable and was viewed by India as
a "worthwhile arms control measure. "> Subsequent crises
over oil and oil prices made implementation of the proposal
virtually inconceivable. Subrahmanyam cites lack of
implementation as causing as "an acute sense of insecurity and
security dependence on great powers--especially the United
States. "

As stated earlier, 1India initially looked more
favorably toward the United States during the Carter
Administration. President Carter proposed the
demilitarization of the Indian Ocean during a new conference
on 9 March 1977, but ten days later modified the statement,

calling for “mutual military restraint in the Indian

» Subrahmanyam, "Arms Limitation in the Indian Ocean,"

p. 230.
40 - . . . .
Subrahmanyam, "Arms Limitation in the Indian Ocean,

p. 230.
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A
Ocean."”

The Soviets likely favored keeping Soviet vessels
in the region, since that would theoretically reduce the U.S.
threat from the Indian Ocean. Once again, New Delhi and
Moscow shared a mutual interest: if the United States
positioned nuclear weapons in the Indian Ocean, then both New
Delhi and Moscow saw benefits in having a Soviet presence in
the area.

Today, it is most unlikely that New Delhi actually
wants to restrict jits naval activity in the Indian Ocean.“
For other regional powers, this could mean that India intends
to act as the regional "policeman." However, the smaller
nations in the region continue to attempt to draw external
actors into regional affairs, suggesting their fear of Indian
dominance.

In seeking neutralization of the Indian Ocean, New
Delhi’s objectives remain: Indian naval military growth and
the elimination of foreign military bases and the elimination
of external naval forces in the Indian Ocean. 1India‘'s focus
is likely to be to the west without, however, ignoring the

military significance of Port Blair in the Andaman Islands in

@
p. 231.
42

Subrahmanyam, "Arms Limitation in the Indian Ocean,*

Walter K. Anderson, "Emerging Security Issues in the
Indian Ocean: An American Perspective,” Superpower Rivalry in
the Indian Ocean: Indian and American Perpectives, eds. Selig
S. Harrison and K. Subrahmanyam (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1989), p. 56.
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the eastern reaches of the Indian Ocean. As Chapter 1IV
suggests, India’s naval buildup will undoubtably allow for
increased opportunity to strengthen 1Indian military and
political influence throughout the Indian Ocean.

For the United States, freedom of navigation remains
a top priority, and to ensure it with the necessity of naval
strength. India, too, views naval force as essential for
power projection in the Indian Ocean. Convergence of mutual
interests between the two nations does exist including freedom
of navigation, access to o0il in West Asia, and safeguarding
the sea lanes of communication. Nevertheless, despite some
mutual interests, they are overshadowed by areas of
confrontation, particularly concerning the neutralization of
the 1Indian Ocean. With its growing military-industrial
complex, India is positioning the Indian Navy to play an
increasingly significant regional role. Thus, the prospect of
continuing security threats in the Persian Gulf and the Red
Sea will, in all likelihood, adversely affect the U.S.-India
relationship as objectives diverge on the waters of the Indian
Ocean.

5. Nuclear Weapons

Initially the United States and 1India had been

involved in the development of nuclear power for commercial

purposes in India since the 1963 Tarapur Atomic Power Station
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(TAPS) Agreement.“ When China joined the "nuclear club® in
1964, Indian interest shifted from commercial to military
application of nuclear technology.

In 1972, Indira Gandhi announced that India intended
to test a nuclear device for peaceful purposes. The nuclear
explosion at Pokharan on 17 May 1974, successfully
demonstrated India‘s ability, bringing it too into the
"nuclear club." The United States claimed that India had
violated the TAPS agreement by diverting heavy water intended
for the power plant to the nuclear weapons program.
Washington’s unilateral decision to suspend transfer of
additional heavy water to India was strongly protested by New
Delhi.* 1India guickly turned to the Soviets for the heavy
water required to operate the power station. Once again,
opportunity surfaced for the USSR. In response, the United
States ended its nuclear cooperation agreement with New Delhi.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act in the United States
required that if, after 18 months, the recipient of nuclear
assistance bhad not accepted international inspection and

'safeguards’ to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons,

Surjit Mansingh, “The Reluctant Duo: What 1India
Expected of America,“ Asian Affairs: An American Review,
Winter 1988-89, p. 210. India joined the International Atomic
Energy Agency in 1955. Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace program
encouraged additional research.

b Vijay Sen Budhraj, “The Politics of Transfer of

Nuclear Technology: A Case Study of the Tarapur Agreement,*”
Australian Outlook, April 1984, pp. 21-25.
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American aid would be stopped.l'S India still views this as
an attempt to further interfere with its national security.

Indeed, New Delhi sees that all countries are entitled
to arm themselves as they see fit, including nuclear
weapons."6 To date, the issue of nuclear proliferation
remains a source of dispute between Washington and New

Delhi.%

B. CONCLUSION

A threat to the Indian Ocean region by another major
power, such as the Soviet Union or China, increased U.S.
concern in regional activities, as demonstrated in 1962 when
China invaded India and in 1979 when the Soviets invaded
Afghanistan. When the threat to U.S. interests was minimal or
some other region posed a greater impact on the United States,
Washington’s attention naturally refocused elsewhere. Today,
as different centers of power are rising and the Cold War is
fading. Thus a change in U.S. interest in the region is once

again occurring.

4 Hardgrave, India: Government and Politics, p. 252.

The safeguards were post-hoc U.S. requirements.
4
p. 228.
47

Subrahmanyam, "Arms Limitation in the Indian Ocean,”

Budhraj, “The Politics of Transfer of Nuclear
Technology: A Case Study of the Tarapur Agreement," p. 23.
Washington has however agreed that France could supply heavy
water to India in 1984.
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U.S. regional goals, which are influenced by global
considerations, impact on South Asia and Indian Ocean policies
in several ways. Primary American interests include
protecting the sea lanes of communication (SLOCs), enhancing
the security of Persian Gulf shipping, maintaining a regional
balance of power, denying influence to other major powers,
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and regional stability.
Secondary political concerns include the perception of India
as potentially offering a model for post-colonial political
development, along with American humanitarian concerns in the
region.

Despite a range of mutual interests in development,
business, acadec.:.¢, and cultural realms, and despite shared
beliefs in the principles of democracy. The United States has
been re.uctant to put India at the center of its South Asian
policy. Perhaps unrealistically, India expected support from
the United States for its domestic and international goals:
peace, independence, nonalignment, and international
cooperation. At independence the enthusiastic new Indian
government saw its special global role: as a peacemaker.
Being a former colony, with "similar" experiences to other
developing countries who achieved independence following World
War II, the Indians presumed U.S. officials would minimally

listen to their suggestions and comments.“ However, New

Mansingh, "The Reluctant Duo," p. 206.
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Delhi was unable to grasp the determined cold war waged
between Wasahington and Moscow. In many ways, New Delhi
seriously underestimated American resolve to resist the Soviet
Union. Indeed, India did not appreciate that U.S. regional
policy is made from the viewpoint of a global actor,
consequently it is likely to be frequently at odds with the
dominant regional player.

As this review of U.S.-India relations indicates,
misperceptions and unfulfilled expectations have resulted in
disharmony between the two nations. With the United States’
post-World War II foreign ©policy emerging, regional
involvement was based primarily on containment of communism.
Conversely, India’s ambitions were based first on Nehruistic
globalism, later on evolving regional power projection.

This chapter also indicated, continual efforts are
required by Washington and New Delhi to develop mutually
favorable relations. The key points of contention outlined in
this chapter -- relations with Pakistan, China and the Soviet
Union, the neutralization of the Indian Ocean, and nuclear
proliferation -- will continue to impact U.S.-India relations.

Nevertheless, the changing strategic and political
environment may provide a catalyst for improving relations in
some of these areas. A definite shift in U.S. relations can
be noted in two areas: Pakistan and the Soviet Union. As U.S.
policy objectives become similar to New Delhi’s interests and

expectations, the foundation for an improved relationship may
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be found. Of course, China remains a questionable area of
contention. It will be important to note how India perceives
continuing importance of the political ties between the PRC
and the United States. Since the India-PRC rivalry still
exists, their relations could become antagonistic. The areas
of Indian Ocean neutralization and proliferation of nuclear
weapons will continue to be major points of contention. With
continuing U.S. interests in the Indian Ocean, especially in
light of the current crisis in the Middle East, the United
States military is unlikely to withdraw from the region.
Additionally, both Washington and New Delhi have made their
positions clear regarding nuclear proliferation, with little
probability for negotiation in the foreseeable future. A
completely harmonious relationship between the United States
and India thus should not be expected.

To better facilitate understanding the complexities of the
U.S.-India relationship, it is necessary to examine India’s
most critical bilateral relationship, ties to the Soviet
Union. In developing its power base, 1India turned
increasingly to the Soviets for support. However, India's
“Soviet option" brought it into increasing conflict with the
United States. 1In effect, India found the United States a
stumbling block in attaining New Delhi’'s policy objectives.
Chapter III will thus evaluate the development of the Indo-
Soviet relationship and the implications for further growth in

the 1990s under Gorbachev’s new foreign policy agenda.

32




III. INDO-SOVIET RELATIONS: CONTRIBUTIONS TOWARDS

DEVELOPING A POWER BASE

New leader: have radically changed approaches to foreign
policy between India and the Soviet Union. Josef Stalin’s
death greatly impacted Indo-Soviet relations which were
virtually non-existent prior to 1953. Nikita Khrushchev’s new
approach to the Third World and foreign policy resulted in
opening relations with New Delhi. Today, Mikhail Gorbachev
has again taken steps in his new foreign policy strategy.

This chapter seeks first to determine whether the Indo-
Soviet relationship is a "limited partnership," essentially a
commercial relationship, or a “client association” similar to
Cuba or Vietnam; second, to ascertain the Soviet impact on the
Indian Naval buildup, including the impact the relationship
has on Indian Naval power projection capability; and finally
speculate on the extent to which and to what effect the
changes within the Soviet Union will have on the Indo-Soviet

relationship.

A. EARLY YEARS OF INDO-SOVIET POLITICAL TIES: 1947-64
On numerous occasions, India provided political support to

the Soviets. Their association has not been an overt
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alliance, but has given the appearance of growing involvement.
As the needs of New Delhi expanded, so did the relationship.

The Indo-Soviet relationship began soon after Stalin’s
death in March 1953. Prior to Stalin’s death, Soviet contact
with India was limited. Stalin, suspicious of the British,
wanted nothing to do with their "imperialist puppet." New
Delhi, on the other hand, did not develop an explicit foreign
policy until 1950, preoccupied during the early years after
independence with internal issues.

In an effort to reduce political isolation, the Soviets
became more receptive to the non-aligned movement in August
1953 as Khrushchev embarked on a new foreign policy approach.
Soviet attempts to support a non-aligned country resulted in
its first comprehensive trade agreement with India in
December. India obt:ined significant economic concessions
which provided for payment in rupees and the use of Indian
shipping. The agreement also proviced for cultural exchanges
between the two countries.

The visits and trade agreement met India’s requirements at
the time. As a new nation, New Delhi had almost unlimited
needs for economic assistance but uncertain political needs.
Lacking a complete understanding of its new power, New Delhi

saw only a limited basis for relations with the USSR,

“® Khalilzad et al., Security in Southe.n Asia, p. 74.
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In bilateral relations, India felt it was not treated as
seriously as it should be. As the last chapter indicated,
U.S. policies toward the region created an opportunity for the
Soviets; the United States provided limited economic and
political support for the new democracy, slighting India from
what New Delhi felt was 1its appropriate "great" power
status.’® The United States was not seen as sensitive to the
political realities of the new nation or to Indian
nationalism, whereas the Soviets were viewed more responsive
to Indian needs.

Consequently, regional events and attitudes set the stage
for expansion of Indo-Soviet relations. The trigger was the
1954 U.S. military assistance program to Pakistan,
Washington’s action became one more factor in India’s decision
to move forward with the Soviet trade agreement. Nehru
regarded U.S. military aid as an interventionist act in
regional affairs and did not accept the assistance in the
global sense of containment.’' For India, Soviet influence
balanced the American presence in South Asia. With both
superpowers represented in the region, India would be the

decisive factor in South Asian affairs. The presence of the

50 Mansingh, " The Reluctant Duo," p. 206.

' Khalilzad et al., Security in South Asia, p. 74.
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two superpower rivals in the region presents a danger of
confrontation as the powers compete for influence.

New Delhi and Moscow quietly developed a pattern of
diplomatically aiding causes to each other’'s benefit. On 23
June 1955, Nehru and Soviet Premier Nikolai Bulganin issued a
joint communique, pressing for international recognition of
the People’s Republic of China and reaffirming compliance to

> The communique stated .

the Five Principles of Coexistence.
a "good-neighbors" policy while denouncing "imperialism.” The

two nations evidently saw "ample scope for the development of

54

cultural, economic and technical cooperation." When

Khrushchev and Bulganin visited New Delhi in late 1955, they
expressed complete support of Indian foreign policy, including
New Delhi’s position regarding Kashmir and Goa and anti-
Western sentiments voiced in Indian speeches. The visit
concluded with a major agreement for increased trade, a

promise of Soviet assisted 0il exploration and construction of
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Robert L. Hardgrave, Jr., India Under Pressure:
Prospects for Political Stability (Boulder, Colorado: Westview
Press, 1984), p. 169. .

> Robert H. Donaldson, Soviet Policy Toward India:

Ideology and Strategy (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard .
University Press, 1974), p. 114; William Norman Brown, The

United States and India, Pakistan, Bangladesh (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1972), p. 376. The

five principles include mutual respect, nonaggression,
noninterference, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful
coexistence.

34 Donaldson, Soviet Policy Toward India, p. 115.
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a hydroelectric plant. In addition, the Indians and Soviets
had found areas of similar interest: disarmament, Indochina,
and China’s "right" to a seat at the United Nations.>

With Pakistan signing the Baghdad Pact (later CENTO) only
five months before the agreement, the impact of global
politics on regional actors nudged India closer to the Soviet
Union’s direction. Thus, as Pakistan found the United States,
India found the USSR.

Although Nehru remained committed to nonalignment, Indian
foreign policy clearly tilted at times toward the Soviet
Union. The 1Indians and Soviets had found areas of
cooperation, not only politically, but economically. Nehru
did not criticize the Soviet position in Eastern Europe and
was the only member of the non-aligned movement who voted
against the U.S.-sponsored UN resolution calling for Soviet
withdrawal of troops from Hungary in November 1956.°°  The
Congress Party criticized Nehru for his "overcautious, almost

7

apologetic reaction to Soviet imperialism."5 As a result of

domestic political pressure, Nehru’'s later comments became

* Joint Statement by the Chairman of the Council of

Ministers of the USSR N.A. Bulganin and the Prime Minister of
India Jawaharlal Nehru as quoted in Donaldson, Soviet Policy
Toward India, p. 115.

36 All NAM members, with the exception of 1India,

abstained from the vote.
7 as quoted in Khalilzad et al., Security in Southern
Asia, p. 78.
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more critical of Soviet action, referring to the Hungarian
government as “imposed.” India denounced the Soviet activity
for violating the Five Principles of Peaceful coexistence.

To minimize the harm to their relations, Moscow extended
Rs 600 million credit for industrial equipment and aid for
public sector projects. Despite deepening economic ties to
the Soviets, Nehru rejected both the communist and capitalist
models for Indian economic development, opting for a mixed
economy by merging basic concepts of both models.

As Sino-Soviet relations waned in the late 1950s, Nehru's
criticism of the Soviets became less evident, with Nehru
moderating his remarks as Sino-Indian tension escalated. As
Nehru perceived the regional affairs, the Soviets were not
only a balance to the United States, but also to China.
Consequently, the Soviets could be used, hopefully, to
restrain Chinese aggression. However, as Sino-Soviet
relations deteriorated, Moscow’'s position as the sole
determinant of the communist bloc’s foreign policy was
significantly reduced.

India needed a strong Soviet counterbalance to the
Chinese, as tensions over border issues continued to
intensify. When China invaded India in October 1962, the very
foundation of New Delhi’s foreign and military policies was
brought into question. 1In an action sobering to India, the
Soviet Union reacted to the 1962 Sino-Indian Border Conflict

with five days of silence over the incursion. Then on 25
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October 1962, a Soviet editorial supported China’s offer to
resolve the border issue using the "line of actual control."
Confronted with a defeated military and 1limited Soviet
support, India was forced to "accept" China’s position along
the border.

The Indo-Chinese conflict began at the height of the Cuban
Missile Crisis. During the crisis Khrushchev attempted to
ensure at least tacit support from China and the appearance of
communist bloc unity as a bargaining tool against the United
States. Consequently, it was only after tension over the
Cuban Missile Crisis diminished that Moscow returned to its
"neutral"” position, publicly taking neither side, but
continuing to support arms transfers to and heavy industry
projects in India.

Military aid from both the East and the West flowed into
the area following the Border War with China. As Indo-Soviet
relations began to expand, India turned more and more to the
Soviets in a variety of areas. By doing so, India obtained
several benefits: concessionary terms; technology transfer;
and help in building an indigenous production capability.
Diversification of aid 1lent credibility to 1India’s
nonalignment posture.

The Sino-Soviet rift played a large role in the Soviet
shift from political neutrality during the 1962 conflict. The
Soviets were motivated to improve relations with India as

Sino-Soviet ties weakened and the West continued its policy of
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isolating the USSR. If India, in its strategic position to
the south, tilted to the West (the British and Americans were
providing significant military assistance to India to counter
the Chinese communist threat) the USSR could become encircled
by the Western allies. A key Soviet goal was thus to increase
India’s independence from the West.

Nehru provided close cooperation with Khrushchev. Both
leaders continued to look for common interests, reinforcing
and expanding ties to strengthen the relationship throughout
the early 1960s. Nehru’s death in May 1964 marked the end of

the formative phase of the Indo-Soviet relationship.Sa

B. INDIRA GANDHI AND THE SOVIET UNION: 1965-84

During the Nehru years, the Soviets provided tangible
international support for New Delhi’s foreign policy by
backing India’s claim on Goa and Kashmir. However, two
seeningly unconnected global events in October 1964 impacted
the region: Khrushchev was ousted from the Soviet leadership;
and, China exploded its first nuclear bomb. India's strategic
environment had radically changed, almost overnight. China,
already possessing a demonstrated military superiority over
India, had now acquired the potential to devastate India. At
the same time the Soviet counterweight had to reconsidered,

given the new Brezhnev leadership.

*® Khalilzad et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 82.

40




The Soviets reassured New Delhi that the USSR’s policy
towards India remained unchanged. The Soviets continued to
support New Delhi’'s foreign policy, as well as expand
bilateral economic relations. In 1964-1965, Soviet assistance
amounted to $500 million each year, including a 1.5-2 million
ton capacity steel plant promised to India in 1964.°

The Soviets remained neutral in the 1965 Indo-Pakistan War
over Kashmir. They pushed for a resolution, expressing
concern over the proximity to Soviet borders and the potential
escalation of the conflict. The USSR, supported by the United
States, pressed for a United Nations resolution calling for a
ceasefire in September 1965.

Following the 1965 Indo-Pakistan ceasefire, the Soviets
mediated a peace agreement between Pakistan and India in the
central Asian city of Tashkent. Britain ruled itself out from
the peacemaker role;a) India and Pakistan were angered by
the U.S. arms embargo; and China had overtly backed Pakistan.
Soviet involvement in the resolution process allowed Moscow to
strengthen favorable relations with both countries.

Signs of closer Indo-Soviet ties quickly appeared. In

July 1966, during a trip to Moscow, India’'s new Prime

5 Khalilzad, et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 8l.

® s. Nihal Singh, The Yogi and the Bear (Maryland: The
Riverdale Company, Inc., 1986), p. 50. British Prime Minister
Harold Wilson had originally condemned India‘s "aggression” to

which he later apologized to Indira Gandhi in April 1966.
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Minister, Mrs. Gandhi, adjusted her stance on Vietnam and
called for an “immediate unconditional halt to American
bombing."61 In the same month, when Pakistan’s air chief
visited Moscow, he failed to secure an anticipated arms
transfer package. Subsequently, a new Indo-Soviet trade
agreement was signed in December 1966, with plans to double
trade between the two countries by 1971.%

Although India disagreed with the "equal distance" Soviet
posture toward Pakistan and India during its conflicts with
Pakistan, New Delhi maintained favorable relations with
Moscow. It was not until April 1968 that Pakistan made its
first significant arms deal with the USSR.

Reliance on Soviet economic assistance may have been the
reason for India’s muted response in August 1968 to the Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia. On the other hand, New Delhi was
neither directly affected nor threatened by the invasion.
However, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi had hoped that the
Soviets would withdraw their forces.® New Delhi could be
seen as acting in its own interest and consequently not
jeopardizing its prized relations with Moscow. A dilemma
existed, however, for New Delhi. Espousing a leadership role

in the Non-aligned Movement, India’s response to Soviet action

¢ Singh, The Yogi and the Bear, p. 58.

e Singh, The Yogi and the Bear, p. 59.

© Rhalilzad et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 89.
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left doubt in the minds of other nations as to New Delhi’s
non-alignment.

Like her father, Mrs. Gandhi envisioned a high-profile
international role for 1India. Nevertheless, Nehru had
maintained distance between himself and the Soviets. Indira,
conversely, attempted to involve the Soviets deeply in the
region, using Soviet involvement to support her in domestic
Indian politics. Of course, this approach posed an additional
dilemma for Indira in terms of neutrality in the Indian Ocean
and Indian desires to keep the great powers out of the region.
Although India thought it could control the Soviet presence,
that was not always to be the case.

The early 1970s significantly impacted the regional
strategic environment. First, with Sino-American talks in
July 1971, India felt increasingly isolated. Henry Kissinger
had used India‘’s primary adversary, Pakistan, to facilitate
Chinese-American rapprochement.“ The United States had
strongly supported India in 1962, and remained neutral during
the 1965 Indo-Pakistan conflict over Kashmir. However, New
Delhi could no longer depend on United States support or
neutrality in the event of a war with either of its two main
adversaries, Pakistan or China. Indian officials began to see
a strengthening, triangular relationship among Pakistan, the

PRC and the United States. The increased isolation felt by

% van Hollen, "The Tilt Revisited," p. 343.
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India pushed New Delhi to consider closer ties with the Soviet
Union.®

Secondly, the civil war in East Pakistan generated intense
pressure on India. Pakistani refugees created domestic
instability in India. The Soviets, providing international
support for India, pressed Pakistan to end the "bloodshed and
repression," calling for a diplomatic resolution to the
situation.® 1India determined that military action would be
needed to achieve its goals. Military action in turn,
required a continual flow of Soviet arms.

With a tense regional environment as the backdrop, India
and the Soviet Union concluded their treaty discussions. On 9
August 1971, the USSR and India signed a twenty-year Treaty of
Peace, Friendship and Cooperation.67 The Soviets were able
to use the treaty as a step toward an Asian collective
security agreement and to justify their security role in the
area.® However, the treaty did not commit Soviet forces to
military action. The treaty also balanced the growing

political ties between the United States, Pakistan and China,

& Hardgrave, India: Government and Politics, p. 251.

% Rhalilzad et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 89.

¢ For a copy of the treaty text see Donaldson, Soviet
Policy Toward India, pp. 267-269.

® India did not support the Soviet collective security
proposal in 1971. The Indian response to the Soviet concept
of Asian-Pacific security has continued to be generally
unenthusiastic.
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without entirely impeding India’s ability for independent
action. It is important to emphasize that Indira apparently
did not perceive the treaty as a change in New Delhi’s
nonalignment policy.69 The political leverage which the
treaty provided depended largely on the strategic environment.

With the signing of the treaty, the Soviet’s primary gain
was the countering of American and Chinese influence in the
region and enhanced exchanges and trade with India. Soviet
opjectives in the Indian Ocean included having a year-round
maritime route from European Russia to the Far Eastern portion
of the USSR; developing the ability to support "friendly
regimes;" neutralizing the American potential to pose a threat
to the Soviets; and acquiring a capability for SLOC
interdiction.

When Indira visited Moscow in September 1971, the Soviets
publicly backed New Delhi’s position on East Pakistan and
increased arms transfers to India. For India, the Soviet arms
transfers provided a reliable source to ensure its military
capability. Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Firyubin visited

New Delhi, and in November, Moscow acknowledged that the East

¥ see Article 4 of the 1971 Indo-Soviet Treaty.
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Pakistani refugees were "no longer an internal affair of
Pakistan."’®

After 14 days of fighting, East Pakistan insurgents and
the Indian army overpowered Pakistani soldiers, taking 90,000
prisoners.71 The Soviets vetoced a UN resolution calling for
a ceasefire. New Delhi perceived the Soviets as a reliable
partner during the hostilities, balancing United States or PRC
intervention on behalf of Pakistan. India's victory
established the nation’s regional predominance and boosted
regional perceptions of 1Indian strength and 1India as a
potential threat. Although the Soviets had supported India,
New Delhi reiterated its non-aligned status.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 had little
direct impact on Indo-Soviet relations. New Delhi tilted
towards Moscow in its comments and avoided public condemnation
of Soviet actions. 1India opted to abstain from the vote on a
UN resolution denouncing the Soviet invasion. Since the Non-
Aligned Movement (NAM) countries and the Islamic conference

condemned the Soviet invasion, New Delhi confronted a new

dilemma. Although India sought to continue being recognized

" Khalilzad et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 92;

Donaldson, Soviet Policy Toward India, p. 230. 1India felt
that the solution to the problem would require the military.
Here the Soviets supported 1India; Soviet action did not
denounce military intervention and ensured India would be
well-armed.

7 Brown, The United States and India, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, p. 220.

46




as a non-aligned nation, India’s action was perceived with
suspicion.

The 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan surprisecd New
Delhi since Moscow did not officially inform New Delhi of
Soviet intentions prior to the invasion. The U.S. responsc co
the Soviet action was the rearming of Pakistan to contain the
USSR. The quantity of arms to Pakistan increased along with
the modernization of its military equipment. However, the
U.S. action raised Indian security concerns. Thus the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan was indirectly a cause of India’s
perception of an increased threat to its security in the
1980s. American rearming of Pakistan, understandable in light
of American geostrategic concerns, reduced India’s numerical
and technical superiority, changing the military and political
balance in South Asia.”

Indira felt that U.S. assistance to Pakistan was
disproportionate to the situation.” From New Delhi’s
perspective the rearming of Pakistan was part of a series of
unwanted American actions including the 1970s expansion of
Diego Garcia and Sino-American rapprochement. These events
meant an escalating U.S. involvement in the region. Thus,

with both Soviets and Americans in the Indian Ocean, India was

? see Appendix A for summary of Pakistan and India force

strength in 1990.

? Rhalilzad et al., Security in Southern Asia, p. 112.
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completely thwarted in its goal of keeping the superpowers out
of the region.

On the positive side for New Delhi, the nation’s security
was enhanced through increased Soviet arms to India. During
the 8-11 December 1979 visit to New Delhi, Soviet leader,
Leonid Brezhnev agreed to o military and an economic package
with India -- again making the military relationship the glue
that cemented their ties.

During the sume time period the Soviets offered MiG-25s to
India. However, New Delhi demanded top-of-the-line technology
from Moscow and received it. The arms package included MiG-
29s and MiG-31s in addition to indigenous production of the
MiG-29s. This was a dramatic signal of the importance that
Moscow placed on the Indian relationship.

Clearly, Afghanistan posed a dilemma for India. India saw
Afghanistan, strategically positioned in South Asia, as part
of its sphere of influence. The Soviets were thus viewed as
an intruder in the region. However, both India and the USSR
wanted to minimize outside foreign powers from dominating the
Indian Ocean region, thereby shariig a common interest.
India’s stance on Afghanistan cost New Delhi prestige,
compromising its position among non-aligned nations. To its
benefit, India was reassured of reliable Soviet military and
political support.

The Soviet withdrawal thus improves Indo-Soviet relations

and eliminates an embarrassing contradiction for New Delhi in
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the Non-Aligned Movement. In fact, Soviet actions in both
withdrawing from Afghanistan and improving relations with
China dramatically increased India’'s foreign policy options:
New Delhi was now unfettered to try to improve its relations

with Beijing.

C. INDO-SOVIET MILITARY RELATIONSHIP
The previous sections reviewed the political-economic
association which resulted from Indo-Soviet military ties.
This section will examine, more specifically, the military
relationship between New Delhi and Moscow. As will Dbe
indicated in Chapter IV, India has developed a military force
with both Western and Soviet equipment.
1. Evolving Military Ties: 1960-79
In 1960, India made its first major military purchase
of Soviet equipment which included 16 AN-12 air freighters, 26
Mi-4 helicopters and 24 11-14 transports." The military
relationship, which dominates the Indo-Soviet relationship,
began to expand between 1962 and 1964. A drift toward the
Soviets can be especially noted following the 1962 border
conflict with China. A sale of MiG-21s followed in August

1962 and an aircraft construction plant for indigenous

7 Nikita Khrushchev made his second visit to India in

February 1960, on the 10th anniversary of the Chinese-Soviet
Friendship Alliance. The equipment sale was followed b