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PREFACE

The relatively untraversed nature (despite its critical.
importance) .of the field of defence technology transfer from the
U.S. to India was one of the primary reasons which stimulated

my interest on this issue.

The issue of "technovlogy transfer ) has. beeﬁ' a rather
contentious one in in‘ternationa‘liVpol‘itié_s." Technology trarisfeps
from the industrialized c'ounfi'.ies ‘have b.éen ’dema'nded »by'th-e
'Thr_ird . World countries as a '_rig:ht' which would right 'the’
w'_rongs of tvh'e existing inequalitieé of the _internatidﬁal syst-ém.‘
The industriaiiz'e,d nations on the otlil.erblhand are . keen to
preserve theif. technologicai superiprity. Téchnology' tr-ansfef
is just‘vo'n'e ele‘ment in the relations_hi;p between the - industrial
p_oWers and - th.cla vrest of the world. Thus, forvthe US it is an
‘ihstrument ‘tb attain’ national gﬁo'a'l'sv, some times used. together

with other policies such as direct intervention or economic aid or

some time instead of them.

_Techpology transfer in the field of defénc‘e ‘.b.ecomes inore
;omple'x as it raises limpbr_tant security questions; Tho problem
of sec.uvrity ihn._thbe evénf. of external interv’e‘n‘ti'on is one of the
priinary_ ccncerns of fhe Third World vcount#ies. ‘The increas_ing
compiexity of the weapons sysems had made the «cost of
develoﬁmenf and producing weapons, forbidding .for these
countries. They, therefofe, have né alternativev_ but to rely on

the industrialized nations for defence technology.

Contd....
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'_ ‘ The alvail'abil.ity 6f a particular kind of weapon with specific
performance characteristics depends 6n a.nation's access to thg
techno_logiesw needed to design, .manufacture and maintain such a
weapon, or to ‘the markets inv Wh_ich the weapon would be.
available fbr purchasé. Technol'ogy is a hece-ssafy, if not a
sufficient, condition -_for‘ the existence of any given Weapon >in
the arsenal '§f , _the. 'ﬁatic_on. ', Since technology deterrﬁines the
avéil‘abiiity of vyea_po;.'lvs,v s;ystems-,v .énd the availability of weapons .
.systems _decide 'i;he pract'icva_bilify of thei cho‘ice_'of doctrines or"

tractics, technology is a cent-ral'd__eterminant of defence policy.

It is in this -context, that. the Indo-US diplomatic
v interaction in.  the fi_eld_ of defence fe_cﬁnolog»yb fransfe’r becomes
important. While the USA is the’\ \;:iassic .exam'pl'e o.f. a ;:i'ch
industrialized nation using. t_eﬁhn.olog? as = _'a diplomatic
. instrument, India on the other hand represents the Third World's
quest for technology (from the north)."Indi.a, h.owever, is not a
typical third world _coﬁnti‘y today. It has the third largest
scientific estab‘lishment in .the world. Its non-aligned status,
and‘ relative (vis-a-vi§ ofher' Th}ir'd Wo;ld countries) political -
and econpmic i)ower provide it ‘with enough manoeuvrabvi'lity to do
éway with the strings attached to technology. transfer. In fact,
today, India is négotiating from a position of r_elat_ive
advantage, i.e. of a 'regional power' (a sobriquet given to it
by none other than the ‘influential quarters ‘in the US).

A o - . Contd....
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This casé study 'r_ai‘se_s: ﬂ,a ;hpst. of vimport:ant‘ geostra;egic,
political and economic questioﬁs..T-he-- d-e.veiop;ment- in the case of
In;ld_-US Il"e.latiﬂzons. isn ‘worth - waltd:hingl,‘ :as Raju Thomas put$ it,
'milifary vrelétionship is. eilthe.r a precursor .'or' va' consequence c;f v
a‘f strdng .political economic. .relat.i_onshi"p v,

The décade 6f '1‘9865 wés_ choéeﬁ as a vperi'o_d of study sinice
it ma-rkéd the ‘_beginn'ing, of a -new phase .of. In;lo-US 'r_el‘a,tioxis..
The _rchanc_‘;ed‘ _inter__natié}nal \si_t:u.ation- - and icertavin dome‘stic‘»
develdpménts. in both the USs and _-India._wér_e ‘cited as ideal for
cooperatioxf; in the security' aré,a. 'Thivs phase‘also- c_oincides with

India's quest for modernization of its defence forces.

Th.e_, 1980s heralde_d"ré.‘ pt.a"ri»t.:d ‘of._ch_ange.' This change,
however,_ i_s ‘not defined. ‘Indi;a' and the vUS_ foda’y are at
cross-roads, with various _possibilif.iés. 'T-he_ changed objective -
situation  offers opportuni-ty_ for steeri’ﬁg -th_e In'do-l.J_S. re..latio-.nship.
in th_e-désired faslelion. A l'ot.'.will depend on the abilities and
skil‘ls_ of the diplomats to take thelr respective countries o.ut of

the traditional narrow groove of thinking.

Contd....



This study is. a tentative and a'n exploratory exercise in
" examining the validity . or otherwisé of the optimism (shown by
the two countries) by looking into the economic, political and

geostrategic stakes that both have in the defence t_echnology

. deals.

The first ‘chapter is 'I.mperati_vés Behind India's Quest for

JS Defence Te(:hnoblvogy'.. T.he main c’ontention of this chapter
islthét India's emerging defence technology demands cannot be
fulfilled " by relying‘ on traditional sources of supply. The
decision to look  toward the US. for .defe.hce technology transfer is
a -pragmat-:ic Tesponse by India -to thé . change in relative
capabilities_ of - the major powers in the field of defence

technology .

Chapter two. entitled "Changing US Pe'fceptions of India
‘énd Defence Technology ‘Transfer_" >ex-ami_nes‘ how QS perceptions
about India have changed signif-icéntly ;oveir the iast few years.
India is viewed today as an important 1:‘egiona1 power, with
whom - a certain compatibility - of interests can deveiop.
._Cooper_ation in the defence .technology field is one of the first

steps in articulation of this compatibility.

Chapter three "Diplomacy of Defence Technology Transfer"
basically deals with the role of diplomacy in achieving foreign

policy goals. It studies the negotiating process, bargaining

bontd. eos
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' 'st'rategies arid tactics employed by the two coﬁ‘ntries. The
-significance and. use of two. of the main items negotiated for, is'
diScussed‘_ to' indicate - _the importvav'nce _att,éched- to these

negotiations.

Chapter four, the 'Conclusion'" looks . at the future

prospects of defence technology transfer from the US to India.



- CHAPTER - I



- IMPERATIVES BEHIND INDIA'S

QUEST FOR US DEFENCE TECHNOLOGY

" Forty four years of indépendencevhave :;Nitnessed vI‘ndia's
education in the politics of geostraﬁégic realities. The  four
decades of thésé accdmmﬁlated gxperiences have ﬁad a- profound
effect on the'evol.utionv O,f India's defenc'e'po_li:cy-. It is this that
led Peter Lyon ‘to obse‘.rve:.. "India, the _pioneérv offneut.ral'ist
Videalism, may yet become -the pioneef' of a ‘new. neutralist

- |
‘realism".”

The history of newly.inde»pend'e-nt India's foreign pélicy
began bwith'an innovative'polic:y vvo,f 'non-alignment'. It was a
daring’ response bto tﬁe cold waxl politics.of the ir.lte.rnationa.l
environment, vcoming as it did from a_: pdSt—colonial .society, which
was- politicallyh and.  economically vulnerable to the two
superpowers. an-alignme-nt embodied not 'fnerély the interests of
the ‘-th'irc_l World countries but also a vision of constructive peace
and co-operation for the _éntire worldf However, the US. and USSR -
denounced the non’-éligneq movement as "immoral and an Anglo-
~ American imperiélist ploy" respectively. In addition, aggi‘eésions
qn India by its immediavte neighbours,. China and .P_akistan.,
;evealed thelpolitical naivete of _vIn.dia's foreign and defence
policies. A new perceptioﬁ of India's defence policy ‘began to

emerge.

The difference between the old and new perceptions was one:

between an optimistic policy and outlook, on the one hand, where

Contd..;.



.,Ind-ia'.s ndnfalignfnent and  military .»cap_abilit_y had  little
.relevancé fo t_he -stra.tegvic environm-eni:,r-. and a réalisti‘c policy
_aﬁd outlook on th'e-_ nother hand, >w,h_e1;e‘. b-o_f-h“ t‘he _str>avtegic
.enVir’onﬁuent and “India"g : mil-itéry cjapébii'ities "we>re constantly

evaluated in ‘the 1.ighft of the changing ihtern_a‘ti-onal'condition'.s..

' Each . ext.er_nal‘ "ﬁos_tility taught Iﬁ_dia the v.les"son that
vexclju_s_i,ve rel'iance '0;1. :d-i;plomacy . to d-ef’e.n.d India's. . né_tion-al,
'i-.ntéres.tsv 1s :inéde’quét'e,_with' this b-eganv India's qu_esf for -fo_rei,gn'
_ arms. G_radua’lly,_ »em’p,ha‘sjis _began to be _laid’ on the purchase of

-defence technology. -

-India's que:st' ‘foi.‘.'- vbdevfefnc"e' : _technolo'gy‘ em;bod_ie'sl its
aspirations for _se_if-rel'i.aﬁ.Ce‘. and indigehoﬁs vpro.'duct‘i'c'an s.o.
,important‘ f'qr the r_naintenénée ofvit_'s ind_ep.endénce. 'This_ quest, at’
one t‘ime; .led to ‘an excessive reliavnce' 6n the USSR. Today,
national interests demand the '‘counting' of the US in this

~ sphere.



Section - 1

India's Defence Policy

NON-ALIGNMENT AND THE CONSEQUENT MEAGRE DEFENCE EFFORT IN
INDIA - (1948-71). : :

"Defence policy ‘is 'an‘int"eg'ral part of fof-eign' policy, as_the
purposé éf »for.eign pOliéyi is -first aﬁd foremost to sarf'éguard the
security .of. a c:c'n.mt.:ry"..i2 Therefore, fh_e nature‘of‘ »éecur_ity _' andn or
.-strategiﬁ' linkage betwe.en states, pl‘ay. a.“m_ajvor determinan_t role in
the,tfends_ of relations in othef sphere._sv k-‘-' diplomatic, political,
economic and cult‘ural'. India-'s; foréi-gn poliéy'attempted to deviate .
from the bf'oregoing conformist .ro_le‘.-b Unlike tﬁe o}thersv, it did not
'consider the prof:e_ctidn» of strategic interests és its ,réison .d"et‘re'

or primary concern..

_According tb BR Nayar, ."I-t is 'not the purpose of foreign
policy. to ‘have‘fr'iendly relati-ohs with ‘count‘ries, unless these
‘specivficavlly subserve the e;sr'senti‘al task of protecting nationall
'sec'ur‘ity."_3 | India aimed ) at .' rec’asti_ngv sﬁch inter state
relationships. This led to the whitfling down of the significance of
the defence forces, while the role of diplo.nv)é‘cy was sought to .be

. enhanced.’

. A moderate defence éoli_cy; did _noﬁ ho_wei\}er, imply a
-deflation of _india's international role or _its . withdrawal into
isolation. That Iﬁdia was determined to play an l‘ active and
autonomous role in international _affa'irs. is evident from. Pandit

Jawaharlal Nehru's statement:

The fact of the matter is that in spite of cn.ir weakness in
the military senée——-bec_au_se obviously  we are_‘ not a great
military power, we are rio_t an industrially advénced'

power---India even.tovd_ay counts in world affairs.l'



o~

Besides thé idealistic aim of world peace, non-alignment
found?ifs- rétionale in Indié's domestic situation. The policy of
non-alignment recognized inter—deijAendeAnce between foreign and
military polic'ies.,' on the o'neA_l";aVnd,, andl domestic ééénomy, on the
otﬁer. Economic bolicy in India 'needed to be modified to
- . accommodate a military programme-‘ to. ensure the éeC'u;ity of the
nation. Indian ,military ;progfammes _h.'ad' ) to. be ‘formulated
accordiﬁg to the. exigéncies of the strategic environment. A{hd the
,strategic énvironment needed to be modified to appropriate
fofei’gn'policy measﬁreé, S0 as_not to d.amélbge India's_ecénomic

programmes.

India's defence éffort, opines B.R. Nayar, despite the kind
‘of security -environment it h-‘asv encountered in the i:ast fo_rt)'r_
three years siﬁce‘ independence, has been “exv'_cre‘rrviely | modest. 'I“his"
- was espe_cial..ly.so' dur_ing the-.1'950's, .whe'n India "spent on an
averé'ge less than 2 per cent of its GNP on. defence. Defence
industry was held to be ,non-pro‘ductive, vs'o it was accorded a
low  priority. All 'productionv was  directed to civil _industrial
needs. Even after Indo-Pak conflict of 1948, the critical _rqle of
defénce was only grudgingly‘. a;ce.pted. Thé Governmen_t approach
was aimed at : (i) manufacturing only those .items that
.str“ategic_ally could be regérded as critical and (ii) ensuring: as
far as pﬁs_sible, that the: choice of ecjuipment fo be pfod_ﬁced was
determined by 'cos;t’ efféc,tiveness. These conditions restricted
e_fféctively the arms production to _a-mmunition,, sm‘all arms

Comd... ..
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and vbasivc afti_].lery. -The more. expensive _'and _t.echnvolthically.
compl.ex ‘weapons systems  were, ifb and when required, .‘to b.e'
iprocured from abreed. It was recognized;- that the -In_dia'n
Indu_stry and. technolegy were, at that time, not mature enough
te _ma.ke’ 'armements self-euffi_ciency a viable proposit_ien,
jt'.t,stifyi_ng a substantial ._ diversion of' scarce economic resources.

‘away from civil development prioi‘ities.

Between 1949 and 1954, the defence Sp'en‘ditlg figure at 1.8
' per cent of the GNP was prima_rily a carry=-over of the post-World
Waf-H era. The e‘quipm'.ent of the Ar&xy, _Air Force and Navy,
a_.cq'ui'red during the Wofld"War-II, was maintained as were the.

co_mplemen_t' of officers and ‘enlisted men.

At the time of ihdependence, ‘there' 'A were -  16 ordnence
'factofies in f[ndia, which'h'ad been manufacturing ammtxnitibn to
- meet the needs of the Indlan Army during the World War-II.
After the Britlsh w1thdraw1 from Indla and the end of m111tary
:supplles directly from the .UK,_the Government of" 1n‘dep-ende_nt
'vInd'.ia considered it u»ndesirable to"set up __a_hy‘ ﬁew majo.r-' weapens_
factory. The '.onl>-' | major defence_—related factory  before
independence had been Hinduetan Aircraft Ltd., Bangalore set up
by the noted vindustria‘list, Walchand Hirachand, 'with‘_ the
endorsetnent of the -Maharaja' of ‘Mysore. Therea_t‘ter, ‘Bharat_
Electronics was set up in the public sector in 1954 as a public

limited company with technqlogical assistance _frorh the Compagnie

Contd....
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. de Telegraphic Sans fite of France. The _generalv.In_diari .pkolicy,
howéver,'_ was_,' to avoid a'cofrimfitment to estébl-is_h a majof_ domestic
‘weapons prdducti'or} base‘ix.'x viev—v. of bthve .p_éucity .of_ indigenous
'know-how and .the very rapid rate of te_chnc.alogiéal- develdpmeﬁts '
. -takiﬁg pl_ace- abroad in méjor weapons su&h as' bombérs, fighters,

. tanks an»d missiles.

The fir_st serious eff_oft to r.e\vri-e'w'__an'dv rearm Defence
'Services'_-begah af-‘fer - 1954-55 -th‘e-‘ ‘years during = which
“Pakistan "entered SEATO,aﬁd CENTO._defence pacts with the US
and ' its Asian lallie's.‘ It is estirﬁétéd that, _between 1955 a_nd._'
1965, the US gave Pakistan about $1.5 billion worth of planes,
‘vt_anks é_n_dv.a.submaib-ine, togefher with at l_éast ._.avnot'he.r half a
billiofx | dollva.r_su_ wo'rth‘ of 'co.mmunication | equipmenﬁ. The
mddernization and re’-i-et{uipme_nt of the VP.ak_i-sta-ni millitary‘b'y the
US under the Mutuai ‘De_fenc_e’As._sistkan;:é Programme appeared to
necessitate similar action ‘on the ‘pébrt of In_.c.l'ia',' firm aSSurances..
held out by Washih‘gtbn that the US We.ap‘ovnary_ was inﬁepded 6_n1y

. to stem the communist advance from the north notwithstanding.

Moé.t of the a»chuisitions of new. weépons_te'naéd to be f.rom-
iBritain and Franc‘e.v.Thi_s :again‘may have :been due to grevater
Indian familiarity with supplies from these ‘countries than ffom
the United States, rather than to the resentment over the US --
Pakistan'.defence pacts. For the.' ar>m‘y t.h.e" main purchases made
- between 1956 and 1958 were ‘the 'Eritish .Cervxt’u-rin ﬁeavy t'an.ks. and

the French AMX light tanks, together with a newly sanctioned

Contd....



progrémme for the mahufat‘;turé of" Ni.s,sa.n-j_eép.ts and>Shaktir.nah_
truéks in co_lllab‘orétidn | wii:h manufacturers -in Ja_p'anv:and' .fI‘he.
_Fedéral Re.pu_bl_.ic of G’e:mény. ‘For the Air Force, it wé_s -Eritish
Canb‘efra bbc.urvnbers ',an-'d. Hunter "fight.er .'grourid a:ttackers', French -
Oﬁrégons - and Mysteres, . together vw.ith‘._.'va programme ‘.fox;
- manufacturing .the" Gn_af fighter in vIndika under li(:e'-ﬁcé from
| Folland  Aircraft of Britain. Some modest | purchases of British
va.nti-'_’submar'in_e-’ and :aircr_a’ft" frigates = were "also‘ madé. for the.

Ihdi-an Na-:v'y .

These Qﬁtri:g_ht,_défenc_e" purch'as’és‘ wefe ‘pro‘mp:t.ed by the general
 laék of exp,eriéncbe‘ in domestic Wé»aponé' pr_odﬁdion, and .t_he
. apparent '_ a_bséhce of any i_mvmé‘di,ate‘and se,ri.ovus military. t_ﬁ'reat to
Z.[-ndia‘. »Neverl.:h-eless, y .tvhe'.re wvereb st‘e- rﬁoves ‘to initiaté vdd‘mestic
‘wbe>ap_o'n,s .prod.uct'i.onb as w_e'llb-from 1_9_55-‘onwards. Apart frbm
starting the Gnat and HF-24 aircraft. prdgrammés in 1959, an
.e'f'fdrtvw_as' made ﬁo: 'design an i_ndigenpus semi-automatic rifle to
. be produced at‘ Ishapor.e' in West Bengal. The ‘Iehapore " project,-
however, soon foundered, because funds were not sanctioned by
the Finance Ministry. Meé.nwhile, an ‘e_ffo_r.t to build an indigenodus
f.ighterv plane, HG-24 Marut, continued to be be_set with technical :
problems. However,_ little effortv was made éfte.r 1955 to establish‘
. a -domestic weapons production base, which was, therefore, or_11y
mod_estly' fruitful,- and_ dependence on externél weapons continued

as ever béfore.
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India-China War (1962)

Arm§ build up re.ceived' a’ further impetué. by the‘India
'China clash in .the Himalayan b_orderLénd.s in  1962. India's
stature éqf_fefed im’measukra'blyb'in what w_és'_ othérwise only "a
ta;tical victory vfor China thrbugﬁ a 'surprise attack on a
militarily unprepé\red country. ’I;he i‘esult. .of that éhort 'w"a'lr',' was
on the one ‘hand, thve"re-education' of a‘w _ pacifist India in
realpolitik- and the consequent undertaking by it of'a defence
exl;ansion and rev-equipmenbt ‘progr-amm_ev and, on’ vt_he othef,. the
'developme:nt_'of a defacto alliant‘:e_betWeie.n China and k.,P._akistan.

o _ » _post war
Surp,;‘isingly, the US failed to assist India in its/defence effort
aimed against China. The Kennedy administration, which, at the
timé of the Chinese attack_iri 1962 had responded immediately to
India"s_-crisis tequest for transport planes, 'l_ight equipment and»
'iﬁfantry ‘weapons, was unp-repared. “for the. entanglémen..t»s and
vméssive expendituresvinvolved'in meeting the. foilow-up proposals
.,for a joinf air defence or fo-r providing arms manufacturing
capacity, raw materials, tanks and fightér plahes required to
'_ creafe- a modern air force. "Thé_ pric‘e' tag on assista.nce" of this
mdghitude, vaguely estimated at some "billion of doll_ars".by the
American ambassador was‘_sharply reduced .in nego_tiations_' to
about $500 million worth of arms énd équ‘ipme»rit. A m-ajor portion.
of this amount was hovﬁeve_ré never deliﬁe‘red." F’Acco.fdim.g to B.R.

Nayar, the US refusal to assist India was rooted in the latter's

reluctance to subordinate. its foreign policy to that of US on a

Contd e



global basis, while - the Soviet - Union = proved more

6

E forthcoming .in  meeting India's weaponary needs.

India-Pakistan War - 1965

The war of---1965. betweén ~I.nclia and Pak'vistan' stemrﬁed from the
.Paki.'stanib convict'i;:;n that it had‘ then superior fni_litar};'"
‘-capa'biliti.es, .which, wodl&. Suffér a relétiv_e--d»ecline in the future
as ' India expanded _ and mpdernized_ its forces in. lrelatibn to the .
Chinese threat. The Indian equi‘pmenf: was inferior, -but. India
made a better and mo’re'skilful use of it, as a result of which
the war ended in a stélematé. The US imposed an embargo on
©arms shipmenté ‘to  the subcontinent following the War, but
mi_.litary supplies to P’akvistah continued to come through a .series
of _reléXationé of the embargo and clandestine thir‘d party

arrangements.

Once again', the need was felt to harness the national
"resources to the country's defence and for the _defenée effort to
derive full substenance from the count:fy's economic development

pla_n's‘f

. Despite a secbnd war.in 1965 1n less than thfee yearé, no
: cﬁange w‘a§ made(in the five year defence plan with a sanctioned
outla}; of k.5,000 croregin 1964 for the remaining four years i..e.
‘from 1965 to 1969. The annual defe.'nce budget during this period
continued to range from 25 per cent to 30 per cent of the Central
Government expenditure and averaged 3.6 per cent of the
- 'GNP. |
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Banglades‘h Crisis (1971)

vThe next" landm‘ark tn the process of defence rev1ew was
provu:led by the 1971 Bangladesh CrISJ.S._ Dvespite “India"s victory,
the war.r ‘highlighted ‘the ‘ chinks in -India'_s “defence | planning.
'W»ea‘pen-,s pr:ojects. st‘arte_d in' the first defence ‘plan were as yetf»-
-u.nfinisvhed.. Aleo a: number'ot‘ i'n-digeno,u‘s w-eapcns produced at the
crdnancev factor_ies', inclu-di’nq_‘;’v tanks Iand._ .artirllery, ':the ‘new'ly
created squadr_ons \cf India-made .'M_IG-Zl's and HF-24 If‘ighter
bombers, had then 'jyet to- h,ev'tt-ied a-‘n_d'.pvrovve-d- under combat
'condi-tions. Consequently,v pro.dvu'ctio'nt pla'ns -,‘and pol.i'cie‘é. for
1nduct10n of new weapons and equ1pment had to be .speeded up -
.and overall pr_10r1t1e-s re-arran_ged. By late 1971 72 the defence
' budget, .sanction,ed earl'ierv in April at the budget time, ‘had to be
_Irev,ised u‘p'warvds.' The revi'e,.e_d .estimate. now s_tobd at Rs.l.,l+11 crore
Bs.169 crores more th’an‘_ the earlier '.budg_eted. odtlay. The upward
revision, 'howe\»/erv, was’ net Adfastic, compared to 1962 desplte the
gravity of ‘the political and m111tary 51tuat10n in 1971. The new.

'increase raised the level of defence spendlng from 3 4 per cent
of the GNP in 1970 71 to 3 8 per cent in 1971 72. Thx_s level wa‘s:
-maintained in 14972-7»3_. Once the ea_rly exhausted stocks were,'

‘"replenished and destroyed weapons made .g-ood, the defence burden-

'declinedto about 3.5 per cent in the ensuring years.

bT_h‘e above analjsié- points to the‘ co,ncl_usion that India‘s'
defence policy in»the context of arms-'build-dp ha-S"p_fi_ntari-l'y beevnv
a _reactive cn_e t‘eacting time' a-nd‘ again to: repeat-ed | aggvressions .
by .its"arnbiticus neighv‘bours .
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Séction - II

Dilution of the Defence Development Dichotomy Theory

The .. grim 1lessons of four wars (i.e.
148, 1962_, 1965 and 1971) and the mildness of the

Gre-at power reactions to them initiated India into.‘real-politik.
The ,imporltance of defence was un_derscored:. Thé new Belief which
came to characteriz‘e Indian ‘defence thinkiﬁg challenged  the
defence dev_elopméntv d’ichotomy.. Undérlying this new  defence
outlook were three inter-related politico-economic beliefs. .First,
defence and dévelopment were hot: confLicting. purpbses. but.
co-e_xtensive and complementary vobjec'tives-_.‘ Sizeable ihcfeases in
defence spending ub to even double _t‘he'Indiia‘n average of 3 to
3.5 per cent of the GNP may, in fact, help the economy. Second,
defence s.pend_ing. must reflect. the hation; size an.d imioorfance
irréspecj:ive of the prevailing.i threat, or atb leés.t, it must be
sufficient to assert India;s in_cvlvependevnce'fromvthe Gr-eat Powers.
A growing econorﬁy and an a.mbitiqu‘s development plan may
justify pro_portiqnate increases in défeﬁce spending as much as
immediate external threats. Third,  prestigious defence-oriented
programme may tend to uplif_t the national m-o_rale, - sustain
political intégrity and, Ain turn, geherateééonomic confidence all

around.

The new viewpoint may be found 1n a statement made by

‘the former vArnify Chief of Staff, Géneral J.N. Chaudhri, in May :
1973 ". General Choudhary wrote that this'myth' of defence usurping
developmental programmes was incorrect. He pointed to the high
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rates of economic growth in countries 1ltké Israel, Taiwan and. South’
Korea, which alse had high. ra-t'es} of id‘ef-efnce sv;pe'n,dinvg_,' ».ain'd_‘_-conclufde'd.
that: . -
economic progress 15 influenced by many t‘actors and to try to'
.put the major portion of the blame for our slow progress on our
defence expenditure is, -"_'-0{,' say the least . both_ ‘unfair ~and

: uninformed 7

" His ‘-a-r_guments were’.'reinforced by K Subrahmanyam s v_ie'-wls-v.

According . to. Subrahmanyam, ~an .-emp-im:cal investigation . i-nto'_"r:t:he

_d'efence spending of s=ever‘a:1. st\at:es? du-r‘ivng‘ ‘the la-s‘t -",t"'wo_ decades - -

-revealed that high military spending was invariably accompanied by

’-~high rates of economic growthg

Subr"ahma'nyam's 'vviews' 'fo-.'u”ndﬁ- 's.up-po‘rt "i-'n a Stud:y g byProfEmile -
“Benoit of Columbia University. Emile Benoit and his associates deter-'
"mined that there was a positive relationship between defence spending.

'and real.economic -growth° the most likely explanation being that the

-increased discipline and improved efficiency a«;soc1atedwith the crisis _:

riggering an increase in defence'spending also le-ad.s ‘_-:tzd '-g'reat.er'
-efficienczes in the production in a more efficient or developed civil ':

'economy the relationship may not develop q

-Ac-cor‘dinvg’ to _éen..oit‘-_, “in-- 1963and . 1964, the 'year’s. 1mmed1ately |
. followirig thé .Sino—India'n' War", "wh’en' '.I'nd.ia.n'ud..ve':‘fhence Sp'endi'ng’: 'r,e,a-_'.C'h-ed .‘
the highs of 4.5 per cent and 3. 8 per cent of the ‘GNP the "Indi.an
.Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 1ncreased at an. annual rate of 6.3 per.v-_v' '
cent per annum Thls compared well to 4. 5 per cent average economic_:._

-growth rate in the period 1950 to 1961 when defence received annual':"-:

__allotments of about 2 per cent of the G'\IP



It wés fﬁrther arguéd _by’_‘Su'b.rahmanyam thét >.defenc'e
programmes had indifeCtly dr inadv.ertently,.co.ntributv'ec.iv'to the
'v'civilian é_cohomy' through investrﬁents in roads to. border areas,
ele'ctronic. communications, and sp-in'—offs from »'slﬁip—bu_ildin;g,

X i
- aircraft and vehicle production.

- 'Methodsv of Arms Prbcurement'::

As military inertia beéan to crumble, so did the iinportance.
attachéd to the d_rdnanc:e_. .sector_ correspondingly rise. .In small

but te‘llin'g ways, "thve‘ "dv_efvence‘ effort was stren_é_théned. But
' movement towards rr‘iilitari;zati’oh'_dbés ' nét imply arms vpvrvoduction
capacity. Arms manufacture is - a so‘phivsticated-_ process..
Te‘chvnologic_ally_, 1t ié -a . le_adingv edge aétivity, requir_ing
_techniqges-'anv’d skilis equivaleﬁ_t to. >Vt:ho_‘sve‘ e'_mployed ‘in  the

~advanced engineering areas of civil industrial endeavour.:

Howefve"r,v newly - independent . I:n,d,ié'_' _ha-d_-_- inheriteq 'v‘aliu
underdeveloped ihdu'striavl sector, so I_n‘dia.‘n' auﬂ; acquisition was
T a '}g‘radvu-alis-t' b’roc’eés, foilowing the traditional p;ath trodden
wel.lvby’..devel._oped countfies. India vf.olliowed a vﬁarikant‘ mi-x‘ of

three different policies:’

i)  Direct purchase of foreign equipment.
ii) Local R & D.

{ii) Licensed production.
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' Such a policy was seen to meet the immediate demand for
weapons as f well 'a‘s build up the local infrastructure for the

defence industry.

Outright Purchase-

It ‘shouvldv occassion no surpirse that direct purchase abroad
of modern defence equipment was the dominant pattern during the .

1950s. Most of the weapons were _p_urchased from the United

12

K:ing.do_m - and France. Purchases from the United 'S_téte_'s 'included.-

29 American Fairchild, C-119-G Trahsports, 8 American Sikorsky,

5-62 helicopters, and another 12 Bell 47G-3 helicopters.

0f course, th'is pattern was uﬁacceptable to the political
leadership, but it had to work within the technical and
indusrial limitations of the inherited system; there ,was., in
addition, the decided preference of the armed forces for

13

foreign' arms, deeply ingrained by colonial rule™
The probl‘em‘ of dependence on the political whims of the
supplier state was emphasized' by the De‘fence' Minister, Y.B.

Chavan, in the context of India's air force. Yet, he "underlined

the fact that this was ineVitaple at th_e for'm:étive, stages.

Beggars can't be choosers, when one has to get it from
somebody else. It is not one's own capacity to pgrchase.
Sometimes the political attitude also comes in our way.
"Sometimes you like a plane of B country, but even if one is
prepared to pay for it, the. political attitude of the country |
comes in our way, whether they (sic) want .t‘o_ give it or
not . 1H .' v ‘
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Anoth‘er vprt;jb-le_m _hiéhlightedv”.by Cha’van ':was-' that most of
thé pllanés bought by India. b_écomé obsolete in fhe suppl'yihg_
- cou.ntr.y; _tﬁouéh thei‘r. u.Sefu-Ines__s ris much ’lovng‘er'_in? India than vi‘n
the vsu‘p_piyi.n*g countvry.‘ The_réfor'e’,_ it Vb;e'covme_s_ difficult to obtain
"spa‘rei'parts at a l.ater.‘ d‘a’te‘ for these ‘mach;'nes, as they were no

longer needed in the overseas cbuntrylg

The perennial shdrﬁage of f'ore'i‘vg.n' .e-_x.cha‘n'ge»' 1s another
Vprobierﬁ' t‘o. cbnten_d' .-_v&ri’fh,- thb_ugh. 1t was. pr.a-ct.ic:a'l-'ly non-existent
in the ‘.mid—195‘0‘s,‘ ‘when there existé.d in India a subs’tai‘nti'él'
accu-mu_l‘ati.csn‘ of pound sterling, Amé;king l_érgé sb-cal'er ir;_]por-t.:s
vpo_s_siile.. In the _s'ixti‘-'es, t‘he_ vaerq.ment b_f Ind.ia. 'vwa_s;’ i_ri_"va
' persisteﬁt _’f-oreign' éxﬁ:han_g_e “crisis. Though defence 'p-r-odtictio'n
" depends on '_'fo}r‘eign'.‘ exch'_an;gei oﬁly to the ex_t'é'n_t’of abbut_ 10 per
cent o‘t.' the total defence 'e;x.peh-dituf_e,_ yet the actual d_épen.ci.en‘ce
“relative >t_c'>- the vt-otal allo;ation for t.:h"e"', manufacture of weapons
and e.quipments is much _highex;"(.70 pér cent .of 'thé -defénc‘e‘
expéhdituré being Pay and Allowances, an.d pa-yvr‘1‘1.en't_v“for v_P'rovision

and Stores.

The podlitical leaders.hi"p was vgv_étt.in-g.;_ disenchanted ~with
vogtrigh't purch_asé of arms abfda:d,- .so t:h-e -othéf]_.two: povl.it‘:‘ies_"were
initiated even during the .co_u‘r'se of :th‘é '1950s. Over - time, t'he_
vse'ntimentv grew: that direct pur.ch'a's._,.e, o'f.- \.Neapons'_ abroad is
inadvisable as it runs. counter to the Po-licy of self-reliance.
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Although direct purchase is not excluded _alfo’gether, the basic

orientation has since come to rest against it. .

~ Local R&D and Its Contribution

From small beginnings in 1948 -'u‘r‘rder. Dr. D._-S.Kothér’_i', ‘there
'.fi»n‘allly '-.c_a.m_e into be‘ing i_n ‘1959 the'.'.Déf_ence Research_ an"d
Dévélo.pm.e,_nt O‘rg‘anizétioh.‘(DR_DO), which had as its chief function
.the‘ desig.ni'n.g and develbp}nent of 'd.efence eq'ui'pmenbt. .'Ifhe DlRDO is
I, _h‘e;ad‘ed b} .thé Director C_eﬁefal-_of Reéearch‘, and’ DeVelopmen:t, .who
iS'simu,lféneously the Sc-iventific' A.dvi-se'r tc;' the Dé_fente Mi'ni_stpeg
énd Sec'ret“arvy‘ to the. Gﬁverhfment of I‘ndiv:a__'for.. Defence Sci:e-n_c‘e and
'Revsearch.v The _-DRDO operates 45 defence eé-tab'lishm'ent's and
la‘boratories. Tﬁese are spread écrbs;s .-'the‘ country -'un_der the
 following ac'tivit'y. hea‘dihgs:v a-ero'naﬁt‘i‘c‘s; velect'r‘onics;_ wea_péns
- systems; naval 'technolog-y;".engi.neeri'l"l-g quipm_eﬁt;’ b' materials; life
sciences and systéms ah-aly_’siéj traihiné' and iﬁfdrmat_ion._ The-
DRDO has emploby_ed' 3,000 scientists and ‘te,chnologiists , 1_6 “along
with thoﬁs}&ndsI of auxiliary and ‘.su_ppo'r_ti‘ng staff.' _In_d‘ia'.s defence _
R&D budget has hist’ofi“ca.lly ‘not ‘-matA;che'd‘ vt';‘he,. DRDO's vast

organizational structure. In the _19,60'sv, it hovered around- 1 per
.cénf of the defence b'l.'ld_getv,. .risimj‘ to -two pcr ce_r";ft on-iy‘ by
1975-76. in ;1988-89, 'Iit rose to 5.15 pér centl..i é reflection o‘f-?:he‘

important indigenous defence project"s cu_r.rent_ly being undertaken.
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.'rhe rnaj,cr contributions to.the eq'u_inmen.t cf’ the army from
local .R&D hatve .b_een .thev vIshrepore semi-a"utomatic'-rifle" and the
rnonntv:ain vgun, w_hich., was dev-el_Ope_d' for high-attitude wve_ref_-are;x
“the 105mm field gun, an_-d e 'v_arie’ty‘ of‘el-ectro_nic _ecjuip'men'ts.'._The
in_fan'try, . it s_hould b'e no’ted_,-I is érme;d : witn .- i‘ndi_geno,usAly‘
'd‘e‘_veldp,ed weabcns.‘ .'an_d ammunition,. for Whicn v,'the-‘ a'rmy_v' is
vself-,.reli‘ant and .sel_f'-“sufficientv.‘: Overall, in- rev-lation to the army, ;
most . of the eqdiplnent ,re'qui_re»c'i' for. m_.ode-‘rniz.atien is p;lanned to be

 developed and produced indigenously.

vIn r‘elation to the": air'.fdrce,. local R&D has resulted 1n the
jet tralner HAL HJl 16 MK I Kiran which went 1nto productlon in
‘1958' Kiran's MK IT version reportedly went 1nto productlon bin.
B 1979 as: did the basic trainer HPT 32 at ‘the same tlme @1t_hough
it nas' had_ problems of acceptance by’: tne_--a'_irg._force. 'HF;Z.A_
: Marut-'I. was. also designed -loca.lly e'nd 125 ‘df' it we‘re produ'ced:.
‘Ehe HF 24 project gave India the distinction of being one of only :
four o -f1ve -cou»ntrle»s to proceed with the’development of a._

 supersonic f_i'ght‘er eir-cra_ft,.
According to R.G;.Mathe‘w's,"

~ DRDO ‘technological level of, defence r_e_-'sea'rch- i'sAremarkable.
This is 'eviden_t in India's vadVanced' aerospace v'a,nd‘
electronic‘s s‘pring.boa_rd,’ fr_on:t_ier ‘project_ work in m15511e
) t_echnOIOgy; VSTOL' (HF-73) - Multirole combat a1rcraft
supersonic r.emctely powered vehicles with techndibgy sv1m1»lar
‘to that employed in crnise missilesl; and co_nversion of the
HS-748 "(A'V'RO)' eir'craft to an  AWAC typae plane,
18 .

incorporating a mounted saucer-shapes roto dome.

Contd....



18

- The local R & D infrastructure is also a 'prer.equ.isite for

techno-transfer from abroad.

Technology Transfer:

It is armanent m_al.'u‘.x"_factu;'e ..based on licensing 'of 'féreign :
teck.m.nolog_y that hasblayed ‘_a b'm-ajo.r, r‘<v:rl'e' in. meeting the needs of
India's afmed_ forces 4"f0_r g'ophistic_ated' _GQuipme_ﬁt,. v'_Th.ough,
initiated -in . the "‘m_id—19505".:on a mddes_t. ‘scale, technology
Jicensing becéﬁe increasingly 'imébrtént 1ﬁ ~the 1960s and
emerg’ed as the dominant 'p{a:t-te'rn in the 1970s, _plar’ticulérly in
relation to the a-if -'fofc'_ei. Indian .na'ti:ovna.'l p.'o‘lricy, as articulated
during the period of the -J_e.l'r_)a.ta"Pc{r.ty ‘rule in the late 1970s,
mad»ev t'edhno_logy li»cbensin;glq v,a cond_i_tion ‘forv Iany'direc_t. ‘purchase

of foreign military equipment.

VUnd_er licensed broduction, Indi.é, as ._purchvasér bo'f milivta_ryv
equipment: becavr'ne: 1n\r‘ol\iéd . in afm_améhts ‘production, ‘al'“beit : avttv'
. the rudimentary level of -assembling parts _import'ed .Vfror'n the
foreign arms suﬁélief-. After the ini,t‘ia'l' ,s‘t‘ag,es, | the ef_fbrt is to
have Pproduction -based on ‘the -u.tilizat_ifon of more‘ and ~ more
Ihdiaﬁ raﬁ métefials -ah-d rhanufact.ured components - with the
ultimate objective of total indig_enous production as"v soon as

: possib.le .
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" There was, . therefore, the double | g.a-in of subsequent
independence from the government of the' manu’facturer'

: country as well as galn in englneerlng know -how in the
o . ‘
production of the defence item. 2 .

P

: There were delays dur.'ing the ear-_ly-_.s‘tages of_l ‘th_e‘.‘pro.je_c_t
as .pl-ant and' mach’i:neryv‘v.v'ere 'be‘inij .ifnpor‘t’ed' and ‘as -'Ind:'ran.
_engineers gained exerience in the production process but it was
‘believed that there would be no subsequent delays because of_
'changes--ln the: vpﬁolitica‘l p011c1e’s- of “the gov_ernmen-t- ,abroad.'
. ) Finally ," once ; tbe_ w,eapons. ..b;eca.me_ ind_i-genouls, the pr‘oble:m of.
-futu_revpri'ce' fluctuations and _Chamjes in financial terms vo.f'fered'

by the. licensor would,' also vb'_e .obvi-ated.

A dlsadvantage of thls pol1cy was. that 1t 1n1t1a11y ~had
' the same drawback as an outrlght purchase i.e. -d-epend.ence on
":the. p‘ol1t1cal app.r»oval of - the governm’en.t- o-f the lvic"ensing'
company and  subject to its potentlal interventlon dur1ng the
'1nter1m perlod of - materlal and technologlcal transfer Moreover}

under the policy of.» ou.tright‘v-pu_rchasze_:l‘ndra_could buy "th'e__
latest, m_ost-u_p'-.toadate and so.ph.istvicat"e-d ’aircraft_ -avallabl_e in
the. internati:onal arms _'rnark-e't,A wh'ere_as ulcéhsed "pro'du-ct.ion'_
'mearivt. a .d.egre'e of o‘bsolescence by tne 'deliv'ery. time._ Among Atbe.
maj_or items produced _in I.nvdi.a under licence have been: for the
a;1r force Folland Gnat I'.fighter; MIG-21 fighter, Allouttee
helicopter, HS-748 transport; for the navy --"Leander" c‘las-s.-

frigate; and ‘for the army .——Vijayanta _tank v('Vickers 37).3& In
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1978, the Government of India - decided to purchasé 40 high -
‘pe_rforman_ce , Anglo - French Jaguar bombers and to produce

another 110 under licence.

Indigenization

In re_s)pecfof licensed techncjl.ogy',--_'aUma-j-’o.r -ai_rh cg_f».the, defence
enterprises .in indigenization, as a .'D'efen_ce' _Min‘igtr.y document

states: .

hRa_p‘id"indigenization is the cornerstone of our policy of
sélf-reliahce A conscious  programme = and = policy for
_accelerating the pace of indgenization has been followed
by - strivin:g to. o_rg.aniz.e in all pu:b-lic Sett_or "u-n-dertakvi.nvgs"_ )
the ma'nufacture of' ‘ \kariou_s o parts anvd- __’c'ompo_heht"s .

indigenously’ 2

According to R.G. Mathews,

- Two 'condi'ti,onvs requi__re to be  met if" the-" drive for
ihdigeniziati'on is - _ti-o. be suVCCe.ssfu_l.' - First, ":liceﬁsed_
pr'odu'ction' of defence 'equ'i-p'm'rén»t, with foreign- suppliers
.must.»\involv.e the tranéfer ofv production know-how and
techniques  along with  the -product . itself. India's
bpolicymavke'rs have been aware of this, and over the last
three decades ‘have negotiated transfer 'of_ p-roduction"'
facilities an:d foreign expertise from numerous sources. In -
f'a;:t, by the last 1970s In'dia'is' bargai‘ning_posit;io_n in the
_acquisitibh | of defence - tec’hﬁ-ology had moved ffo,m »a'.'
supplicant to .a. co'urt’ed, customer. T'hev tec_'hnqlo'gy transfer
aspect of contractual arrangerﬁehts became i.n'-sti;t:utinnalized

within collaborative ‘- agreements. It was a  two-pronged
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approach: foreign purchase would be made onlyv if foreign
suppliers  agreed, 'f_iretly,' _ to  transfer ‘ m_anuf.actnrin-g |
technolbgy and, secondly, to incorpor-ate 'buy back" ‘clauv-s‘es,
in sales contracts. The' intended "aim was to "achvieve.‘.

self sffuc1ency through indigenization. while - at the same

time earnlng scarce forelgn exchangezg’f}.’g

The 'se_cond 'condition‘_ 'for: ‘euCCes.sful _ indigen~i_za_tion' 1s
e'sta-hlish"mven't of 'a local : li_c;'en:_ce ~“and technology-_ b=a_.Se vto
‘ac-com-,mo'dat-e transfusio_n]_ . of le'va:r-ning_r : fro:'m"'. coilll_aborative"
programmes. Indiav has co'ns'ivstently_ fnmade_.greatv c_'lva._i?msi .r'e_'g_arding’v‘
*the, brogr-es.e .made'by it in 'indigen,iéing production; But theese
"-.clalms need to be - examlned Cautlously By‘the'_ early' 1960s, ..the»
'countvry had already been manufactunng 80 per cent of all the,
mallv arms and 11ght equlprnent for the army and steps - had been‘
tak-en at. that time to estﬂabh-sh prr.oduc»t.lon --hn-es for heavy trucks
_a_nd 'j.e_e,'ps_.. A factory was estabhshed in 1970 for the productlon
:of‘ these vehlcle_s__ w-_hxch, ‘was producxng by 1975 76 over 3_,00_0 g
Shaktlman. three-ton ‘trucks ‘in collaboratlon w1th MAN _'-o'f ‘vt’he_
"‘Federal Republlc “of Germany and about 4, 000 “one- ton trucks w1th-‘
. ‘le,s.an of -Ja_pant I.ndljg-enlzvat.vlon of_-_ th-ese_ ,p-ro“]._ects _w:a-ls- vrep.orted to;. :
b'ha’ve'_ reached - 94-96 per’ cent "b._Y 1973 ézﬁd-. : T‘j_he_' Ministry
_Dv_e_fen‘ce:' s Annual Report, 1887-88 stated that, during 1984 1986,
: HAL had indig'en.ized 1,6»8"1- items .a.nd 't_ha-t ‘the average -1-nd1g_en-ous- .

content of BEL's products was as high as 80 per cent.
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»IThe. diffi‘cul_ty. is that Ehes,e.itallg_;s:l.aims:'-Ld.o not square with-
réa‘lityv. - .>Thére is vth-é» 'problem‘ regarding defin-'itior;: the
~ authorities claim,;," of the éxtent -6_f iﬁdigeni’zation i'n_ terms of
pércent.:agAes pl;o;(ides fi’gures which mi~s>1ead.’ Value percentages
are caytlculatedv by ta‘king. the landed v(:c.>st of materials and.
cdmponents '_ manufactu:r'ed l.ocally with the impdrted cost of a
complete un_it'. Volume percentages of indigénization are éalculated
by comparing 'fhe .proportion of -item's_ ma&le locally .again'st the
number 6f. pérts comprising the final product. Both methods are
flawéd, in that 90 per cent of value or volume indigenization
might be revgistered,- e\venrthough the - 'critical’ 10 'per cent is
still to be imported. In this context, note‘ that aftér two decades
of collaboratio.n‘ with MAN the engine block and steering gear for
the Shaktiman continue to be imported; similaf is the case of the
enginé block for the Nissan vehicles. In regard to the evolving
Main Battle Tank-80 Arjun programme, India continues to import

the engine, gearbox, communication and fire control systems.

A distinction also needs to be made between 'actual' and
'effective’ indigenization. Technological self-sufficiency havs been
constrained by delays in forcing developments from the design
stage through to final production. Some- obser\./ers'judge the fault
to lie with a lack of production and’quality assurance expertise,
while others believe the cause to be insu‘fficiency "of trained
ménpovs{er for specialized R&‘D work. The result, deever, is the

same: the time-lag between initiation of design work and actual
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' pro'ductionr_b is painfully i:oo. much, ~and the reSulta.ri't systems are
obsolete even before they are deploye:d;z"‘

Matthews also cites ' gldring .examples of failure ' to ehjoyl the
fruits .of indigenization. Most remarkable of all are the cases of

n.on—utilizatio‘n of the extahitv dome‘stic .capacity .

' The above dlscussion of the gaplng weakhesses of Indla s defence

.1ndustry makes it clear why forelgn defence technology contlnues

__to play: ev_en t’odayé}_cr,lu_cal role.



SECTION - III -

The '.above ciiscussion 'illust'ra'fes .h'ow .defence_ policy ' has
acquired the status of a holy cow. ‘Although scepticism regarding
ec.onomic spinoffs of the defence eXp_enditure continuesv, there is
yvet. a widespread, fhough gru‘dgih'g, acceptance of the .v.iewv that

reduction in defence .eXpendifu‘re means llé's's' security.

It is important to note tha't,. once - the belief in
infer-dependence‘ of military defence and _a» country's security
acqﬁires an exalted status, the;_n'arms_ build-up becomes a v»norm
and its log_';c creats dynamics of its own grovsith. It .i.s in this
colntext that 'In_f:lia's emef.ging‘ regio‘nall profile and its
simultaneoué, pursuit = of US. fiefén.ce te’éhndlogy'_ acquire a
-rat:v'Lon,aie df their own. However, 'thouéh India's quést  for US
defence technology has certain ‘'specifics'’ a‘b.but it, it ha_svbeen

~operating within the overall framework of India's quest for

defence tehcnology.

The next section of the paper will study how the p_ost-1971
- developments culminated in India's vigcrous pursuit of foreign

defence téChnology .

IMPULSE FOR MODERNT.ZATION#

It is fairly obvious that India's effort to acquire foreign
defence - technology is linked to its policy - of . defence

5 ‘ : v
modernization. P.R. Cha‘ri2 refers to two impulses behind such

2

a policy. The first one compéls a state "to follow prdcuvrement -
[ o . : )

policies that "are reactive to weapons inductions by ad\i_ersary



states". This has been 'discussed in the earlier part of this

..C.h'apter .

.The second impulse emerges from ‘the assumption t‘hat a
re-equipment programme being inherent in a.rmec.i -forces,_ weapons
induction should be reflective: of the latest state of the art.
This involves a leapfrogging of _intermediate .stages. of _Weapons'
technology to olegtain the most acv:l\‘ra'nced‘ weapons " systems

available. -

K. Sub’fahman»yam discount;,s the theory that oﬁr choice of
weaporis be . determined only- on the " basis_ of eur threat
perception from' our neighbours. He al‘:gues‘ for broadening the
threat perception realm so as to include the supel.‘powere,' which

necessitates acuisition of the state of art weapons.

It will not be enough to monitor the capabilities of the
'potential adversary alone  to produce 'cer_tain ‘kinds of
weapons and equipment, but it is necessary to keep watch
over such developments on a global scale, as weepons and
.'equipment are transferred from_'th'e developed cogntries for
various considerations. Further, if India is to insure
herself reasonably against interventionism of big powers,
she must have weapons and equipfnent that will raise the

cost of such intervention above a minimum thresh-old.zl't
India's policy of defence modernization started under Mrs.
Indira Gandhi got a further impetus on the assumption of the

Prime Minister's office by Mr Rajiv Gan‘dh’i.. The drive for
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vdefenc’e moderniZatlon ’synchrO'nlze'd vw1th Mr Rajiv .Gandhl""s‘.
,dec151on to accelerate the pace of Indlan technologlcal growth
and capab111ty in the c1V111an sector (in 'thls' co.ntext Indla. s
‘»purchase of dual technology 1tems (llke supercomputer) ’from the.

us is s1gn1f1cant) .

INDIA'S EMERGING REGIONAL PROFILE -

,There tends to be a dynamlc relatlonshlp between security.'
interests and capab111t1es, and securlty interests manage_,_-.'
to get: deflned 1n terms of the power avallable to pursuev‘
. them. An’ abundance of capab:.lltles is. llkely to. lead to the

def1n1t10n of 1nterests beyond ‘mere. phy51ca1 secunty to the
2%

v w1e1d_1ng of» active 1n_fluenc_e ,an_d»dvo_mlnatlon vove_rvothers .

.Accord.ihg to _Thomas ' P.’VT.hornton I",Direc’to‘r .o‘f Asian Studies
at John Hopkins University and ~a former member of .the us -
Nation'al’l Security Coul‘ncill, "The Ibuild:-upv. h‘as_ taken ‘a -momenvtumv
of its own, and India is incre_asingly pushed to find- a threat'
and ration_ale to ’jvuS't'ify. its mllltiry et're-ngth-."'zg‘.
Thornton"s. views f‘indﬂ agree'rn'e-nt' 1n .the "per_‘cep_ti.on of most
of Sout‘h Aei_a experts in the us. Such a view holds that India's
policy 1s no l-on_ger .a‘ _rrrere; 'd-_e-fence_'po:sture yis-a—-vis_ Pakistan"
~and C.,hin.a;- instead India i.has : e_nlai‘._géd. its 'sph-e‘ire_of “int‘erests
and influence, to inc.l_ude., even M_aldiv'es, -_"S'e‘..y_ch.elles and_' ‘

Mauritius.
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With varying degrees o‘f’ ufrge'ncy, ot'her countries al(mg ‘the
rim of the Indian Ocean ba51n are a-sking, what . does

India - want?...v.v.Sp‘ec_ifi__c points, such as India’ s lease of a

' nuC_lear-Pdwered . Sti;b-r'nva'ri-ne »and' - its acqulsit-ion - of

S.ov_viet-built long-r'ange_ ‘reconnaissance 'p.la'ne's, vhav’e been
rais.ed in the A-ustr,‘al-ian _P.a'rliament_. Intelli-—geric'-e' officials
in Canberra 'beli.eve that _'-Ivncl.ia'vs' RAW‘...'v.w_as Aresp’onsible-.
.fo'r the s-hip.ment_ o,f ‘arms- }dest_infed_. for Fijians oi‘ Indlan
descent but ‘seized . in 'Sydney h’arb-otir in Mvay, 1988,
follow1ng a coup ln FlJlby nat1ve 1slanders agalnst ethnic
- Indian domlnance In Jak.art.a, an army colonel descr1bes,-v
.‘.h go_v.ernment as' 'concerned' about India- '8 long-termf
"intent'ions - the main reason, _he. explams, that Indonesia -
is planning to build a 1arge naval base 1n Sumatra that

: would. provide quick access to the Bay of Bengal e

'1‘he other ASEAN c'o_un.trie‘s.:, v1z ,.Malfysia,‘v :'I.;hai_-l'and and
Singapore, too are 'vitlally_"concerned» about ‘--Indiva',s:' ri_'av,al,'
build-up'. _'India .has the lva‘rgej-st n._avy"amo'ngst the Indiakn_‘-o-cean'
;_ littoral states. india 1s g_rac'l,ually .a-cquiring a capability to
project its powers beyond _its‘-'-s"h.or‘esv. Av'lthou:ghv it has as, ye_t»-a
very limited blue vs./at‘e"r ca‘p'-abil'_it_y, ‘recent -acquisitions suggest
an increa’-aing _.in_terest_ in op‘-era_tin-g well beyond the coastal
seas, for which .the_ 'bui’k- .of' the 'fcurrent-_ fleet .is_ des;igned.
VAttention is cl’rawn in-. th.is.‘ contex't. to. In,dia's recent' purchase of
~an a1rcraft carrier that‘Britaln had used in the Falklands‘war
.:This ta'_kes the 1Indian total to' two as aga.inst_ _non-e' in the
_inventory of o_t'he-r' littoral states.
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' As. an -A!-'l.‘levri_can vmilit’af'y analjyst nb’te’dﬁ" A p;_art_ 6f India's

'overali arms build up provides é m‘il’i-t_ary u.nder_"p‘in'nin'g fﬁr,
- India"'_s. ciaim_s of mi,d‘.dle kpc'ower ‘stafus. 1n ‘the context - of glokball _
.J'.‘nte,rac_tfi;:n"..'zo. Sgéh ‘a view 1s endorsed by some _Ind;ans like
\Admir:a]'.» Krishéﬁ Nayyar- ‘.and'- K'.- .Subrvavhm-anty-arh'.‘ v Says' Nayyar.,‘
"the world hés learnt .‘to"l_iv.e with the US pbwer, FSO\iri.et'; power,
' evén C_hinese_ pow.Ner,‘ : and it. will have' to | lea.rrll ' tp 'li've wit:hf
Indian pZOWeII'.;"VgY'_ Subrahma"nyam ., believes that the build - .u'p‘_-
will.kh'elp persuadé the woi‘ld.to gifre :India'i,ts .rightful place in

“the intve.rnatiohal 'diplomacy.

.

Aﬁcording to Ross H. Munro, the decade of the eighties hé_s
‘witnessed a lot of _mué’cle-»fleﬁcing_ by_.India-._vl In 1984, Indian
troops oc'cﬁpied‘the non man's 1and of Kash‘mil.‘v's 20,000 ft high
Siach-en Glaciér._.:.. By the -sufnmer..vvof 1985 I,n,di.gn_ jawa_n-s'
penetrated into unoccupied and 'dispﬁ;te:d territory _‘alb.ng vvthe'
Ind_o.-Cﬁina .'border, pr_ovoking what Prime ‘Minister Rajiv Gandhi
lat'evr.' ca.ll-e'cl._ an '-eyebéll ,"tb'_e}.'.evball_' cb-n_fr’ont.atiqn- with Chinva. In
vwihte'r of 1986—87, B_ré:ss Tacks, an éxtens’ive Ihdi(a_n military
é_xé_rt:isei....," rattled the Is.l-.'-:(mab.ad Government, though it did
notvléa_d.to -figh_ting.'. Finally, in 1987 (July), Sri Lanka bovsvled‘
" to pressure from New ‘Delhi and a.llowedr the Indian forégs
(Indian ‘Pe_ace-Keepi_ng Force) to .intervelv'le,".' "Sri Lan‘ka was the
- watershed," says vA‘s_hley _Telli.es-, ~a Us expertv on South Asian
_ sécurity, issues, "India showved_v its willingness to uSekiforce even

3

when there was no clear-cut security threat". India's surgicalk
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action in Maldives, insignificant in the global context,. evoked,

however, unease among India's neighbours.

- The Govebrn'mbent' of India. denies, howevér, --ény ;d'esi'g.ns of
ho‘s.tility : and dominance. Defeh‘ding." India's naval build-up,
D.e:feﬁc".e Minister K.C. Pant33 said that In'dil..a, had di‘ff,icu_lty in

rn'eiintainiﬁg‘_ effec_ti;re' p‘atrol and = control tabability ‘ o'vle'r its
exciusivé economic zone. It Vw_as; a iogical and prat:f:ical step for
Ihc'li.a' to deploy "éc’mé‘of its forward naVal command capability in
'_P..o'rt Bi_ézir 1n . the And_afﬁ%h: I.f.;ln';:ls, ~and to jdefielorp- ‘de.fen_ce

facilities in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, India's eastern

most possessions.

India is_héavily udﬁépende'_n.t on e'ﬁct‘efnavl’_ sources . for "cru-de
oil ,,ancl. 'petroleu'm é_rod_uct’s,_ besides’ »sf;rate.gic resources. It has, .
‘thus, a d-eep-vesfed' interest in the-r‘ st':ability. of supplife.s and
ass;ured access to them. Security of‘ ouf own offshore
installations for oil and ga:s production meeting, 40 per cent
and 80 per cent. of India's needs respéctively) is - an essential
ingredient of the séCurity paradigm. Hence the importance of
sealan.es in thé.calvculus of Sécurity ihterests. |

' Reasons Behind India's Courtship of the US for Defence Technology

'NEED FOR DIVERSIFICATION

~ India's choice _of suppliers has been determined - by the

~ prevailing p,olitiéal relationship with the respectiyé codn-_tr‘y.
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: Certai‘n geo’ stragio and. pdli-tiél._-._t:'Ompnlv_sions‘ h--afci _.bn'rought the -
USSR and In.dia into ':clo'se' relat'ions,l‘lz_i‘p_', which‘j,lefd _In.di‘a‘ fto.' rely
" heavily on: the CussR for ‘weapons s"uéply.[The”g Indo-Soviet
'relations were thus mark-‘edv b}.r more .a-rnd-.ni:o_re Wartnth, while '

India a_n& the US drifted 'a.part.‘:n'v'

HoWevier_‘, t:_he‘_." ..'.c.le"c‘ad‘e' of ‘. the-_"e'ighties was 't-o_ - witness .
significant.' oha‘nge‘s". in. th‘e ?i‘ntern-a.tional- _ a.r‘en_a-_b,b-‘_whfioh: ‘made‘ the
'hith-erto .un-oerlyi.ng- ..s.tratje'g;ic Vr_,a-tioual,e-»_. of ‘the -f’o-reign p'ol.ioies_ of -
) the US ‘and '-Intiia seem an : 'an.ach'ro‘nism.- This .ma'de h’o‘t‘h India.
and the US recon51der - the1r respectlve pollc1es towards. each.
other. This Chapter ‘will discuss,, h‘owev}’e'r‘,_ “only. Indija "s reasons .

there_for .

The perestr01ka in the US--USSR realtions prov1ded India
with an opportunity to better its relations with the US without
arousing sus-p:i‘cions_ in Mo.sco_w. Most- of __ th_e contradictions in
Indo-US relation.s, e‘man’-at'i’n»g .fr.om’ the -US‘-USS_;R:-Vcold ‘war, could

now be gvraduvally resolved. The Defence Ministry's Annual

' ReEort, 1985-86 re‘ferre'd to Ith'e .possi‘b‘ility» that ‘a 'nor-m_alization.
of relations betwee‘n the.two_'commu'nist:‘gi_a‘n.ts'v.could enable- China
 to redeploy its forces from the .Sifn—o—.So\}iet ‘border to Tibet. Thi.s.
emerging scenano gives India a stronger 1nterest than at any
time since the early 1960s in widenmg 1ts foreign policy optlons
and,i -particularly, - in divers,lfying ‘th'e sources ° o . r’nilll.tary
h_'ar"dware..- . |
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IS USSR NO LONGER A RELIABLE SUPPLIER?

, One of the prlmary -reasorLs nfor. Indla's r.ellianoe. v»v-o'n:'_t.h'e UéS.R'
for weapons supplles was the cost -factor "-i‘ndi.a 'Co_tlld "obtain.‘
weapons from the USSR on’ easy vcredlt termsBW, whtlfe'_‘foreign’

~exchange . shortage‘ xhade the. US weapons prlce—proh»ibiti.ve“_.fo.r
india. .»Howeve_r_, owrth the present changes under wayi 1n ~the -
USSR_.,' a Siﬁro1-;1}ra-1')-1‘e. 'rup_-e‘_e-ra'ub,le-‘ . _.a;rr'ang'e_me_n-t; _,m-agy nfo A.lsonfgver 'be"'
irpos-si‘b.le._'_ 'Des-.pite t_he as»sl.x~ra':n_cves’.' ;giay_en byM Gorbachev t:_oj _V P
~_Singh t'hat the vrup.e'e 'p’ay'me’nt a'rfran'g'ement: v-:w-il‘l ‘-c-'o‘nvt‘i.nue 'til'l_v

1995, hlS ab111ty to dehver the promlsed supphes is very much

“in doubt In fact lncreased problems 1n ma1nta1n1ng delivenes_ h

of spares and components for mamtenance and co- production are_

already causing a:nx1ety.

Anxiety 1s a.ls'o. warra‘nt‘ed. over f'uto're: pricés an‘d credit ter‘rns".
‘The emphasis on ‘p_roflitabvility of enterprises is likely to mean .'
vp.lric_e being set by refer’e,nce'to-compe.ti'ti.on, and this ‘may well
'get tra.nsl-ated 1nto hlgher costs vt‘jiven 'the‘severe’ budgetary
_ problems confrontlng.Moscow, credlt sub51d1es by the USSR are

now unlikely.

Mo.reover, since ’-Ii'ndia- . is lookmg 'tor .‘ sophlstlcated
technology, it has no alternatlve but to look to the US ‘which is .-
B miles.__ ahead - 'of the USSR in technological v superlority.‘
'Interestingiy, even the USSR is negotlatmg w1th the USA for .‘

- technology



The Gulf War exposed " a -number of chinks in the Svovi'e't
defen'ce. | wea‘p'o,na‘r‘y. 'Inb re.trospec__t,»" v' In_c‘iifa 'vs"' policy of
_diveréificatib-n- .a_nd quest for : US - defence technélogy seem
prudent. ’I,.‘he_v sﬁccess of the US Hi-tech weapons dver the Soviet
~ oﬁes used- by Irag inw the Gullfv' War rais,e_s. gnaw'ing questions
about the quaiity' vof India's"'rn.ilitarys hardware {(most of the

su'pvplies v-being from the _'USSR)'.



SECTION - IV

GROWING INDO-US ECONOMIC COOPERATION

Defence technology transfer is either a precursor or a
. consequence of a strong politico-economic relationship. There is
thus int‘erdependence of defence teﬁhnology trvansfer and veconomic
and _politi’cal relationé between two countries, and éach has

important implications for the other two.

The Indo-US economic and '_cd.mmercial relations h_é.ve deep
root‘s_, _The’. us p-:esente has been in evidence in ma.ny _afeas of.
the 'I'ndian ecb_nomy, 'beginning with the v'fl_ow' of US assistance vto
India. in 1951. In recent years, the US has emerge'd -,as: India's
largest trading partnér és well vas‘ a m_éj-or ‘collaborator in joint
ventures and technology .transfef .agiv‘een‘)ent‘vs. Untii ' the. late
. "1970s, economic ‘and ‘corﬁmercia_l' relations had grown (quite

slowly.

The Indo-US economic and technological relationship can be
broken intc tlree major segment . namely;Trade , Investment and

Aid.
TRADE

The US accounts for almost %th of India's total imports.
India's share in the US imports is insignific"a-nt, especially when

'cqmp_ared- to the magnitude of the US trade with other countries

of the Asian Pacific region.
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"Indi_a"s: export _profil-e-i is .d&minaltec':l',' 't_ob,iav lal‘r.’ge‘ _‘exte_.nt, by
_ gen.ms al‘nbd_ j;evwelﬂl-'ery., 'espe-ci._a-l_l_y.v ‘polished c'li:ar:n‘on,ds.-,‘ and .ij.\aﬂrnie'nt.s
and '.text.i_l'e's' .with -x;el-;‘atiﬂvel_y' mihof co_ntributioﬁs from . a :;hb'St “of
trié_d-ivtio.n.allt_ex'éibfts such as’ tea, cashew nuté , ‘,s‘é-éfood“:',p-r'-o‘,dut:ts.‘,
'handicv-raft_s and leather . govov‘ds-.: ’I"wo_-_.niajv_of-'_n_o‘rbl-t.f_aditi‘oﬁalv ex:po:rt,s
,a'jr.e:',' eh‘v;g"in._e'erihig _,.:v‘g»o'ods _anvr;l‘,‘ 1ncreaslngly1n :r'ece'.ht; : -yeavrvs‘,
:c'omp.ut:ér. 'sqftwar'e:. ‘Even 1nthese 'fievllds" _bpt-;:mi;;ti,c "_P‘ro_j»é‘c‘_f:ibnﬁs

have not ‘been realized.

| I'ndia_;:s imports - 'f_fom_ _'tﬁé :vUS '-‘éonsis,t.- p__rimavrilv-'y .ofnsfe'ftvilﬂizer.s "
(wh:i'ch _'c.:-on;%t;tute' the | 1.a.rg,e.svf' : .prpd_t;ll'c:"lt-.g'rc"x'up)_. ‘tr_‘an_sp_'drt‘
equipment, i‘_metaill scrap, -'pulp_ and Wa'svte‘ p.'a,p’er,.. org'ani;:: _ancl‘v
‘, inorganic V._ch_érﬁic,a.ll's,‘ :é.n.d' sc"i.entivf.ic_. én-d | _precﬁi-#ion 'insti-ﬁme’nts.
: In_ﬁli;:a‘ also ‘i-mport-s_ US_ agricu‘vl-tural pro,d'uct_s _su.ch. 'és 'C.a‘l;ifc)rn:i'ak‘

almonds.

A ‘_récent 'dis"putle' b-étweeyn'_ ‘the two couqt:rie.s;, ‘centring on
Seétion 301 of‘ ‘;the- -Omni-b.u‘s_ Trade Act of 1988, has been
vcon'tainev'd. ‘However, there are 's',o.'m‘e other: on going developments,
whi_ch' may have .an important b_e“aring on Indo-US 't'ra&e. India's
exports to the. US v\‘NOU.l‘d be aﬁft“ectéd gr'ea'tl-y' .by what'eve.r
.d;anouemeﬁt' even_tﬁélly en;ds . the ;u,rrenf: _IUr_ugu.ay Round of
fneg_otiations. India has a 'rha.j:-o"r stake in ii.bera‘li-zati.orx.v in ”' thve'_

trade textiles. The inclusion of textiles under the GATT '_'ﬁm-b::elia
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'is a major priority of the developing countries in the Uruguay
'Round ne‘gotiafticihs'. Conversely, the failure of the. Uruguay

" Round might _strengthen p'rote_cti'onist» pressures in the US.

INVESTMENT

,The US. has bee’h the main .~sc.>urce‘of fore’ign: Vinvestrhent 1n
.India ‘of a total of US $2. 5 b11110h of forelgn 1nvestment. in
vIAn'diav, the us. share. is more: than US$ 600 million.  the maJor
areasvof us 1-nvestment in Ind1a have been pharmaceutlcals,.
chem1cals, fertllizers and electrcmics Mo~st of. this investme‘nt
) has taken the form of Jo1nt ventates with Indlan patners. In
ele-_ctr_omcs, there have been some maJor us investments in the
formv of .US-owne_d Indtan subsidiaries w1_th .,a-100v per ex;eort
orientation, such .as the Chip-Design Centre of>‘. Texas-'Ins-truments
in Bangalore, and the softWare .development eperations of a
number of. major US corp_oratiohs, including Hewlete, Packard and

Citicorp.

India recognizes: that the. us .invest_ment__’_has.vmad;e a major
cqntribut_ioh to t.n"oder'nizatiqn of 'the'. 'I'n‘diah economy through'
technvolo'gy . transfers, tr-ainin'g. r.df vmanagers in .sephist‘icated_
mar'keti,ng techniques, im‘port : sub-stitution etc. The government
of India would like the US 1nvestment in Indla to address itself
to certain sectoral priorities like oil and gas equ1pment power

generation, = transmission and »distribution ' _equipment,
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vtevlecommﬁhic'aéiohe, food 'p,r'ece_S\ei:h-g and 'agr'o:-‘-’i_'ndus-'tfy, equipment.
It is with this imperative in mind that, its own restrictive
- policy "nvotwii'f:heta'nding, it allowed the Pepsi Cela,z venture - in .

.Ivnvdia_.-
AID

Although India 1s .jémfm'g the tow Third _ _w.o'ri,a..__v st ates; which
have ge’n.er‘a't’ed 'p-a'ir’tv ef __.th:ei‘r.v“in‘vestme‘n-_-_t needs t'h.i"o_.‘ug'h' eifcim_estifi: _
.feseu.fces,-_ "‘extevrn»a‘il rESO\..i..rces},"'-:_._ivneiﬁydl;ih.gﬂ " a:iei. ffeh"'._b"iléte:ral. i
'vdb.nore ._anelA‘ "multilat_er.al fi‘.ne:‘:n;:&ial i-ns‘,‘»tijtut‘:li‘,one_, have eo'mvet'i"mes'

been ‘used to. bridge crucial resource gaps.

The 'a,'id’_'-relia._tic'm‘ship' with the US' started in 1951TheUS
aid im}ned'iatEIy after In-‘di'e:“s .:'_in&eﬁeﬁ’d-ehce“vhas t'oté_ll'led'- $125
" billion eo far. While ‘the nature | of this -:aLs.sivs.t.i‘anc‘e. has unc'i'efgor—lé. '
cha--r.lg-es over the .ye-afksi., its ba.sic g,oel, has consistently been to
s‘upport‘ Ind‘i;a"sv ;l_ev.e_lo-pmen_t‘-allv ‘pri«oiriti-es.‘: _ 'I‘h"fe present ~level of
de‘veiopment essistance tvo_v ':In'di.a is m the region of $20—25‘
million only. -Besides, - _Inelia géte _al'jo‘u't. $70’f~;‘8‘5 :vmi_.ll'i'ojn 'ah“nua-ll_y”

under PL-480.

The defence of the 1980s, ‘especially the years since 1985,
saw a ‘majtor: upswing in ‘the Indo=US ‘economic and: technological

relationship. Indo-US e,conomic_rel»a'fio__h.ship_ has a valsAt:' potential.
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India, w‘ith itsv Current shortage -'o'f .resOu‘rc:es.-,.'par'ti-cularly 'the.
"enclemic shortage of forelgn exchange, has a greater stake in

the US 1nvestments 1n Indla than the US
CONCLUSION

Ind’ia's emerglng defence technology demands ca'nnot'b'e

fu1f111ed by relylng on trad1t10na1 sources of supply

vSel:f. reliance in tn.e de‘tence .S‘ej‘Cvt'Oi‘; ,‘h»a‘sv' been, and would
. continue to be a :m_‘ajor-“, goal'.";..'for Ind1a A’l‘_;he"{ _' :ﬁdii-cies'follow_-_in' ‘
: i_pur.su'it. - o.-f _ this .goal __h»ave‘ '."h'e‘en. pragmat:.c o'ne*s-v,".‘ ',as ev1dent f.v'rom.

_ _'th'e .-si'gn»i-f'i.cant_ .‘ca:p»acit:i‘es.-,_ expertise and experlence ex1sts in the_‘-
p-:ro.duct'ro:n‘-and _m‘anuvfa'ctu_rlng -sect'or'.v Indla durlng the past 25'
years has managed . to m-aintain a 'su,:ffrcrently‘ strong- an'd'i-
credible _’ mi’li‘t-ary ,_ca‘l.:.ab.ilit“‘y to deter ‘aggreSSion 'and Zsa_fegua.rd
na_tioua‘i, s.ecurity'j' _i'nterests-.} .T'e'chnolog_yv : a'chis‘iti_on has -become an
-imp.ortant. security int_ere's't-s.' Qn_r defence - future .n.eeds 're-qu-i.r-'e
external .asvsi;stlanc-e;v _collabora-tiv-on and ~other methods "of joint
..ef_f_o'r(ts 'to.:strength.en -t'ec-h.nolo?gyv t‘ran.sfer and R&D base in India.
.In view of relatlve technology capac1t1es of the US and USSR it '
is prudent for 'Indla 'to' ook, tow_ard the}' US»_ for  defence
tech'no_logy. .I.ndia,» howev_ver, ' ,’_‘_h_as‘ been  wise  enough to

: .simu-ltaneods-ly- nourish Indo-Soviet ties.
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Iv CHANGING US PERCEPTIONS OF INDIA

AND

DEFENCE TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

The US Government policy on defence techn,ology‘ and 'convehtional
arms,tranvsfer to Third World countries has expefienced sha_rp
swings in directiOn, shiftir;g from a ﬁostﬁr.e 6f_ relative reétraint‘
to one of the relative 'permissiveness. This swing‘is_ a response
to the chapgil;lg US perceptions of a country's status in its
political, economic and strategic pri_oriti‘es. In ordef .to
ﬁnderstand this'linkége, it,'i'sb importént to 'referito thev role of

defence technology transfer in the US foreign policy.

Section ~ I

DEFENCE TE}C‘HNOLOVGY TRANSFER AN INSTRUMENT OF US FOREIGN POLICY

Unlike in thg West ’Eu:opean cdu.ntriés,' the .c.:_ommerciavl
aspect of defence techhplogy transfer is of re'lativ;aiy less
importance iﬁ the USA. The benefits to the defence industry from
expoxting weapohs play an 'in.signific.ant_ part in this policy..

Less than 5 per cent of the total US defence -production is

exported. Indeed, . the Us Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence, .

ﬁé_nr’)i Kissinger, who was responsible for the Military Sales
Programme from 1961 to 1969, strongly criticized the "tendency of

American companies to . refrain from entering into the
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international arms market, which affects our entire 'posture. in -

military, economic and political _Ways"1

Défénce techﬁology t_ransfer’. is an integral part of US
foreign pvolicy'aris‘ing.fr'om the dominant Vposition of the US in
world affairs,, For’thve United States,v control over the transfer of
iHi-techbknowledge‘ ahd other goods to other nations is a tangible
Weapon, employed' overt.ly as well as covertly to influence the
v foreign and‘ domestic policies. of a nation to suit ‘the American
' perceptions.2 Indeed, the pattern of_&efence technology transfer
largely follov'vs‘ the pétterns of international alignment: the
pattern‘ of commerci'al ‘trade and‘.investment, the p;atter.n of
economic aid, Qf military alliances, of voting in the United

Nations, and so on.

Therefore, defence technology transfer policy of the US
towards another country has been reflective of the broad

political and eéonomic relationship between the two.

Technological revolutions often 'couhtribute to shifts in
wealth and geo-political influence by changing the sources
‘of‘ industrial and military success. In this' respect,
ihformation -technology  is proving no excepfion. Advanced
information technoldgy is profoundly changing global
competition, both commercial and military, in such fields
as semiconductoré, computers, fibreoptic .communications,
industrial control system, robotics, office automation,
gvlobally integrated financial trading systems, military C31
(command, control, communication, and intellegence) smart

weapons and. electronic affairs.



_In order to fully appreciate the factors which have
aﬁéured poéitivé_ possibilities fof defence co-operation between
India vandv_.the US, a brief référénce must be made to the reasons.
(bfrom the US perspective), which had hitherto prevented such a
cooperation. Thg ‘b;ecedirig chapter dis_cussed India's growing
military powgr.‘This chapter will >discus_s the US reaction to it
in the context of the implicatioﬁs of a powerful regional state in

US global designs.



SECTION - IX

. EVOLUTION OF AMERICAN GEO-POLITICAL STRATEGY AND INDIA

India énd ‘the soﬁth Asian’ region as a w’hol:e posed a
series of -challenging' questions for th‘e a:chiteéfs of post-war
. American fdrei‘gn policy. .H_-ow, precisely, could 'Indié (and
"Pakistan')' contribute to A;méricar.'n global 6bjectiv-es in peacet.ime
and"wartime? Hoﬁ .could :W'aéhingto_n most effectivély' ulsev its
influence and resources to 'foétér strong bilatefai tiellsv with Ind.ia
(and- Pakistan) and promote, at the same timé, regional
.stablity? " Would .Ind_ia's‘;-‘ coﬁm_itrﬁent ‘to a foreign poiicy of
non-alignrﬁent prove hopel’essl-y 1n compétiblé- w_ith ‘.Washington's,
global ‘objec_tive? What rqle could a.n. external power play in the
reso'l,uti‘on of reg»i'qha"l Vdisp'utés, such as .K_a,shmir, rooted .de'_ep.l'y.
in religious andbethnv_ic diffevrences')?“Wov;xl‘d the Sino-Soviet ‘slplit,.
incfeasingly e.vident i'n'th-e‘ 1‘95.05, ﬁelp or‘ harm the US ‘interes.t's

in South Asia?

The primary US goal in South Asia was té orient India
(and Pakistaﬁ) towards the US and away -ffom the US.SRL'.
Washington sq&ght, in addition,_ to foster economic development
in the regioﬁ and to help"India and Pakistan maintain internal
secufity enough to re_sist firmly all corhmunist threats. In short,
the US sought to promote stablé,; peaceful and economically
productive states that would be oriented towards the West and
'be capable of resisting communist .blandi'shmén-té._ These general
goals were toA be attained' through a series of diplomatic,

economic and military means.
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'Even-Handed Approach Vs the’ Tilt Approach

To begin with Wa-shingto-‘n..- adopil:ed. an even-handed
agpr,oach to thev‘ problems of South "Asia_. Sﬁ'ch van approach
'expl.icitly ruled out the bptidn' “of leaning towards India 6rv
Pak.ista‘n. |

The US 'did not ) u_nde_rrate_ th\e importance of newly
independent. I_ndig. Prime M.ini..s.ter.Jawaharflal Nehru commanded
the attention and allegiance of many n.ati.(.an-'-statesvth_roughvout,
the Thi;d.-World. Amevrican analyst calc;.ulated_that Neﬁru-'s open .
vembrace of :Americén foreign policy m'igh-t prove ‘h',elp’full to
l. Ame'ricar; interests in Asia aﬁd th_roughbut the defreloping world.
"'India"_,'v stated the SANACC policy asséssment of May 1949, "is
the political and ecﬁnomic country of_Southv Asia and éid 'g-iven"
to the peripheral Qounriés (like Paki-stan) .would have to be
adapted to conditions iﬁ India."5

A State Department analysis of late 1949 concurred. In the
aftermath of the .Chinese commﬁnist triumph, preser\}ation of
‘Western influence in India, aécording ‘to it, had assumed

singular importance to the US:

In all of Asia, it is now the only nation that is large
enough and has power potential to resist a determined
communist military effort with any possibility of success.
If India should fall to communistupow_er, a consolidation of
that power throughout Asia would be inevitable. If we are
to have an effective poliicy in Asia, India must be the.

‘keystone of that policy.6



Tilt 'a:ijainst’ India

" With ‘P-akistan_'s a.'lignmenf v: with't.:he. USA, the US poii-cy' soon
acquired a t_iit égainst -Ind;ia'. It is in this ‘co_nﬁexf ‘that the -
'imp'orténce of fhé Korean W-af as a vs./atershed for: the US policy
towards South.v Asia ‘can be understood, for it“ .w:as the KOr_éan
War, WHic_h._had set. in motion the forces t-ﬁat furthef aggravated.
I‘[ndo-A_merican | ‘ten.sic.ans én_d .dimin'ish_ed ‘ Indi_a'é reiative
irﬁ}ﬁortance‘ to the US while s‘:imultaﬁ‘eovu_svly' sparkinvg off. ihcre,ases
-in US-Pakistan cooperatioﬁ- and .e:n-hah.cing Paki_stan"s felative

strategic value.

American officials resented Nehru's strident criticism of the
US policies on China and'Taiwan.7 Before that, Nehru's intention -
to recognize the communist government in Chiha at the earliest

possible opportunity had annoyed the US.

Another event, which, according to Chester Bowles, US
envoy to New Delhi in 1951, lingered a5 5 major source of
the : ) ‘ .

tension was _/."nv.er-in.sen_si'_tive handling of the wheat loan". In
1950, India requested for emergency provision of American
foodgrains to offset a ' potentially serious - food shortage
exacerbated by floods and droughts throughout the country. After
protracted . and acrimonious deba»te,,b 'Congress agreed eventually

to provide India with the requested -‘wheat from the US

stockpiles, but the long delay, intemperate statement of certain



1»egisla'tor’s, and crude'effor.ts to use the spectre of starvation
vto extract politicél and economic concessions left deep scars on
the Indian psyche. Thus, a measure conceived by the Truman
édministrati;on planners as a lé\)er .f'or bringing India closer to

‘the West backfired grievously.

‘The tensim‘q remaiﬁed paipable ‘throu.gh.out 1951 and led
American analyst§ to ~ consider afr.esh o I_ndia'sv
importance——manifést and ‘latvent»-—to the United States. . The
resulting réports; policy papers, ‘and' ‘intelligence estimates
reveal cbntradicto'ry strains in American thinking. Some US
officials frankly acknowledged that their ability to influence
India wés much more limited than they had previously believed.
Others, with the anger of rejected suitors, began to d_isparage
India's significance in world affairs. Still others aféued- that
India was too important to be written off and insisted tﬁat thé
Uni}:ed States had better swallowed its injured .pride and

continued to court Nehrua.

These differences among planners énd énalysts stemmed in
part from fhe conceptual challenge that India prese’nted. bto.\
_America. Siinply put, India did not fit into the comfortable
categories of national interests identified so carefully by the
Truman administration. A recent- study‘ has persuasively
demonstrated that the administration viewed American global

interests 'in straitjacket power terms. The areas it valued most



'Western_Egrope_ and _Jap:an‘ -- »pos_.se_-s_s'ed: a. .co:rh-bih.at'iot.i»-_ of réw'_
materials;-'invdustri-al .‘ infrastrﬁcturé, énd_ ‘skilled _ma.n'pbWer that
".could be converted into wa'r‘ma'_kiﬁ_bg :pﬁténtia.l-_. ;Ar'ea.s of seco_ndary,
1mp0rt!ance, sﬁch as tﬁe, M’_iddle Eé-;st’ and South East ‘Asia_,
derived their bvalue' ffom possession vot‘> critical resources or base
sites or from trading _:fel-ationsh'ip_s wi-th’_thé' core states. If the
‘prinie.obj-_ectiVe<O'f' the Americ._an' policy-.we‘rev_{t_’of deny the jéoViet‘
_ Union access to raw ﬁia_teri,éls, _‘in.dvu'strivjal infr.a.structure; "ski.l_led
rhar;pdwer and bas_es' of Eurasia, 4th‘én‘ it wa§ not clear’ 'wnére -
India fitted int::o‘ that strategic ._Aefquat:irojn., I"ndi_'a-'.si 't‘a.ntg.ib'l'e
ecohomic, s.tra,tegic and miiit‘a‘ry» varkluve; to the .Un-it-'e.d'-". 'S'tat_es-
remained ' limited in ., peace | or -war--a ‘fact fha._t the Joint _Ch:iefs‘ _
of Staff stréssfe'd 1n '_their vv_.ery- _fivrs‘;.t 'evl-sse_ss_rrv:‘ént 6,f the
.'_subcontinevn,_t and one that they’f. cont‘inue‘d-_. to 4.h’igjt‘11i.'gh,tﬂ in
‘sub_sequen_‘t a,nal‘-);ses_.. A h_-aition -foil.‘c'_e_d to .ch-c.n'ns'e_ where to iﬁ,vest
its lirﬁitéd resources could be _'for'e’g'i\}en_,» th"env, for di.évdbunting
the relative import'ance of I..ndia.m."é claﬂim.on"t"h'os-e funds.g

As India's »‘r_ela;ti_'\./e siéni-ficance .to thé uUs. dimini:s-hed,-
Pakistan's strafe_gic 'val'qe waé _enhancedﬂ -A growing number of
administration plan.ner.s' .under 'I".'ru‘r‘na,n, who ~c‘bns‘:ivd'ered' the
defence of the Middle East as “one of.‘ the . nation's overridi-ng
strategic objectivé; believed that Pakistan ‘cc‘)uld make a
svigniifica.n't con_trib‘uvti.on‘ to the éch,i-evemén-t_ of‘ that ob‘je‘ctiire. '
,Co_nsequently,. they weré ca‘r_e'ful not to offend Pakistan by.
making a siAzeable_‘commit:meﬁ,t to India. | fI‘_h_e_ con-summ-__a,t‘i_o»n :vof‘,the_',

- .‘C'b'-_ﬁi:t:'d co
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military ’essistance ‘agreement with Pakivstan in 1954 ‘and thve
subsequenf integr’_ation, of"Pékistan into the American ;egional
network. had highly negative coﬁsequehces for Indo-American
relatioﬁls. Despite the stren_uous eszo;ts made by Eisenhower and
Kennedy10 to ba.lancebthe scales through economic and military
assietance_,' neither of the adminisfra_tion’s wes willin_g to risk
alienating Pakisean_or to risk. jeorpardizing the inte'll-i‘gence

services at Peshawar and neither was able to undo the original

damage done by the Pakistan alli_ance_. 1.1

From the above examin_a'tio'n it is import-ent to recoghize the
underlying cﬁfrent responsible for the cooling 'off of Indo-US
relations. The main differencev.was., in fact, the manifestation of :
a clash betwee_n the poi_icies of a global power (US) and. a

regiona_l power (India). This aspect has been deeply gone into

by B.R. N,ayar;12 in his book, American Geo-politics.

At the end of the World War-II, the US emerged as the
superpower 1n an \esv_sential'ly unifocal international system
organised around itself. A few years later, India emerged
~as an independe'nt state, with its truly subcontinental
size, a population' greater than the two superpowers
combined, its relatively importaht strategic' location, and
its having been the seat of a historical civilization. India
could not be s.ati-sfied by remaining just another local
power; it rather aspired to a major role in interna.tional
) politicv:s.' It could fairly accurateiy be characterized as a
regional or middle power. Given the capabilities of the
superpower, its power has a global reach and creates as

~
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it were _the strategic environment in. which the ’middle
powers . have to function; the s_tfa’te-gic role of the
supérpbw_er is thus a prior; and . initiating one, . \'&_hile the
foreign policy of a middle power, on the other hand, is

basically reactive. 1.‘3

Prof. Liska lists three different policies "opén to a
superpower in- _re'l_atior_x't_o a mid'd'lejpower'll'. F‘i"r'stly_,, he suggests -

that: .

Great Powers treat: and have reason | to treat individual
middle powers as re'gionél ‘rivals, and to help still lbés‘,ser_:-
‘states to contain them undetr the prétehce' of vr.e'str_aining,
unilaterally or _co_opérativély, all Third World conflicts.
This policy may quite .ac'curatelir be réfé.rre_d to as
containment. The second policy listed. by Liska which we
may term ‘as ~satelli'tizatiohﬁ, is one where ~great powers
regard middle ,poweré as "fegio‘n_al allies in -context with
other ngeat' powers and proceed’" t"o'-v,'reih'force them
' cbmpeti.tivejly,‘_p‘ossibly as a '.mean»s' to r‘eapportiovnm-ent by .
‘way of reclientization. The 11231_ policy, which we may
label éccommodation, is one where ‘g’-r‘é«a‘t p‘oW‘ers 'proéeed"
either unilater.ally .c_ir‘ jointiy pr_ogr'essi_vel'_y tq_,deVOl.vé
regional re,é_p_dﬁsibil_ities on abpafentl_y' chstfuctively
" disposed middle 'pOWérs. »It'. _would “be .app_ropriate to
_conceive of these policies not as 'eﬁclusi'v.é"'C-_atego'rie_s but
rather as central tende'nciesﬂ in the fo.r‘ei_gh policy poéture
of a greaf power, 'which'_ may 'in'cor'porate one or more such’
'_tvendencies at .any giv.en:' time in relation to- middle

' 1
powers.

The American notion of éont_aiﬁi‘nent, therefore, 1is not
direcfed pnly aéainst communism. The US policy ha; had as its.
taré’ets al_.'l independent ".:entres of p_o_wer, which did not fall in
| _liﬁe with it. As .long as the US could be basically inspired by |
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the no.x"m,s propef 'td a glbbally vpr'ev-—eminent wdrl-d power,
single-ha‘nvdedly. uphol_ding ‘orde"r . in = several regions, the
American attitude to potential regidna'l_ imperialists had to be
dogmati_cally negative. It iS'fOl" this reason that the balance of
'pOWer, especially one f‘av_o’urab.le_.to the US, 1s a fundamental

‘unalterable principle of US foreign lpolicy;

The logic of this .pr-inci.plé of balance of power is that the
policy .of cﬁontéinmentv should continue to apply to India
régardless of what other policies in terms of satellitization
'or  symbolic acco.mmodation are simultaneously pursued.
Ih-at coﬁclusion»_ flows naturally from two strategic and
political: characteristics ‘of India. O-n-e,v. whatever  its
weaknesses, India is the prominent or dominant power in
the region....Two, and more importantly, India is not a
'léyélist middle power' in relation to the US and has the -
aspiration and potentia.l‘ to- ‘be an independent centre of
power. This fact reinforces the policy of _édntainm-en-t‘_ancj
v_precludes accommodation beyond the symbolic level. These -
two characteristics, w_heri juxtaposed against the globt .t
reach of AmeriCar; power, inevita-bl‘y cast India and the US
"in adversary roles, even if third party . issues may

sometimes moderate the adversatial 1"elad‘.ionst‘1-ip.J"6

qut-Bangladésﬁ’Crisis (1971) A 'New' American Perception of India

Prior to the emergence of Bangladesh as an independent
state ‘in 1871, the US saw no role for India as a regional

power. Indo-US relations had reached their nadir during the
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crisis of.i'971. After the end of the "crisis, India began to insist
fha}t ‘a normalization of rélations with the. L’I_SAdAepende_d -on
American recognition of the '.new reélit‘i_e's' in the sUb;:ontineﬁt.'
.Of course, . India had been the - d-émiﬁant, | povs}er. in the
subcontinent after thé end of co_le-nia_;li'sm,r but rit was Américan
i‘ntervention 1n the r-egidn through thé '. miiita-ry build-up of
‘Pakistan, an entérprise .in' whic_h'_“Ch-ina li_at'er joined, th-;ayt: had
heutralized that position. ~ Again, it was the Américan
intervention that had made for the subsequent Sc.»vi‘et e'r.1t_.ry into
the:i subcohtihent. The ensuing cold war ,;n-d-ed', the -compa_rative
'_immunity of the- re-gion from glob_alk cv:onfl.icv_t-.s. .'Si-nce_.' this "had
posed dgrave dangers_.to its . secﬁrity, I.ndia‘ was anxious to
prevent its re(:ufrence and 'cdntinuat_ion .-ir'i t-he'_futul;_e‘. It was an
imperative ~endeavour. India bw.anted “to ésSUm_e the rdlvevv of a
system—builder. forb the 'rég.iop-. _Tofva‘rds ‘the .same .énd, after
hostilities rhad ceased 1n 1971; it ‘d'e_clar'ed“ thaf there would be
‘nd more Tashként type» c‘onferenées under the auspices of. an
outside power._ The 'Simla Proc_esvs' was an attempt to. legitimize

the principle of bilateralism.

The Nixon aclminis‘t-fatidn vundoubtedly recognized that its
earlier policy had met with failure, an:d_ th-af there h—ad»bleen a
new re-ordering of power in the subcontinent. - The US
quernment, gave, therefore, a ﬁesistqnt acknowlédgement to
India's n.ev.v status. This was done for .a v'ariety _of‘ ,subst.anti.ve v

and seemingly tactical reasons. Interestingly, India Sf'fde_sire (to "



bé ;ecognized as .a' regional power) seems to_do?etail with the
Nixon doctrine, i.e. "the .best way to :_enhance 'staﬁility in key
‘regions would be to work 'fof befter 'r»ela.ti-‘ons with the"strong_er
regional i:cower's, for fhey are at best able to 'pr_o-vide s-eéurity
for an area.17 HoWev.er,' as. Barnds pbints out, this devol-uitv'ion of
_'responsibility on the st_rongvér- region.al powers required American
aéqqiescerﬂc‘e in their p_olit.:ies.,18 |

B.R. Nayel;_ is of the view that the f-u.nvdarr.)ental incentive
for the US policy of a'c.com'mod_ation 'to'wva-zv'ds Indiak was’s'omethin‘g
v‘else_.v |

' The US would not like to éee. t'h.af a.cc)unt'r)" ... was so

completely aliena_ted fr‘o‘m it as to become a ‘comple.te and

pe;‘manent ally of the Soviet Union. American _interests

are not served by the permanent exclusion of any area

from the possible projection of its influence and power.lg

Another factor was the increasing radicalization of the
non-aligned couﬁtries, necessarily directed' at the United States
as the leader of the developed, industrialize‘d world. India is
not an unimportant member of f.he non-aligned group. A posutre
of open hostility would be a significant factor in'.figidifying the
split between the North and the South.

Tﬁe new official attitude of the US towards India was
evident in the US foreign policy report of: 1972. It referred
generously to Indié by clubbing' Iﬁdia and the US as "great
nations like our two nations". The US Preside-n~tv'exp';“es:s»ed a

willingness for a serious dialogue with India on the future of |
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Indo-US relations, ‘based ""_noit on an identity of Apvolicies, but on
re_Spect for -e.a,.ch" ot_het',s ,views_‘ avn.dv concerns".20 He recogniz-ed
tha-t India had emerged from 1971.'crisi_s' with r.1_ew'  confide.ncé.,’
power and res.pon.sibiliti,'e_s.v This fact in- itself -was a hew

political reality for _fhe - subcontinent and f-br -all nations
.concei‘néd v;rith South ‘»Asia's .fu'tu"r‘e. The US ‘P‘i‘esident - also
.declared. : "I‘he‘ Us .r-esp‘ect.s India as a major .co_un:try. vWe are
prepared to 'fre.ét Ih'd'ia_.inacco'rdance ,with_.if:s new stature and
responsibilities. Qh the basis of re.cipror:ity-".21 In:_the sarﬁe

report, the President further assured India that the US did not

aim at pursuing policies detrimental to it.

In the. suc‘ce'ed»ing"months, the US moved further ‘in giving
verbal vacknowledgement tb_ '.India"s pr_e-—eminé'nt position in 'fhe

sub-continent. H-énr.y Kissinger stated:

" We recognize Indila as one of the major forces in the
developing WO_rld én-d as a c,ount_r'y'. whose. growth. and

stability ~are ' absolutely ess_éntialv to the peace, and

stability of South As‘ia."22

A landmark i.n the _normalization of relations and in the
symbolic, accommodation with India was Kissinger's visit to India
in dct 197'4_.. Se?era_l _prono‘uncement's. made by Kis:Sin.gér in N-ewvv-
Delhi were received with great satisfaction and g_ratifitatioﬁ. In
a majo'r adt.:lr'ess, Secretary Kissinger, while vpay’ir»}g tribute .to
the foreign policy vision of Nehfu, ’added:". "the US accepfs_
" non-alignment". He also reiterated the US‘: sup'p'o:(;t”'for the

"simla’ .p_rocess"-23 .V Contd. ...



SECTION - IIX

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF INDIA'S REGIONAL PROFILE

" AND

' DEFENCE TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER (15980s)

ResonanceA of statemen_ts ‘-(fro'm‘ _ih_fiquhtial quarters 1-vn the
US) proclaiming : I_hdia.'s- regional power s_tat'ua, cohtin‘ue_d
throughout the -19705, into »th‘e'_. 1980s. vTh'e acknowledoem-ent of the.'
changed envirronmer.it-.' in South As-iia' véas',l an admission o'f vt:'he need
»Ifor modifications in Us p011cy towards India .‘But',"‘i'h*esse'nvce-,_
the so called accommodatlon and norma11Zatlon ‘between the US
and Indla were merely cosmetlc_;i they';h‘ardly -yield:ed anything

substantial .

Notwithstanding the high-sounding statements of American
spokesmen . on India'‘'s p_z--e-;emi,h-eht' __p_-o'sitio:n 'in  South Asia,
proposal for  regional ‘devolution of 'zj'e'spohsibiltity‘  was

forthCOming from the US to. India

The _U_S realizes. no .do_'ub'_t‘i',- the reahty of the regional
status. “o.f 'v India, 7 but it. o-annot' automatlcally . and .readily'
delegaté-r_egion-a.ll-‘ r'asp'onsibil..ity to India Withou't 'assuti'ng itself
of 1India's goodwill for it. To 'p_.u,t "it 'b_l‘.un-tly, “American
recognition of India's . régiona.l  power would have‘ c0hcrete
Benefits, only if " India did noét deviate from- the US 1ih-e of
thinking. As B.R. Nayar: points out: for the US the situation of

India as a regional power is -ambiguous‘ as bet:ween : loyallst'
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_and 'rebelli_ous'. If ',I.ndia were a ‘loyalis_t‘ 'mi-d_dile.—pow'er, a
policy ofv developméht ve"md accommodatién migﬁt have been easily
follerd by the us, as.i’t:‘ had don.e_v in relat-ion to Iran. If India
were a ‘'rebellious’ midc_llé ‘power, an o’penl_y '_procle}ximed poliéy of
containmenf .co'ul.d have been followed. But taking .-into' ac.:count
Indié's peculiar situation, with its e;spir’atia'n of becoming an
independent .cehtre of powéf, _its_a;f.i_culatioh_ of thé clbctrine of
non-alignment, yet_.wi'ch close. co'opell‘ati.v‘e rela-tior;s{hip-s with the
Soviet >lUr.110,n,' the -ﬁS -evolved - a '.policy_i that combined
accommodation but only elxt'tbhe symbolic 'lével_wit-h ¢0ntainment a_t.
the ‘m'avte.rial ‘level. It is a unique combiina-tioh of being a
pu.tative | but quevstio.nab_lé  ‘friend _and. | si_multan-éjo‘us'ly an
advversary. Ipdia's own posture towafds the _UVS i; ohly a mirror

b It is for this reason that the cycle of conflict

image of _this.2
and cooperation Cont_inued to characterize Indo-US relations even:

~ in the 1980s amidst Defence Technology Transfers negotiations.

The ‘mainf - Teason behincji. ‘the dichotbmy between the
American Professions and practice is evident in the Ame;‘i_can
Security of SYst_ems .to Pakistan. The US realizes that the
'Subecontinental pre-eminance of Indias, will not allow Pakistan
to obtain a strategic superiority in the subcontinent, even with
a major arms supbly . ThHerefore, the US policy is not aimed at
making any ‘serious* effort to rai-sé the Pakistani armed forces to
a level of ﬁear equality with 'India, its main objective is to

retain the lever of‘Pa[kista'n to pressurize India".The US however



cannot be oblivious to the need for change. in its policy, which

necessitates warming of Indo-US relations.

Events in the decade of 1980s have had the effect of
fulrtﬁe.ring the ,rationale for improving Indo US relations
Interestingly, both the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in 1981
and the ‘subslequ_ent Soviet with,drawal from it; became reference
points in takihg, the Indo-US rel-ai:ions one Step further. When.
the Reagan administratio_n came into of.fice in 1981, it made the
,.rénewal of a security relatio‘nship' with Pakistan in the’wake of
Soviet - intervention 'in Afghanistan, o;ne of its top prio‘rities.
Thére was little sympthy with India's concerhs about.régional
'ivmplications of arming. Pakis’tan,Ibecaus‘e of what- Washington saw
.as New Delh\i"s équivbcation iﬁ‘the faéé of a ‘Supefpower
intervention in a fellow n'on-a_ligned coun‘t‘ry ... it is,.therefore,
quite ferﬁarkable that.the ‘US administration launched a- rﬁajor
initiative to forge new ties with IndAia bonly. three years later
with 'an eye on building, over time, a .signifi‘ca‘nt military
supply ‘r.elationshipzs (i.e. the svighing of the Memorian-dum of

Understanding in 1984.)

In. fact, bot'ﬁ the US ‘anﬂd India were keelfi to salvage
Indo-US feiations from the de‘pths to which they_ 'ha;:l  sunk
following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Th‘e fi:stv sucvh
signal i:;ar’ne from Mrs. Gandhi during her visit to Washington in
Jﬁly 14982. She and President Reégan vhad already _'mét at the
North South summit hosted by Mexic? in 1981, and they had hit

c ' g ~ Contd....



it off at a vper’sonal level. Hér visit, during wh‘ich Shevh‘ad
emphasized the need to build on areas of agreement by isolating
them from. issues ini cdnflict, was: transpafently an effort to s;eek
mtlltuél éccommo‘datvioh. The Scienc_é and Te;hnblo-gy .Ini__tiative was.
signed; The immediate results Were .co_smvetic 'rather_ vthan‘

substantive, but the ball had at least been__ set rolling.

Pakistan had 'played aﬁ importanf “role 1in fﬁnnelling}
military ..e,uppliesv from the US to the A-fghan .resistance. But with
the withdrawll‘ of the Soviet _forc_es,b'from AféhaniStan this‘ con-dvuit
role .came to an..end. This proviide__c.l’ ‘an 'opp'or.tunity to the US to

have a more balanced perspectiVe_ of South Asia. .

Pakistan's geo-strategic relevance to the US 1is  also
'diminishing.' Certain developments suggest that Pakistan is
unlikely to be of much help in any confrontation between the US

and Iran. As tensions mounted in the Gulf in the second half of

/1987, Pakistan refused to accept any further visits by the US
Navy to Karachi. This lwas to "avoid giving apprehen_si-ons to
Shias constituting about 15 per cent of its popul_étion'. : Moreover',_
- the opportunity was taken of the visit of the Iranian Foreign
Minister in Decembgr 1987 to reaffirm "an identity of ‘views that
responsibility of the security of the Gulf and freedom of
vnavigation lies with the littoral states".26 This was contrary to

the stand taken by the Gulf Cooperation Council that these are

Contd. |
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the responsibﬂitiés of the infei‘n:atiénal comm_t'.mity." .Thesé
'dévelbpments ‘may .well require = Washington to r’ecogni.zle that
Pakistan's domestic compu_lsio'nﬂs‘ do not : perrﬁit. 6pén¥ehde'd‘.-‘
sup_port ,of Us ‘pclali_cies Vin ,'4‘t1'v1e bGL-x'vlf. (this .w.a":;sr.evid‘ént in the
.recent éu_lf crisevs., ‘dur'ing ., whiéh Pakistan's d-omésfic opinion
favoﬁred' iraq a»g‘a.ing,t .the US and, .t:herefore;_ preveht'_ed the _'
Pakistani Goverhment from open,ly;e‘ndprsing the ‘.U'S rac-ti‘c'm)." T-he"
linkage b-etﬁeén .I,n'doA-vUS and US-Paki}stan ._rel_atio'ns is 'in"xvpor_tanllt.'

Chahges in one set of relations have s_.j'.gn'_ificant implications for

‘the other.27'

R_obert' Scal-apinpza' ‘a_'rgues that _'since‘» the tenor of -
international reiations Itoda_y compels: the 'maj.o.:. powers‘ to give
prior attention to seriocus social a_,n-d e'conomic problems at
homezg, it is necessary for the | great powers 'to, follow a
lower-risk, lower-cost ,fbre’igﬁ policy_. If a change of this kind
takes place, thet ;.-elatively high?c-ost relatio‘n'ship with Pakista‘n,
fairthlargest recipient of US foreign aid, ‘may. be more NGRS
affected tha;n that with In,dia, the more so because Pakistan's
domestic constraints increasingly limit. _it_s v ability to lend‘

support to US policies in South West Asia.

Moreover since both Washington and 'New Delhi have
lowered their expectations of each other, this makes mutual
accommodation less - vdifficult,. A lower-key relationship ~will

_preclude any - great gestures of support such as that rﬁéde by

' Contd....
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Presideht Kennedy in des‘patching an'va.\irr;raft’ cafri’ér to .tﬁ‘e.Bay
of Bengal to signal vsuppovl"t for India in. the Sino-Indian ‘confl.ivct
of 1962. By the s;am'ej'tol‘{en,_ there will be no severe ,‘downtu‘rn's
eifher,\ .su'ch as that | ‘in. 1971 when President Nixont ‘ordered a
naval taék force to the ‘same v},aters followiné a po];'icyb'v decision
to tilt against India v’in the war between India | and Pakistan.
Minus sharp uptui:hs .a‘nd.dowhturn»s, ’th,ere will be less ‘éausé for
recrikminations ' th.at ﬁa\}e in »the.»' past p_reve_nted a -gradual

accumulation of coh_fidence in e‘ach others basic 'goodwill.‘

Ihé Soviet Uﬁion has been another invflu;en"tia‘l f.act’or in .
Indo-US relations. From the very‘ 'ovut‘set of the ’cbld war, the US
policy has sought to -preventé‘ Soviet'. inflﬁence from acquiring a
strohg ho].dv in India. Today, with> 'perestroiké' in the.'US—Sov_iet'
relations, ﬁost of the contradictions iﬁ - Indo-US _relatibns,

emanating from the US-USSR conflict, will gradually be resolved.

However, the rationale. of providing a check to the Soviet
power re}ﬁains relevant even tbday for the US (though it may
now be pu.rsu‘ed at a lower cost). This is because the demise of
the coi_d war has created a.lot of ‘f.luidity in the international
vsituation. In th.ivs. .co.ntext,' Dore Gc’l.cl.'s'30 assessment of the most

likely scenario to develop in the future becomes important:

Even under conditions of a.general relaxation of tensions
the- superpowers will still take inte account each other's
capabilities and vulnerabilities. The decline of communism

in 1989 may simply have the effect of placing the

Contd. ...
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traditional problem of balancing quantitatively superioi‘_
Russian military power in its"'o_rigi.nal 19th cenfury

context.

Therefore, the rationale of weaning India from the USSR
continues to be va,licl.31 Since the ,competitive aspect in US-Soviet’
relations will continue, a friendlier India to the US is

important.

Indian Ocean and.‘Relévance, of India to the US

India and the United Stafesv héve_' :cer_tainv cémmon interests in the
_In-&ién VOc‘ea'n region, inciuding thoSe."o’.f 'pre_vent:i.n,g ‘co.nfli'ct and.
promotivn'g,' economic devélop—m'ént. But  from 'geo—'pcv»litical'
perspectivg., ' the positions of tﬁe_ two countriés have often
differed significantly. Accordin.g .t?::Norman D. Pal.mer, the two
countries have held widely conflicting views on "three 'issugs
relating to the geo-politics ofA‘the indian _'Oc'ea;én region" to such
an extent thét “their divergenci‘es" héve had advérse . eff‘.ectsv oﬁ
their overall felationship. These issues are: (i) the US 'naval
build-up and continuing military presence in the Indian Dcean;.
(ii)7the develcamnt of. Diego Garcia as ‘a substantial naval base;
and (iii) the’ question of th‘e Indian Ocean as a 'Zone of

Peace’ .32

Serious American strategic interest in the Indian Ocean

began only in the 1960s. In the previous decade, the = US



HH 6»3"::'

presence was just a token one. .’I‘he -main impetus was
technological development in n-u.ﬂcle_ar wea"povns‘ ‘delivery _ancl
emergence of the nucle.ai:,-pow:er:ed.submérine- .cap'able of laﬁﬁching
nuclear ballistic miséiles ’I‘he d_.evelovp‘mént of SLB'Ms,‘ not "_'easily
detectable by the adve_rsary,. é_ave . a secure _S'ecﬁﬁ-d,—étrike
capability to the US The nuclé_ar submarine also had a
deterrent r,o:le.._v agvain;,'_t the Soviet Uﬁi_on by.being deploy:e-d .in- the.__

Vas

Indian Ocean region.

The United States _sét- up - the" VLF (very low "-fl."equenc‘y).j
statijon at North Wésf Cai:e in Australia -for communz‘ic-‘ating, .wit‘h-
the ) submerged subma‘l“ines in the _i96v05.. Theﬁ l_a‘rg.é _I"nkdian-xOce:a‘n
area between vthe thv,en oper,ati-o_n;al US communication :base at’
Kagnew in Ethi‘opié and the Australian coast was i;o be linked to
the US ' Omegaf wo_rl'dwide c.émm_unication network by a bse in the
'middle of the Ibnl'dian Ocean. vThat was the rationale for the
ﬁiego Garcia cqmvr’nunica'tion’base.s.l'. These imperatives of nuclear
wéapon developments coiﬁcided with the brdposed withdrawal of
the 'Brif:ish from e‘ast. of the Suez in the mid-1960s. The theory of
a powef—vacuum .'Ii-n_the indian_bcea-n, lthat the US needed to
filup, became é vserious ﬁne, and the cgeation of the North-West
Cape and Diego Garcia communication bases and the deployment
’o-f SLBMs signalled that the Indian Ocean ‘h_ad..l:.),een int.e-grated.

into the US nuclear strategy.

Contd....
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’ The‘US‘targeﬁng‘of SLBMs.frdm the_indian'Oceaﬁ into.phe
X _,S_c':vi.‘et -:Unio'n, thus threatening 1ts so’ft—underbélly,'zs -r'é‘sul.te'd in
the:,SoViet Strengtheﬁing' Qf ifs'_anti;suhunarine Waffarei (ASW’
c;apa_bilities. in the re.g.{ion.' to trail'.a._ﬁd. ‘monitor fhé us debld)im_ent
of nuciear subha;ines;.andllater, in the'étaﬂoﬁing of a number
- of So':viet_ ‘.Narships in the _India‘_h_ ‘Oce.a_n', This situation "t-?"igéer’ecli '
off IJ_S-;Soviet 'n‘aﬁal rivaify in’ 'theb ‘regioh Iindia. as a major .
littoral_' Stafe'\has ‘been coéncerned . about  the vsupe‘rp-owe‘r- ."ri'valry '
~in ‘the Indian Ocean, because, .in_th‘é--_._;eighties, it co'uld_."hardly
remain _imﬁ-yipe to _the'veffec.t‘s qu-' a ma_ssi'{ré military vb‘L.xi.ld—u_p;,
esp.e'cial_lyf by the USA, which had 'es;abiis’hed its Central
'COmmand-' in 1‘983" w1th jﬁrisdictio:n over -'the té‘rritdr.ie'é_éf ;'se\‘/e'ral. -
.l'ittora_l' states ..36 | |

The Reagan adminiSfra_tion ﬁé'ohsivdered a Us naval presence
in the Indian Ocean region as es_sén_tial _anvd unavoidable as long '
~as a Sovietv threat to the_.regibn', so vital to Western szacurity,
p_er'éis.t.ed. VI‘t_ was _be_liéVed that ‘éh_e' Soviets would have an
opportunity to establ_ish a fi:m footh.old in the Gulf region, once -
their na:val 'build-upv in t_hé_ Indiéh- Océan became formidable.
Hence. 1t vwas érucial for the .sécu_rit'y'_ of American interests in
.t:he Indian Ocean regibn to frﬁstr_a_te any Soviet effort to gain
control . over thé’ region or over .any _"str.ategic part of it, such as
the G_ulf.. "It was considered ﬁécessar& to ensure free access to
the régioﬁ's petrole__um" supplies _wfhich_ were of ~ paramount .

importance of both the United States and its Western allies as

: Confdﬁ .
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.w'evll as the Gulf. It was éonsid_e’red necess;ary. fo, 'en-vs,u.rev free
access to the B r'egioin's petrolle'um _ sup’élies _ whic}h‘.”weré' of
‘par_a-mb@ﬁt' irﬁpdrt--a_nce -'to"both."the ‘U_ﬁited States and 1ts Western _
allies as well as Ja-panv.‘ As .a‘vr‘né_tter ‘of ‘fac_t, t_hé USA;s
iﬁCréased millitary.presencev in the Iri,dial;l- Ocean wé:s_, according
:to. the Reagan adm'ini.stratio'n, ‘i'n'_:t.end_e'd to se.rVe as .fa‘ _detervren_t_
to ’po.tenfial 'fUrt»ﬁer ‘Soviet aggressi’ol_r'i_ tbwa_rds the Persian Gulf

. following that in 'Afghani_st‘a-n.“

The incfeev;s':ing “naval bfeééﬁce'- ‘of: fh.e sﬁpéfpbWefs and
militarizatior; of the Indian ."Ocean ar.ea. ‘was k"oppo's.éd :,by India,
'v'vhic_h had continually and firmly ‘expr‘esséd the v1ew thalf the
Indian .Océan '_should_be‘ ‘a :zohe ‘of peaqe.?? It m‘igh_t: be no.te_d"
'thét since thev'I_ndo-Pak war  of 1971, defénce vof the off-sh-.orev
zone under national jurisdictiqn; uvnderwatfer economic assets of'.-
the sea and, in particular, the concept obexcltb.tsive _Economic'
Zone (EEZ); and in'creasing use of oceans in nuclearv strateéy of
. the superpowers ==-- such és the d'eve-lopmenf of the Diego Garcia
base by the US in the ‘India_n -chan' ---  have made_ India aware
of its str'ategi_c location in the Indian Ocean and of the need to

treat it as a zone of peace.

India resented the naval competition between the two
superpowers in a proximate région. It had, in particular,
éxpressed deep concern about the growing presehce of the United

States and the expansioh of the base facilities at thé disposal. of

Contd....
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the United States in Diego Garcia i_n'_.t‘he Indian Ocean. The
sharp difference of opinion between India and the United State_s
‘on_ fhe question of the éxpansion of base facilities in Diego
Garcia resulted in a severe strain on the. Indo-US relé'tions.
i‘ndial believed that these . faci}ities would benable the United
St,atgs to operate more effecrfively in the Indian Ocean,._van area
of vital significance to India's national security. It, th:erefore,
§ought to exclude s.uperpower competition from the Indian Ocean
and supported gttempts to »cre-at_e a 'Zohe of Peace' in if..38

The 'Z;ane of Peace' concept, however, does n_-ot' ca_rr"y much

weight with the American poli’cyma-kers._39

It should be noted that the situation in the Indian Ocean
underwent a charnge towards the end of the eighties wi_th the

withdrawal of the Soviet' troops from Afgh'anistah and a

significant scaling down of Soviet naval © presence
‘in the | Indian‘v ‘ Ocean region.’’ | However, - the situation
in . the Indian Gcean and, pa'rtilc.u_larly,, in  the
Persian . Gulf ~ region =ar.jain | . became tense from

August 1990, :followiri‘g 'the>boccupa'tioﬁ of Kuwait by Iraq and the
enforcement of economic saﬁctio'ns, a,gainst Iraq by the United
Nations as’ ;Nell- as a. naval bloc-kade'_ by the USA» and some other
members of the UN. This has advers_eiy affected a numb.er'of
cquntries, including India, because of the increase in the pricé

of oil.
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The US recognizes - that India lis. gradt,-lal‘l'yl 'aéquiring the -
' cap.abili‘t‘y to proje?:tI its power beyondb its. shorés. The focus is
on India's naval expansion. Dilib Mukherjee ,hés drawh a_ftention
to the recent ‘arms _acquisition; by India, :thaf su-ggest a
grow.ing'interest in operating well outside its Ac"oast.ai bseas. Eve'n’
" the comélementary additions  to the | Indian air force must be
takeh‘ into account, as the recent "aircr.aft-s' ha?v‘_'e-"‘va vdeep;
'penétratioh and interdiction and are, ther.efore,,' c_a-p.able of

disruptingv sea-lanes of communication in the Indian Ocean.

Geoffney Kemps claims: th.ét' f'n-§ area is | (fnére) ’ ‘c.rivti_cal to. )
. the economic and political suryi;/al _qf ‘the US and ité: W_eéter.n_.
‘allies than the Arébia'n peninsulal".h0 "i‘he strategic’ "im:port'an_c_e
of the ArAab_ian” Sea in this context makes it approp.riaté: to "tavke
Indian naval capabilities into "account, not leas_t because the
waters aré over 20 ship-days ﬁr 11;000 miles from the either

coast of the US.

According to the US estimates, in the next 10-15 years,
India is going .to possess a sea denial capabllity j.n the waters
that could be used either t6 the advantage or d-isadvanfag_e of
tl,lev US, depending on where New -Delhi then sfa.m;ls vis-a~vis

Washington and Moscow.
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Adoption-'qf the Regional Approach by the US towards India

The US'. rethinking on .i'_ts.‘ India policy, i.n the -recent
v’-decades, has been acéompanied by a growing adVocac‘y’ by t‘hé
American scholars ofv giving .r-e_gionalv approach .its_ due place in
strategic. ﬁhinking. US Policies “anc.i programmes are rarely
formulated and imp&lemanfed in ;‘egionél frameworks, yet policy .
needs an‘d aproble_ms, ‘like crises, are often region-specific.
Variations am;ong regioris' are gre‘a;'tef' for the vmo'st _pavrt' than
_variatv:lonvs within regions; data . that measure and organize
, regiohal v.clljlaracteri-stic‘s and pirob]Tems ‘are often | a better g‘uide__
for policy formulation than ag;grégative world data designed to
capturé' and define policy needs. in areas‘.s_ubch as . p‘opulatioﬁ,
food, resourcés, trade, aﬁd 'science. and t.echnolo‘c_.jyr. More
importantly, regional néeds .anvd.‘proﬁblems, unbli,ke wo.rld' needs
and pfoblems expressed in di_'se‘«mbodiéd and abstract' terms, 'can
be connected to p'oii'tical forces and actions, “to people on the
ground with ideologies, policies and _inte;egts.l'l Ruddlph and
Rudolph, through their case-studies,. feached the conclusion that
by unnecessarily subordinating regipn-al and bilateral interests
to global considerations, gratuitous losses were suffered iﬁ
regional and bilaterél relations by the US under the Johnson
and Nixon administ:rations.['2 >I,n a similar yein, Onkar Marwah
argues that regional pﬁwers like 1India canﬁot be readilj'_

assimilated within various centrally conceived and managed

:
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security systems.



R’dbert G Wifsi-_n.é views thé_v American _securit_y'pb"licyv in
: _'-Sou-'t'h.j A-.s’i.e;:‘ as  facing a Crlsls " The pol-_icy"_'Was ._:_f“{either“-
deSig_nﬂed :fc~>r,v nor 15 -it' sucéeeding in, _stéblizin.g the e"lrmvs-
ra'cveyir_l the subcontinent, ** which. has grave ijmp'licati-;c;:’h-é ‘for

" the US.

One of ‘the possibilities. of m"eé-t-iﬁg. this _c:ri:_’s-'i's. 1s to :"‘a'dopvt_ :
the re'gvio_n-a'l a}p‘p'ro'a.‘ch t-o.‘ the problem 1n 'vSvo'u.th‘ Asia. 'Mbv’iné in
’ t-his. _direétion B would 'i'n_'volve-,'-, ) _a_b'oi'/e_'-'> ‘al_l., o re_ééﬁi‘ngi .an
écfcommbdatioﬁ with lIhdia», : 'th.e‘ .re_gi_.bn's _v41eadi1‘1j'g: poWé'r'._.:L'? _The
re’g-idn-al pérspé»c_tivve .‘w.o‘u«l‘d': thus -h-_avé to . t--(ake" int»d___.éécoﬁ,nt
In.di:a'fs‘ »i_;nferé_sts. v _T'h'ivs ' i"s; so; :_b,eCa_,u_‘s.e_»,ﬁ}é'a':co;-d-injg ' tb,:..,l_v’su'c‘:._.hv a
: per_:s._pec':fi.ivev, 'b'it is r'néxle: o’ftéﬁ ‘the c.»'a-s:e_' 'th"at‘._whét' 1sgood for
fhe region is good .for, ‘the US t.i'_h'én‘ what ‘_s-efrv'e‘s USglobal
‘ 'ih.tere-stlé | se.rve‘sv. reg.i'c}r.i_al iﬁ_tervést‘sj,i. 4'7 i o

The US endorsement off-'fh'éa..ln‘di.é ~ sri Lanka accord and
India's assistance t:é__:ﬁha Maldives 'h'a,s"'biee_n viewed by India's .
"‘neighb‘ciﬁ‘.rs as a v'.alid.-atiio;q of Indlan h-é-ge'm.ony. The US does
Viéw :In.djiab A as’ thfe:_ k'ei‘ystdn.e'_l." of _Yst.a:b_vil..ifty- '.wit"hih, -the..*_..
subcontinent. As C;al'rhei,giésb__’H.a‘rvfi‘..sori._b'_‘el.iéves, the US should
‘accept thé realities of _p-t.’Wéf..'in',.jéjéiit.h‘ Asia vénd abandon its
speci.:al relationship wit.h. 'P‘aki‘sffin:».'v"We should get out of
‘India's way, 'so that it can a_;;se‘r"t its n.évturalb dominance in"
~ the region. .I:ndia is asserting its. ve.rsion: -of the -Monroe -
'Doc.tbrine - an:d we _shoiul_c.i‘- r'espe_cf 1t" The IlJS',v pri " :th:e' _ot:h_ef‘.; .

hand, is trying to keep -a soft leash on India's ipolicy.
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‘Therefore, it 'quietly”’ eXpressed,‘ conCefn_-ovér 'Ind'ia"s_ heavy~
handedness in dealing _With Ne;ﬁal, Stephen . Cohen "‘s;_rh'iddle '
‘view best sums up the American approach: "A strong India.

could act as a r_egi_bnal‘ stabvlizer,‘. ah‘d this would be in : the.

US interest. But .an. India :_'vth{at, ‘was ~ a regional Bully, o

threatening China and Pakistan, would not be in American

- Interest 48



SECTION - IV

- ECONOMIC 'PERCEPTION  OF INDIA

The US. ‘,rec‘o_gvni__'se"d India’ s '_e'éd-np',m’ic potential ‘_w-a‘y' back
in 1'96859. "T_o_da'vy.,v h_o'we_.v-er,-v_ the 'l'a»feht p:ower Ova India 1is being

actualized. India's economy has shown a 'substantial growth.

‘India is one of the most highly industrialized and developed =

‘countries in the T_hifd'_ W_v_or'l-.d'._ b'.ThOu:‘g'h_"at present the U:S does
.n,ot, ‘ha‘v'e mﬁch- _-s_t-,a-lie": 1n "ebc-:o‘;r"lo-.m-i:-é _ reiétions- .w;t‘th_' .In:di:'a’,v._ what : 15 T
r.:ltt-r.éct_iv‘e‘» to tfhé_ - US is “t,ﬁe "..pc.)_ﬁ'_éhtial'_ of 'Iﬁ»dia‘ s ‘market :
India“s.' market fs"iz'e,' ’it_:s.’_ stable. and ,de_moc’fa'tic'_ v'p.ol“i:cjy;. the:
vVa“riety and so_p:h-'is;tica;tion of 1ts 'H:ﬁman. rv'egis‘ourcé's». ’B-a.é:é,"an‘d:
>t.he grow1ng ICapab:iiities 6f :it.:sv. vast and .div’,erjsé‘ -.i_nfdu.stria.l
seét'o.r _halve 'béen‘ -seen by .'t_he_, us as‘ major advv‘{a.nta'g‘é's_, _Aiwhich o
make _ihdia"-a 'pote.n-tiaily -aﬁff‘ra;cti-v_e-.-' econ'o"m-i.c 'i_p,arrtn_'er--. Th‘e'

: HeAritég-e‘ E“our_‘d_ati&:)r.r | R:epo"rt" 1990 »d.r;av.vé_':atvte:nti'ori v 't_b the n-ew:

v'mid_dle c_:lass'- of _Ir_x_d_i'a, w_'t.i-ich constltutes a cbﬁASUm'ﬂeri,vcl-_ass‘ of.

- 80 million people.

’IfIr;e_ new _m‘id.ldlle - ¢lass '.is‘_-th,é _‘rveéizlt" 'éf thé-' pohcy _vcif-. Y,
'e::ononﬁic lib.érali‘Zatiﬁn _Abrégl.l.n_j bvy_. Mrs Indira Gandhi a"xd
cai-'rie‘d. _forWé-rd \v/iigbvrd_l.-tsly ba:nc‘l» 'extend,eci. in -n-é:tvurve‘é_ _-a-n.’d. scope. .
by_Rajiv. Gandhi, who did not. inherit his mvotherv.'_s ':i‘de.;ologic.a.l.
hang.-u’p,s.. Rajiv Gandhi's 'Inc‘lié in ‘its bid ‘.t'o rush into the
let ‘.ceht_ur_y was _anxidusv 'to'_ WOd fbreign ~inve_stm:e'n.t'_f Th:e_
Reagan édrﬁinistraitio;n saw a gi:éa-t .opport-un'i'ty't‘o. eﬁxtend'_ its

wfree market philosophy further into the 'Third 'Worid" »

. Contd.
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In' '1982 ' the number of new n{.ahufacturin-g-". licences
_granted to the prlvate sector in Indla grew flve t1mes over.'
the ptekus year Compared to the neg11g1b1e US part1c1pat10n;

5 .
Sin the past whe,n,Brltrls‘h,-‘Fr_ench, -G'er..ma-n'and the-.Jap-anevs-e

' prov1ded most- of'th’e 'coll'a'bor‘ation, .Us companles took the lead-l v

“in such 301nt ventures establlshed between 1980 and 1982 w1-th:

the Brltlsh prov1d;ng the Secon:d._hl_ghes_t vp_artlt:’lp_atlon (1,8'9"-'__ 

’ 301nt vent-ure-s)._

US Investments in India

-It -should, h.owe'__ver,. be p01nted out that the Indo-US}

economic . relations are Stlll ver.y tentatlve, ah-d,_ -a*s Dllip-

‘Mukherjee pointfs _out-.;_ Amerlcan bu51ness still has ‘ho real-

stakes in India corﬁlpa-r'ed .to, s_a-y, ‘Ch'ina. _B‘u_t', f-orﬁ.»India»,‘-- s

‘I__h.vdo-U.S‘ _econo-m'i-c relations are v-er‘y’-"impo.rt-an_t__-'“ The. US is
India's lavr'gest trading partner. The us. tirms _a_re.‘.:k}e';ei"x “to

- enter the Indian market, 'and oor‘hplain-..of‘-'_.l-a’ck, .of" jacvces:s."t:o' ‘

forelgn flrms in. the serv1ces sectors of the Indlan economy, N

'vp»a.rtlcularly banka.ng ah‘,d:% -J.ns.urfanc-e'. T’h‘e‘- US : "‘h-:a='s~ : al:so
expressed concern at the env1ronrhent for 1ntellectuavl“proper‘ty»
r1ghts~__ pg:otectloln: xn_‘.rIn'dl_a. _The .dlff;er;envcea. a:rlslhvg__;from- ‘the v'
dii'verg:entv economic ‘-philos__p;hies'- ':of the two ‘n;ati'ons_“_‘ihiail'e.

_ct_ys'talliz‘ed_ in the .na-ming vo.f I.nv.dia’ unde:r __S_ecti,dn. »_3.0'1*.j_o.f ) t:h':e s

' Omnibus Trade Act of 1988.
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It _is.‘ important to make a briéf r-eférence to the
corﬁm-erqi,al reasohs behind FUS' -decisioﬁ' to transfer defence
: techn_olog.y. o Pi‘e’sident Regan's "’ ,perm'.ivs‘si;v-_cve_ staﬁ;e ‘_on. arms
elxp.o_rts vwa:s mc;tivat.:edl 'l by t‘he-rb. desire to reduce USA's trade
imb'alan(.:e.f_Moreove.r,' with man’y Third Wo'r.l.d‘ _vnati'ons. stéggerin.g‘
under high levels of -debt 'ana ’.‘bu‘rd'en' ,c‘Jf‘ oil .imports, the
» ove-rseés_ mar.ket of arms was _seve‘rely con_s:t.r‘icted.._.As ..a. result_,
‘._t’he US sales u'n:der thé FMS. programme dropped frbom $203:
bi’lliOn in' FY _1982 to $16.6 billion 1n _FY,-V: 1983, $14 .46 billion
in FY 1984, $12.5 billion in FY1985 va.nvd $7.13 vbilii.o.n ‘in FY
1986. .Large govern.ment contracts wé.r.é' ,‘req_ui'red»... to . é'ive
-stimulgs _'to ﬁhe= ~sick _sectofé_,- of v-th_vev economy, i._e'. the ‘arms.
ihdustriés. Th-e‘_Northrop‘ Corporéfion, w‘h_'ic_ﬁ is to sell 'ué the
enginﬂé for LCA, is ’said. to -havew'been,.lin great financial
diffii_-cuvlty./. 'Interestingly, Pepsico has played.a catalytic role
in speeding up the.'neg‘otiatio'ns_ for the salev of Northrop (GE)

engines to India.

It was i.n'recogniti'on of this future power .potential that
'f:he Uus Natic-malv Security Council issued Decision Directive
(NSDD) 147 on 11 Oct., 1984. It was first formulated by -an
inter-é.gency group> chaired by the Assistant Secretary of State
for ﬁear East and South“, Asia and reviewed by _higher level
group heéded by the Under Secretéry_ of ‘Sta'te for Political |

Affairs before its formal adoption by the NSC.

: Contd...'
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'NSDD - 147 und-er’line‘d “t-o' ‘_all_: _con_-ce:rne’_d -'a.gethcies'_ the
_im'porta'-n'-ce of bu11d1ng a better ' rei‘at'i'onis'hi'p w:-i'th -"'..'I"nc':i'ia,
part1cu1arly by accommodatxng 1ts requests fo_r : 's‘op-hi?sf}ticate‘d

-technology subJec to- export controls

" CONCLUSION -

The US lntends to use. defence t.echnology transfer as -
d-vi.pl-‘om__a'_t-lc tool whlch could help 1t attaln certaln polltlcoe
*'e'conor‘nicw-objectlves US perceptlons about Indla hae changed'-
vrs1gn1f1cantly over the last few years Ind'tsa- is V'le‘-wefd.as an.

1mportan-'t_r_egiona-l'pow:er w1th whOm a certam compatlblllty of;j ’

1nterests can-vd-e've.lop Cooperatlon 1n the defence technology'

fleld lS. one of the firs't, s'_.te»p_s"in _{thre{ ar-trc-ula‘_-_t,r-on- of _th’1s_'

_perce_lve-d ~compatibility. -

.,In.-di‘a"s ekisting._ te;c.hnoi.ooi:'cail' inﬁfra.str:-uc'tu_re ‘_ 1s .»a-n-othe_r..'- .
2 blmportant 'aspec't- As Ja‘m’e-s' L Mialone 'p,oi:nts’" out, _. "The
: programme of bilateral scmntiﬂc cooperation (including defence;'
technology transfer) between the us and Indla was‘undertaken,zl
because :.the former,'_'.wa‘s: -conym_ced that the sc:1ent1f1c',-
capabil.ities of India v.arxe . su'f_ficiently ~ac1Van-ced bﬂt'o -'permit.
frultful coooeratlon and because such cooperatlon promotes more._.

f”general American forelgn oollcy ob;ectures.50
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'."I_"h*e Us is keen to dfieﬁt t‘hev 'n.éw"_ I.ndi‘ab, :in "a direction
which takes info .acv,co.unt' vA-merican in‘tér.es'ts..l't_ is ;ﬁot vv's,urve'
vw_het_heAr‘ India w_iil ,acq\ieiS‘e into such a surfogaltenvrp'le:.'» In
>this' vc.o'nt'e_xt-‘.i of .ﬁncé:rtain.ity., _In:di.a'.s_ de‘mands. for .de.fénée_
te'chn010'gy and nof_ We-apons .i‘.'_,s‘adv;antageo'us to the. U‘.S"wea‘pons
have a high vi}slibilit':y‘-' and. may get mife-dj' in politic_ai»
contt-ovex}sy. Teé-hnﬁlogy transfer by its IV-e'ryb h;tufe is:‘»_ slow
and incremental in c'hara‘ctér,-v well éuit.ed‘ to the g-rédﬁal

approaé:h to a closer. relationship. .
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. CHAPTER - III



| DIPLOMACY OF DEFENCE TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

V’I“he role .of diplomécy in ‘achieving foreign policy goals
has ‘since long be‘en recognized. The task. of the diplomat in.
Indo-US defence negotiations has been a 'compl‘icc;ited.o.ne, because
he ‘is. ‘operating in a -1:F:ara.t_doxical- éontext. The dv’e-fence
negotiations are a ‘result of ‘-the desire to improve thé overall
_aspects’of the Indo-US re'lbations. However, the sensitive and
signifiCaﬁt. nature of | defehce relations presuppose mutual
undefstaﬁding.and : cooperation betw_ee'nb the respective countries
oﬂ a host vof pqlitical, economic and .geostvi:a_tégic iiv-s'sues.‘
H0wevef, Irido-U'S' relations in these latter spbhjeres have been
tinged by an adversariél attitude. Therefore, these defence
negotiations are not 'unifocal but multidimensional in. scope.
While negotiating ’on particular defence items, bot;h the US and
Indian diploﬁats make a simultanous effort to improve the tenor

of Indo-US relations in general.

Another significant aspect of the’ge negotiations is the long
term objectives of the US and India. It is evident that India's
intention to .seek US defence technology aims at diversifying tﬂe’
sources of supplies and thereby lessen its military dependence
on the IUSSR. India, however, is proceeding with caution, as it
"does not want tov reduce its dependence on the USSR at the cost

of an ov_efwhelming reliance on the US.
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On the other hand, the main US objective is two-fold.
First, it aims to wean India away from USSR. Secondly, by
fostéring ‘a close- defence felationship with India, the US

pur,f:c"rts to hé\}e an effective s‘ay in India's defence policy.

Despite tﬁesé genéric lon_g-term Visipns, neither has béen
ablé. to forinulate a clear cut p‘olicy'toward each otﬁer. It is
prob;ably. t_:_hi'sl state of fll‘.li‘dityv characterising Indo-US relations
that is responsible for.: the _le’ngthy and protracted_negotiations.
These indecisive mbments givé the two the much ﬁeeded time to
,spebulate and rationalise each other's intentions. This may be

termed asuthe ".credibility assessment” period.



SECTION - I

THE NEGOTIATING PROCESS

-Rounds of Negotiations under the Prime Minister Mrs.Indira Gandhi

‘The policy of diversification.of weapons supplies had been
streés_ed lsy ‘thel Janéta Government; Mrs. -Gandhi o‘nv'resuming
office in  1980 as Prime Mini‘s‘ter,. 'foi._md. additional‘ polifical
advéntages in l'ooking toward,'s Vt_h.ve ‘US for defence technology and

equipment. !

In Eebruary 1980, Mr.‘ Clark Clif_fofd‘, met Prime Minister
'I;/l.rs. Indira Gavndhi.: and ?ofeign Ministry officia1§ and coﬁveyed
a ﬁS offer to enter into negofiations for military cash sales. The
Los Aﬁgeles Times\ reported that the US .offer to sell India
s'ophistic'ated military hardware was an apparent effort to
balance- its South Asian reaponse to the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, having already made an offer of military aid to

Pakistan .2

An Indian Embaésy (Washington) official, however, argued
that soon after the US diplomatic. personnel 'were.taken hostage
in Tehran, but before the Christmas Eve Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan”- the Pentagon suddenly gave india an informal
~word that ‘clearance was being given for its earlier request to
buy both the Litton Navigation equipment for the'Jaguar and

some 3,700 TOW anti-tank missiles worth $ 25 million.:3 Therefore,
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the US decision to sell these arms to India was not out of the

intention to balance their military ‘aid to Pakistan. The US was
. 5 ' ' : ' +

merely trying to give the impression(by exploiting a prem’edi"ated

_dec‘i;ionj)th_at' India's sensitivities were being taken into account.

‘One American journalist Warren Unna made .a pertinent

'observation. ".v.. the US is: making a virtue out of necessity_".a

_Oﬁ Februaryv 8, a six member CongresAs, delegation led by
Mr. David Obey met Prirlne_ Minister _Mrbs. Ganc.lhi,along with ‘US
Ambass'adof‘ to india, Rdbervt‘ Goheen and a State De.par.t:menf
voff.icbial. ’-I‘he. deiegation included members frc.Jm. four important
Committees of the US Congress 1i.e. of beeign Affairs, Armed
Forces, »Government' Operation$ and Appro_priatio.ns‘. The delegation
was here after ‘visi'ting UK, éaudi Arabia and Pakistan to obtain
Vieﬁs of pc"litibcal le.aders "about what. constructive action can be
taken in“ vi‘ew of the  Soviet iniras_ion .of Afghanistan"s. Obey
sought _t;:) vreassue .Mrs. Gandhi tha__t the US Congress would keep
India'sv views‘ in mina'while formulating a° decision on the

resumption of arms supplies to Pakistan.

Alarmed at US courting India with arms, the Soviet Union
.triéd t'; Idislua‘de India from ',‘makin_g any positive response to the
US offer. While no official statement to this effect was made
public, Soviet journals and newspaper articles ére a pointer.

Moscow daily, "Sovetskaya Rossia" warned,' India that US’
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'CORSAIR' planes to Pakistan would be of main threat to India.
These planes which the US used in the 1970s in 'scorched' earth
tactics in Viétnam, . Cambodia and Laos will now reappear on

Indian skies .6

Mrs .'Gand.hi_'s visit to the US in 1982 was ‘preceded by
ténté‘tive Amer:i(ca'n_preparaltions to sell wéapqns technology to
- India. Negotiations at the 'lower'. levell..werev on for the
COfprc;duction of the. advanced fighter'aircfaft_ F-5s. The White
Housé was willing to allow Nprthrop to .enter into a trilateral
relationship with India so that the ,Arﬁefican company could sell

Indian goods to third countries and thus enable India to meet

the foreign exchange costs of collaboration with the Northrop.7

.. An advance team of high '.officia_dls_ ffom the Ministry of
External Affairs,‘ ‘Mr. M.K. Rasgotfa, Foreign 'S'_ecretary, Mr.
Natwar AS.ingh, tvoge\ther with - the Ind_ian Ambassad.c)rh K.R.
Naréyan.an had a final round disc_u'ssion with _theAUS-offi;cials,

led by Mr, Lawrence, Under Secretary of State.

Mrs. Gandhi was accompanied by Mr.G Parthasarthy, Mr.
_P.C. Alexander, Principal ‘Secretary to the Prime Minister and

H.Y. Sharda Prasad, President's Secfeta—ry.

The Prime Minisfer, on the other hand did not show much

interest in the defence field. This was probably because she

~
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viewed the US -offer as unclear and tentative. vHe.r_ evasive
éttitude 6n‘ this isvsue' v)vas ev'ider.lt‘in” her réply to a question
before leaving for the US "it is _.for the defence ministry to
consider any offers by the US to 'sellv E“-165"i.8.- .Inste_a'd she
_ cénceﬁtrated her .'efforts'_ é‘tl rr;aki.ng the US appréciate India's
_percéétion qf‘the WOrl_d problems énd the motives .behi_n‘d its

foreign policy which has not always. been appreciated in,'t'h.e us.

Discussions continued to fbllow.__Mrs.' Gandhi's visit to the
US In July, 1983 Secretary of‘St,afe George ‘Shultz visited India
| and  met with the Indian Primg- Minister and External Affairs
Mini’s_.telr, Mr. P.VI. ﬁaréimha Rao. S-ir.nulta.neo_uslyv ih Washington
the Indian Amb'a:ssador Mr. K.R. Nar-a_yana.n_ met Vice-President
George Bush, and ‘Senior *Whi’te. Housé and State Il)e:partment‘
dfficials_. These talksvh;ad fo_llo__wéd ind'ia's decision to back out
of the $35 million contract to buy 50 'célibre machine guns from
a Us. Mun:itions company. India did not agreed to the terms

and conditions which were: -

- No transfer of arms to a communist country;
- No transfer to any third country without US approval.

What was'intri_ghing-about this decision was the fact that
in the past, ’India had "‘agr-eed to these terms (for minor arms.

purchase). The Indian_ government made its point clear. Since
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“ India -Wa_s now looking toward the US for more sophisticated
. defence technology (than ilt ~had in the .past) it wanfed the
vAmeriCéns‘ to realize that 'In.di.a had no intentibn of agreeing to
these coﬁditions; It w;-as .ndf: desperate. US appreciation of
India's terms must be commeﬁsurate with the  latter's political

" and economic status.

It was a similar disagrbeement on the terms and conditions
that led India to the breaking of talks on the sale of 200 pieces
of 155 mm. Howitzers and 2000 unif_s of TOW anti;—tahk' missiles.®
vThe Us refu‘éed to release night sights for the tubes launched
optica’lly tracked weapons ('i‘_OW). India also objected to a-
technicality in the standard foreign rh_in_istry sfal:es.y' - (FMS)
contract that bans refunding downv>»pv’ayn.1e-n.t'é 1n fhe even t ‘a

contract is terminated by Washington.

It can, there_fore;_ be conclud_ed that though the immediate
results in the defence field under Mrs. Gandhi were not
'substa.ntive-, the ball wvas set‘ rolling. And both the sides were é
little more enlightened about | each other's perspective on this

issue.

These cancellations served to give ‘a tem_pofary setback to
these defence talks. However, the ©broad issue of defence
technology transfer was never abandoned. Negotiations for newer

projects would be begun e»ésil.y-. The visit of General A S Vaidya
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éhief of the Army staff an_d Lt.. General Pran Kathpaha, Dirve_t;tor
‘of Milj.ta::'y‘ln'telligence'tg the US was seen by the Pentagon, as
re-opening of .th‘e' US arms pipeline t:o-vIndia.10 In fact the US
has always attaqhed gre‘at importance ~to the exchange A'of
'u'niformed .b'rass, Aw‘hic.h provides a channel fo'r.the governments of

" the two States to try and influence each othe_r's policies.

‘ Genefal- Vaidya conferred with the Chairman of the Joint
. Chiefs of - Staff, General John Vessey; 'Genei‘al Wickham,

Command-in-Chief, - Pacific Admiral William J. Crowe of the US

Western command, L_t._ General James M Lee, and among civilians A

in the Department of Defence, Army Secretary John D. Marsh and

the Assistant Sec’fetary, of Defence for International Security

Affairs, Mr. Richard Armitage.

Gerieral Vaidya. was appréntly sought to be impressed with
the technblbg;cal ‘sbphistication and finesse of the US Weapon

system.

Negotiations under the Premiership of Mr.Rajiv Gandhi:

Rajiv Gandhi's _accént on mbdernization and liberalization
kindled new hopes, particularly in the US regarding defence
technology sales to India. Congressional pressure built on the

Reagan Administration to push the sales of the F-20 tigershark

cqmbat aircraft. 11 ,
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US defence offic'ials, _Mr. M‘icvha'el .Pillsbury, Secretary of
the US Air Force, Mr. V. orr and F;‘éd Ikle visited India in
Mai}?' 1985 for prepar.atory' talks -. regarding Mr._ Raji\} _Géndhi's
visit to the us.l? -

Fred Ikle rfxet PV Narsimha;.Rao,»: Defence M.in_i.-ster, Romesh
Bhandéri, Foréigh Secretary and -('.‘;..'Pa‘rthasax"thy, chéirman of
the Policy Pla;’ming Committee in the Ministry of Extérnal

Affairs,',and S.K. Bhatna(gar, Defence Secretvary.

~~Rao and Parthasarthy told Ikle of. India's serious. concern
.at the continued. US.supply of hi-tech arms ‘to Pakistan. The
talks also covered bilateral, regional V'and international security
issues. Indi...':m officials diécussed ‘the American doctrine of
'_striategic aid to India' and pointéci out how 'sophisticated‘
airborne surveillance equipment in ‘Pakistan would rénder
infructuous the comparai:ive éuperibrity of India in conventional
arms and nlian-powe.r. ‘The wvisitors recognized: that India's major
objection to the US arms supplies to. Pakistan 1§ the main area
of disagr‘eement. They tried to expvlo,rev_the ways in which it
could be resolved. They urged fo; closer Indo-Pak Eontacts

' which could reduce tensions.13

Dr. Ikle's talks with Indian Officers related to the issues

preliminary to a defence relationsh‘ip rather than its contents,
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Dr. Iklé, it tréns’pired, utilised his visit for acquiring onv
‘the scene f_amj.liarization with India.and its leadership so as to
}Ilaveh' a clear ‘uncierstanding of» this country's needs and
.concerns. He is the number three man in the Pentagon hierarchy
and his views _g:oﬁnt_ especially in the field of hi-tech and
defe}r’lcve poiicy. The latter is the most imqutant component in
::determinit;g the exf;ent and intensity of the" bila.teral rela_t:ions_hip
in t'h'e(arevas bof defence supplies because the‘mcj_me.nt. one dgets to
the specific question of ‘items and processes, it will have to be
determined whether or not they come within the 'purvilew of the
US defence policy frarﬁework.la l, . | ot
Dr. Ikié visited Béngalore to see several electvronic_; units
like E;EL,' including radar manufacturing units. Thié was an.
attempt to | impréss upon‘ the Americans that-A'Ir.ldia | had an
adv‘é'nc’:edv- techﬁologiéal i.nfras.t:ructufe which could absorﬁ

" sophisticated technology from the US.

A US Defeﬁce Depa;.‘tment spdl_&es,man in Wa‘shingt_o‘n Michael
Bugch informed the 'p_ress that though no arms deal was |
cor;cluded,' Ikvle' haci discuSsed the issue of defence technology
transter which' India had wanted.'® He also pointed out that it
would be in f.hel interest of the non-communist world to accept US

arms and lessen dependence on the USSR.16
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. In fact these exercises in image buildi'n'g were undertaken

by both the countries whenever the occasion demanded.

As part of the preparatory talks,v, _Ik_le"s vvisit was soon
followed "by that of Malcolm Alridge, Commerce Secret'ary He
discussed the issue of the Memorandum of Understand1ng (MoOU).
The MOU was 51gned in May, 1985. The basic aim of the MOU"
seems to have been to devise a sy'stem to provide India an all
purpose umbrella to escape the i_nordiaate delays in the ‘case by
case vhandlirﬁxg:of its requests for techﬁolo_gy transfer and the US
suftic'ient _prot.ection against missiies and diversioo of its .
technologies. 17, |

There was a last minute ivnc\lusion of .the ‘Defen-ce vMinister,
PV Narsirnha Rao in the Indian team to W_ashinvgton (which left
a day before the-departure of Mr. Rajiv Gandhi for the .US) to
confer at the Pentagon with the US Secretary- of Defence, Caso-a_r'
Weinberger and the Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff, General

John Vassey

Caution and ‘h.esitancy characterized .India's attitude on
defence issues. while the ‘inc1usion of Mr. Rao in the entourage
sparked off speculation in the press about the finalization of
arms deal, the Indian Government stressed that Rao's presence

in the team was because he 'was a member of the Political

Cohtd. .



Affaifs' Committee of the Cabinetb.lv8 In an interview to the
National Bro;dcast Corporation's  "Meet the _vPresv-s‘." T.vV.
progrémme (in the US) on 17 June, Mr. Gandhi ‘ruled out the
-ﬁossibility of an early resumption of US arms to India. it was
_.somethin'g that could»happen over a pei‘iod of time of confidence
buil&ing 'méa.surés.. Rajiv Gandhi also asserted that Iﬁdia’ would
not_ ‘accept terms and conditions 1like the signing. of the'
NOn-Pr_oliféfation Treaty (NPT) as a.vpreréquisi.te for acquiring
defence feéhnology fromﬁwthe US. He termed the NPT as Abeing

discriminatory against non-nuclear weapons states.

The mb‘st 'sigﬁificant aspecf of _‘ this negotiation (in which
no defence tééhnology deal was 'sti‘u'ck_) was India's emphasis on
‘the' nén-compromise of its fundamental ’pplicy béiief (e.g. on tﬁe
_ N.P.T. issue). Another hitch ‘was the Pentagon's anxiety about
Itechnolo'éy lgakage from India tc;'the USSR. This disappointment
did not prevent the US.in continuing its efforts to develop closer
rriilitary ties with India. _’i‘he ‘Y.IS,"therefore, once again expréssed
1ts. desire to foster great interaction between the defence
personnel of the two countries.lg. Pentagon officials despite all
'thei_r' apprehensions had begai.m tq view India more than just an
ad hoc. customer, but as a State with whom US defence officials
estéblishﬁxent would‘ like f;b create a long lasting relationship.20
The next significant found_of talks was ‘more specific i.e.

on the light ‘combat' aircraft project. V.S. Arunachalam,



Secretary Advisor to the Defen‘t‘:e Minister visi»t‘ed Washington in
Octqber 1.985._‘ThvehlUS‘ encouraged the Northrop Corpeoration to play
an important role in the' LCA project (it may be reiterated here
thaf Northrop was in financial'difficulties, it had eérlier tried
_ﬁﬁsuécessfully to sell 'Tigershark' to India). Arur;aqhalam'
visited the _Company'sb F-18 Hornet produt.:tiorllv facilities in Los
Angeles,'»inspec.te_d the Tigershark stimulator, and reportedly had
detai'].ed"di-'scussions with'_ the company's‘con'cerned officials about .

potential Northrop inputs into the LCA project.

The US. Goverﬁment -si:oeedily. released daté on the F-404
engine powering the Northrop F-18, ‘the US Navy's state of the
art multi role a‘ir?raft as well as Tigershark.‘?1

Around this time the British .c_ame up with their offer to
be involved in the LCA project.l The British was stepping up
theil_: sales campaign by -orgaﬁizing an aerospace seminar and
exhibition .in ~Delhi and Bangalore in November 1985 where
everything from engine tlo cockpit_equiprment for LCA was
displayed (including the 'RB-199 Rolls Royce engine which Indialn

experts have already evaluated for the LCA.V)Z:3

. In February 1986, a 20-member defence delegation led by

the Deputy Under-Secretary for Research and Engineering, Mr.

24

Talbot Lindstrom“’ came to India. Their talks were confined' to
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the_‘discussivon of some defence subsystems like tracking radars,

on an,_engihe. foi'"L.C.A. a

.'<According to aﬁotﬁei‘ repo‘rt' ‘i_n t:‘h‘e»news»p‘.‘;iper25 there was
a -flloocl .of offerihg.s"from Mr. Lindstrom. These offers_ were so
inexfficably intertwined with special.bs'va,feguar'd arrangements, a
ideliberat.:e straltegy to entangle In&ia in long-term licence
production . arrarigements', and barely concealed plans to replace
USSR as the vmajor suppliét of military hardware.' This team came
here . at India,'lsl'invitatic'an, to see for itself the country's
: capability to absorb -mili..tary>technology.i This team paved the

way  for the US bs‘ecretary of Defence .Weinberger ‘to arrive in

New Delhi in 1986.

The year of 1986 saw the emergence of various contentious

is;sués between the two :counAtries. v The Pentagon continued to
" harbour fears abdut technology leakage from India to the USSﬁ,
"and therefore,i insisted on India signing the GSOMIA.ZS(Genéral
Se'culrity Organisati_on ‘and Milit;ary Information ;Agreement)

India did not view the GSOMIA as being relevant to the present
context. Ag ‘:an Ir;dia_n diplomat pointed out,"GSOMIA _is for
milifary inforvmation,Anot technoloéy. Therefore MOU is enough for
us. .T-he Afr;eric?ans have shared military technology with the

Chinése but' have not' asked the Chinese to sign GSOMIA".27
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The vUS' wanted India  to amend export laws to. ban - any
export ﬁf' p,riﬁts out or any other mat.erialvflowing fr;:’m the super
'c‘omputer.za The far;thest 'extenf to which the vaernment of India
vhad gone during th'e‘ pl_.;otracted negofiatiori_s on the MOU was to
offer to 'assoc.:ia'te' the US with any enquiry that might be made
infb . complaints of uﬁaﬁthorized diversion of equipment or
leakage \of téchnology information.,29 US continued to insist on

comprehensive safeguards.

However, 'lﬁoth the countries tried dilLiting _the negative
vconsequencev'.'-: from theée disagreé_m_ents by certain goodwill
gestures. For eXaniplg,_ for . the . first time in mény years, an
Indian[vess‘ei INS Godavéri,was 1nvitéd to make a goédwill visit

‘to the Us.?

Caspar Weinbergei"s visit to India, the first ever by any

US' Secretary of Defence, was attached a lot of significance and
raised "a lot of expectations in "the Indian" press. He “was not

N : . "4
viewed as a "super salesman but as a senior most policy maker
31

interested in talking mattefs_ of strategic importance.

The high power delegation accompanying Mr. Weinberger
included. the Assistant Secretary of Defence for International
Security Affairs, Mr. Richard Avrm.ita’ge, the Director of Defence

Security Assistance Agency, General Philip Gast, the Deputy

Contd....



-Assistant Slecretaryv ofv D,efeﬁce for Near East, South As;'ia an_d,b
Internatior.;a]... Secgri-ty Affaifs, Mr. Ro_berj: P,e.lletréaul, the. Deput).l‘
Assistént. Secretary of State for 'Nea‘f East and South Asia, Mr.
Arnold _Raphel,v the Director for ‘Near East. and South _Asia on the
N_atiqnal Securif;y Cduncil-, Dr. Sharin Taher Khali, ,thé Joint
Chiefs. of sté_ff rep:esentétive, Rear Admiral Aﬁ_thoﬁ-y_ Levs's, the
;A.ssistan’t Secrétary for Public Affél-irs, er.'. Robert Sems,II and the
Senior Military _Assi.sta"nt to tvh-é. Defence Secretary Vice-Admiral

Donald Jones, besides fnahy other staff officers and assistants
. a2 :

dealing with a wide range of subjects.
" Weinberger and ‘his team visited the Hindustan Aeronautiés
Development Establishment and Bharat Electronics at Bangalore.
The reason for the selection of these centres was i'obv»ious i.e. to
'enab.le’ the American team to a',ssess capabilities of India in -

écquiring and abso_ijbing sophisticated technology. -

.Weinberger and Raljiv Géndhi met without .aides. A géod'
part of the 90 minute talks was. taken by a review _of the
international situation wifh special vi‘ef.erences to the security
environmén't in the sub-continent. An off_iciall statement from the
Indian . side -stated that the talks had contributed to a better

understanding of each ot'herr's policy perspectives.‘?’3
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The team had a 'seri’eis‘, of meetings with the Minister of
State, Mr. Arun Singh, the - Defence Secretary, Mr. S.K.
Bhatnagar, the Scientific Advisor, . Mr. Arunachalam 'a‘nd»' the

'thfee s-erAvices chiefs repre_sen-ting the Army, Navy and Air Force.

The US Secretary of 'Defe.nce,‘ Mr‘_.. Caspax_: ‘We_in.be'rger,'
howevéf, was ih‘dispo_se.d and coﬁld nof_ pavrtic_ipatex in the fi_nal.
’rounid of talks, Whe,n ‘deta_i_led’ presentations were 'm.'adé_ by _.th_e._'
Chief of the Army Staff, ‘Gener'aln_ K Sundarji .or% -India's threat
. perceptions aﬁd by Dr. V.S.' Arunachalam, on the gountry's
capacity ~and ability to absorb " high technology in the
development éf édvénced wgaé,o_n-sygtems. -The US déleg.ation was

led by Mr. Richard Axmitage.

According to Mr. Arun Singh the talks had enabled both
the cou_ntries,’ "to identify and settle’ Spme of the irritants and
" problems that had cropped ,up in't:hve development and transfer of
technologies under the me'moran_dum‘ of uriderstalnding signed in
i985. There was no talk = about any acquisition of American
weapons, he stressed, since the entire-discussions were cohfiﬂed
‘to  the development and transfer of technologies over a wide
spectrum, including ‘the supply of éensors an‘d stimulators and

. o 34
provision of training courses."
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Substantial agreements. were 'reach_ed on a wide ranging
issues of ,millitaryv technology transﬂf.er and supp:ly_ c;f. critical
components .ﬂfo’r the develvbp‘mént and produc‘btion of '_a vwide range
of - élefence eqﬁipme,nt.such as radar and telemét_ic.-s systems for -
testing missiles,_ anti-tank weaponary,. night vision - equipment
armdur piercing projectiles and supér ailbys,‘ fire control and .
ti‘ansrﬁiss.ion mechanisms for the maih battle tank prototypes now
underéqihg field tests. The most important items, however, were

the super computer and engines and ‘electronics for the L.C.A.

,A lot of preparatory work had ‘been done by both the
sides to eﬁéuré'thé suﬁcess. .'of Mr. Weinberger's {/isit. As many-
as 18 US defen.t‘:é 'delégatioﬁs have been to India in the last 16
months for detailed discussions on the country's requirements
after the Deputy. Defé;nce_ Secretary, mr. Fred .Ik'le .came to Delhi
last' year to bfeak the ice and open the way for Indo-US

cooperation in this sensitive sphere.

Certain important bpolitical implications émerged from this
round of negotiations. Statements made just prior and during the
visit referred to thé American appreciation of India's regiorial
stat:us,.e'6 AAt. the same time there was a subtle attempt to
characterize this status as a surrogavte one. The US wanted to
piay an imp_offant role in the shaping of -powef relations in the
subcontinent. This was evident from Weinberger's offer of US
"géod offices' in establishing good relations between India and

Pakistan and China.
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Mr. _Weihberger"s visit was foliowed by thatv‘ of Mr.
- Edward, US .Secretax.-y.df_‘t‘he Air Force. Mr. Weinberger had left
the details to be worked out by Mr. Alridge through further
discussions. T‘he. télks wére -at low key, because they had
aéqompanie'd 'the‘US 'deCis;ion 'to. sell AWACS to Pakistan. When Mr.
Alridge's' visit was “io-fixed,. <. theii: Indian Government wés not
aware of US deéi.sion on. sale o_vaWACS to Pakistan. thbugh .the
formél -‘fneeti.ﬁ.gs -betﬁeen the Indian and US -délegation's were
'vcontin._e'd' f.o matters r.éla-tir_xg to the propbsed Indo-A:merican
defence -cboperation. But dﬁring the private. talks that Mr. Arun
Singh had with Mr. Alridge, the AWACS issue was raised to ‘voice
Inclliva"s grave’ alﬁpre,hensions about tﬁe us ?'olicy of arming
pakis.taln with more. aﬁd more sophisticated weapon. systems. It
' was. this“appr.ehe‘ﬁsi_on théi: bled to Mr. Arun Singh's quick visit
(jus;f" before that of Alridge o Iﬁdia) to Moscow. He returned
with "assurances'of' Soviet readiness to help India in closing ’the
te’chnologicval_ gap that would bz created by the US induction of
| AWACS into Pakistan. >/

Thg ‘foregoin.g talks ‘according to Weiﬁbefger .had resulted
i_n the imrﬁedia.te, release of a large number of technologically
advanced export to India._'This was revealed by Weinberger
whilé 1presenti‘ng the Pent‘égon report to the Congress in

January, 1987. The report dealt with the measures taken by the

US to control -transfer of militarily significant technology to the

)
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Soviet bloc. -Accor.ding to thé report, the -Us Department of
Defence processed more than 3000 Indian cases in 1985 and 92
per cént of these cases were approved. It aiso pa.v-e_d the way.
for the first US co-prqduction' _ag].;'eem‘ent: vwith India .for the
manufacture and distriioution of computers..' Dver‘ the last three
years, the US sold India m111tary related equipment worth $250
million. The items 1nc1uded G-4 engines for LCA, dual purpose
technology for .the navy and night vision equipment for the

airforce. 38

The next significant development was Rajiv Gandhi's visit
to the US.  In August 1987 just before the scheduled visit of
Prime Minister ‘Rajiv- Gandhi to the ,US. V.S. Arunachalam led a
team of experts to Washington with the explicit purpose of
expediting the sanctioning of Licences for the L.C.A. project.
The team included Dr. Santhanam, Deputy Defence and Scientific

'Advisor, K.G. Narayanan, Air Com‘modore Roy and a Commodore
Jaya Rém. Also inciuded at the last moment were two diplomates
from the Indian Erﬁbassy in Washington. Arunachalam revealed to
tﬁe press that the US had agreed  to give India the CA/CAM
- system .for the design of the L-CA.' 39 |

.Raj_iv Gandhi on his record visit to the US (in Oct. 1987)
was accompanied by the Minister of State for External Affairs,

‘Mr. Natwar Singh, the Indian Ambassador, P.K. Kaul and other

senior officials. VRajiv Gandhi met President Reagan for 45
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. minutes, where the two exchanged views on multilateral issues.
Defence related issues were discussed with the Defence Secretary,

Caspar 'Weinberger .

‘Mr. Géndhi aLlso-}mét. infiﬁ_ential senators and Cpngressmen
(at "breakfast) these included, Mr. Glenﬁ, Mr. Byrd and Mr.
Stepheﬁ Solarz.In his meeting with the acting Secretary of state,
Mr. Whitehead ,Rajiv Gandh re-iterated India's stand on the
an;Proliferation Treaty .and stressed: _that' India willl not yield
_to‘ any pressure on' its policy. He pointed out the contradictory
v' attitude‘.of’-the American to the Pakisfanis, even though in the
'US assessment, E”a.kistan had nuclear weapohs. He wanted the US
to a'sk. for a démonstrable' and proven commitment from Pakistan
: to abjure nuclear weapons. Addressing a luncheon meeting of the
prestigious Foreign Policy Assoc.iation, Asia' Society and Indian
Chamber of Commerce, New Ybrk, Rajiv Gandhi said thét the
induction of non regional preéences drag the Indian s;ubcontinent '
into revalries to which it is not partyv. This makes the US a

*

potential ground for quarrels by others.

The American attitude to the Prime Minister's visit was
one of endorsefnent.' Reagan. expressed his. support for the
- Indo-Sri Lankan.accor_d. He did not insist on India being a
signatory to the N.P.T. Frank Carlucci sought to assure Rajiv
Gandhi that the US was concerned about Pakistan's nuclear

designs and it would take measures against any aggressive



Pakistani move. The Americans showed a keen interest in the
LCA project and tried vconvincing Rajiv Gandhi that the
technology transfer for the LCA project would be comprehensive
and cost ‘affective Mr. Gandhi showed a personal interest in the
use of 'composite materials' for the LCA. He also expressed
concern at the legal impediments preventing defence technology

' 40 It is interesting to note the re-assertion by Rajiv
transfer. . -

Gandhi during his Avisit that new arrangem.ents with Washington

'will” not be. incompatible with Indo-Soviet relations.

,US Defence Sec_retary Carlucci paid a v_isit t;o India in Oct
1'987. It is lear.nt .that Mr. Rajiv Gandhi and Mr. Reagan's
.pe’rso‘nal. rapport, with the helpful .suppo;:t of Vice-president
Géorge Bush and National Securi‘ty .Ad'viser (now 4to be Secretary
of Defence) Fran}'z Carlucci has led to the latter's visit:.l'l

A;IOtHEI? view held‘that the timing Qf Carlucci visit to the
South Asian region was intendéd té cushi;:n the standpoint of
Pa.kistan in the subcontinental affairs. Coming at a time when
the Afghan situation was passing through a delicate stage,

‘Carlucci is unlikely to promise India anything that might upset

the old ally.

Mr. Carlucci ‘met the Indian Defence Minister K.C. Pant

émd had frank discussions on Indo-US relation_s in the context of
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Moscow. Mr.. Caflu_cci_'s' talks, as he hihsélf" noted at ‘a‘ Press
Coriferehce, did ﬁot ﬁ:ean a bfeakt-hror;xgh but lcarried forward
fhe process alreédy irl.ifiéted.v No new arrahgements were tied up
t_hough, they did consider those 'case:s wh_e»rev'the proce_ssing ‘of
licences sought_ by India w,a‘s tardy. The LCA remained the most
im’poftanti subjéc‘t of discu.ssion.

“The last s_ighificantv negotiatiﬁg ':ound, in the decade ofl
1980s was conducted by India“s D..e,fen(:e Minister, K.C._ Pant at
IWashingtvon' in June,. 1989. He_ met 'thél S_e'creta‘ry of Defence, Mr.
Cheney and the Na-t’ional "S_ecurity Adv_is'.or,v Mrv.' Brent Snow Croft.
The Bush édministration had tried givingv.the talks a new
impetu‘s. It felt that. a‘ _p_olicy direction for India was lacking
There.were‘ no re.ﬁuisite level_s.of technoiogy clearance, as a
result of which there was ambiguity on .specific issues the step
by st;ep approacﬁ, wés too .pr'otrac'ted. K.C. Pants.visit was
bésically aime_a at thé pursuit of technology for the LCA project.
While. speedy implementation of .old vagl.:eement was made, Pant
showed interests in new items like ACMI, for the LCA. General
V.N. Sharma's visit fo thie US in Oct 1989 was described as the
_laét leg of recent . _'nego't-i'al_tions' tb cemeﬁt certain agreements.
Maj..-Gen. Ajay Singh,_Chief ‘of the Military Assistace,iaﬁxgig.
.R.M. Kapoor accompanied him. They met .the us Vice-Chairmap of
Jt. Chiefs of Staff Robert Harris, Assistant Secretary of Defeﬁce'
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for International Security assistance Mr. waen, and the Assistant
Secretary of State for near East and South Asia, Mr. John
Kelley. The team visited US military institute at Fort Hood and

Fort Levenworth.
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Terms of US Transfer-

Certain fundamental objections and 're_s~erv'atiens ex:hib'ited
byv the twe sides_‘p,erm_eated .hea"rl'y' all rro.un'-ds of _negot.iations.
Thevttoll.owing‘ is a brief rtecrapitu.l.etion of bthese‘di‘ffere‘nces.
These areas of disagreement were t-empoi‘a_rily overco'me to
expedite the sale of .US vd_efence“ t-e_chnOIOgy to Ind:ia.' This
accommodation - of differences, h‘oweveﬁf,‘is ef_-_a transient nature,
reached on'.a’d hoc bas_is; This wa:s ‘ne.c.essiary to Apre‘venf .Indo-US
negotiations from being stranded in a- _de'ad lo-c'k_.l A final
resolution 'o.fAthese differences has not been re‘éch_ed_ SO -fer. vThie

area of disagreement may become pronouriced in future talks.

A r:e_ference is - ‘also r,nade' - to -tvvs'.rvo events which
had certain“impor.tant implications for .In.do-U'S' de'f.ence techeology_
'transfer._llv"I‘vhese ‘were the 'iaunchiq,g '6f' the intermediate range ‘
| missile 'v'Agni' by India in 1989 and 't:he"identifica-tion of Ihdia

as a priority country under. Super-301.

Indian streitegy implied an initial purchase .of the desire_d
weapon,  followed by p_art a.ssemb_ly "_an_d production of weapon in '
India, | finally leading to- ‘the acquisition of the complete:

technology of the weapon.

The US terms for transfer of technology have not conformed

to this set of Indian policy requirements. The most el®quent
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exiample of this ‘div‘ergent policy is the Indianvnegotiation for
- the purchase of the TOW anti tank missile. Wa_shington insisted
on immediate cash payments with deliveries to be made over a
pe‘riod of four years.i"l‘he_ US also claimed the right to cahcel
vlthe contract in future due to unforgseen pdlitical experiences.
.erom"‘the US: standpoint, however the terms of tfans_fer, to India
are»,;the éamcz;\ as tﬁose to all friend.lyl nations including NATO.
Instead India is ybelieved' to bé demanding special terms that
confcﬁ‘m to its policies adopted at home _regafding the supply of

spares and technology transfers. (the Tarapur experience makes

India suspicious of US promises).

The second pi:obl,em faced by Indian negotiators has been
the US ‘suawillingness to enter into co-production arrangements in
ovérseas countries, except with NATO countries. This applies
esp}_eéially. to the4 modern high t.echnology weapons that India
' seeks. USA fears >'1eakage' of technology to USSR . these
.a'pprehensiohs .are obviously based on Amer{can perceptions about
the presence of lai;ge number of Soviets and critical military
industry in India. 41

Finally India insists on easier financial terms for direct
pﬁrchase and for licenced manufacture of weapons in India. it

is here tha't' the S oviets have been most generous in offering

liberal rouble credit rates.

Contd



:¢ 110 : ¢

India's Missile Development Programme and the MTCR.

India's launch of the Agni r_nissilearoused an angry réaction in
among Américar’x -policy lmakérs for defying thé _US sponsored
Missile 'Eechnology Contfdl ‘Regime (MTCR). Agni was seen as a
~ threat fo st.ab.litky in -South‘ Asia. The Bush. administration sought
to impose ‘high technology trade sanctions on India, just as it
blockéd the S;.le of India of a sophisficated American devise

42 This event strengthened the

foil-owing the lauhch -of .Agni.
art‘;uments‘ Qf' that section in the US which opposed the transfer
of technolog& for booster rocket programme) to india, as it
wouid ‘be cqntribute to missile deliyery capabilities. Thus the US
excluded technology for the peaceful progr_ammé that involved
rocket motors, ir;eftial ‘guidance systé’ms, li'qui.d fuel tanks and
components from ._Ibeing tranéfer_ to 'Ihdi_a. This arose from the

fear that the next arms race in South Asia might be in the area

of missiles.

'Indila- dn the _otﬁer hand views the f‘or'matio.n of the MTCR
as a means _tAo_deny technoi.og'y. to the third world‘, even thougﬁ
fhe industrialized na-tion-svhavev beevn,‘ the largest suppliers of
missiles in the vThird' World_._ It is. érr;azihg that prospects of
desfabalization 'bebom_é_ ap.pare_n‘t_ only when missiles a:re produced
in the Tthird World and not when thesi are purchased from the
developed world.._India, .therefore, intends to go ahead with its

missile development programme.
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Trade Ties and Super 301

us Indian trade ties received a setback in May, 1989
._whevn the US .listed India, as a sﬁper-301" priority country" for
inaihtaining 'Systematic' barriers to US goods' and services.
This refers to section - 301 of the 1988 US Omnibus Trade Act;
" which threatens vtra»de retaliation if foreig_ﬁ nations bar' American
goods énd sérvices. 'Ind_ia was accused of curtailing foreign
i._nvéstment by impﬁsing foreign equity 1limits and domestic
content and expdrt requir‘evments on US businesses in India with
closing ité‘ irisurance. market to US firms and. not adequately
protecting US  intellectual pyroperty', _ principally patents and

copyrights.

After -listing India as a Super - 301 priority country iﬁ
May', 1989, the US Trade_ Repreéentative (USTR) began
investigating »_]’.nciian Trade and investment practices. This report
submitted in June, 1990 to the Congress remqved India from the
trade sanction list. However, this was not the end of the story.
In 1991 ‘Indo-US - relations were once again afflicted with the
Super-301 contoversy. This US policy of the intermittent use of
the 'weapons of Supér—301 is the embodiment of the US carrot and
stick ﬁolicy _‘toward India. Pressures on India's policy decision
wére exherted; ‘but soon diluted c;r temporarily withdrawn, so as

not to stretch the bilateral relations to a breaking point.
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SECTION-II

US TECHNOLOGY EXPORT REGULATIONS

The vast co_rﬁplex _of - American _‘c.'ontrols of technology
exports hasﬂ evbived over the._ years i'n; . r_ésp.o.nse_ to rapid
t_ech'nol_o_gy develqp»mem.s and the natiohal. sécurity’ 'cdnnotatib.ns of
-their ll_eaka'.ge. |

\

The foundafion of USA's export '_c'o‘ntrolé policy is the
Export Control Act of 1945. In 1969 ‘an,d.'197'2 it was succeeded by
the Expo'rﬁ Administration Act (EAA), which -was- again »amehded
by the Reagan ad‘min.i.stratioﬁ"in 1985. 'Thé act eicveri:isevsi control :
over éxpdrts. C.Jf‘ c0_mmodities[tvech'no»l,o,gfievs.‘ as. | de»mande{:i' by
';:on.siderations of (a) national s»e'c.urity, (b) foreign policy, and
(c) short domestic supply. ,Ivmpblemen‘te_d"byi mea:ns of the Exp».ort.
Adminis'tra.tion Regu‘lat.io.nS' (EAR) :cove-ring the exp‘o_r't' of all
"y'dual.—v.ibs'é" prdducts, it is exércised. by the_dffice of the Export
Administration (OEA) of the Deﬁarfmeht- of .Ccﬁnme_rce '(D'OC'V) whicﬁ

evaluates applications of the US firms for export licences.

The EAR, through its Control - Commodity vLiét (CCLV),
provides specific instru_ctivons on types_ of licences to use and
tYpe-s of -commodity, technologies (inclu_ding computé-r software),
and technical dakta under control. The CCL describes commodities

and areas of possible use of each corr‘xmvod'ity and-ide‘ntifies the

) } ' _ Contd....



$: 113 &

country groups to which these controls apply.

" In ,the" field of computers specifically, fhe EAﬁ imposes
control on computers by specifying limits on:the performa_nce of
computér 'which can be exported under the distribution licences
granted by the O'EA. ’Thevs.e controls aiso apply to any device,
apparatus,‘_acceésory that upgrades computers beyond the limits.
Tﬁe‘ importing .countr_y in ﬁo case should be directly or

indirectly engaged in nuclear weapon development programmes.

v _The second arm of co‘ntroilb is the.Arms Export Control Act
"(AEA) of 1976, out of which flow the International Traffic in
Arms Regulatibh_s (ITAR) of '.1959. (the version in force ~was
_ published in . the Feder4a1 Registef in December, 1980). The
fesponsibility for' its administration‘ lies with the State
Department which contlfols the e‘xpﬁrt ofv defence articles and
defence services by oral, visual or documentary means to foreign

nationals of 22 items listed in the "United States Munition List".

From the mid-1970§, rapid militarisation and arms
expenditure growth pe_rbetuated a new regulation of technology
exports. A report of the DOD Defence Science Board (DSB) under
the chairmanship of F. Bucy, Chairman of Texas Instruments,
" led to the formation of Military Critical Technologies List (MCTL‘)

which also became a component 6f CCL.
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All export "applic.ations‘ to De_partmen’t of Comme-rée_ ‘are
forwarded to the DOD. as well as the State 'Dép_a_rt'ment. Their
evaluatipn Cis- b‘ased on the FMCT'I:_,_ and possibly also on ‘the

expertise ‘provid'ed by thirnk-tanks such as _'thé Rand C-orpor_ation.

Two other controls. also get activated:  the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation . Controls - as ° dictated = by  Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Act (1978), and the multilateral control th_rough‘

CoCcoM 'whic'h"i,s aimed at achieving uniform export ‘controls.

COCOM--the Coordinating Committee for East-West Trade--is
the watchdog of the West on technological le,akaée; Itsv_acharter
jenjoins the . mémber' states to. identify military applicable
technologies, 'draw up be‘mbargo lists ah-d iay down_._.pol’i-cy-
guidelines. for strategic .'btr_ade,'i and. .de_Velop and .c'o_ordinaté
enfprcement strategies'...All _NATD svt‘atés, except .Iceland__ and

'Spain are its merribers.

waever, .in spite of its exister.n-t-:ve for the last 38 years,
th.e _hérd—liners in the‘ Avl"ne_rica.riv bureaucracy consider COCOM a
~useless and indifferent instrument of export control because of
lack of .commitme'nt on -‘p,ar:t. : of _ot_ﬁher_ 'v_vevvstern nations and their
infcrea'sin‘g dep‘endenée on eastern trade. Even ' American
companies consider m.u'-c_h of the trade embargo as ill-conceived
anclg untimely. The US 1is wunable tocoerce its partners into
cooéeration‘ be"cause‘_ COCOM 'is not a tfeaty o,rgavnisati_on ‘and its
vchérter is not anchored:in internatiOnal'laws. |
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To concretise the Ceffect of its . éontrol measures on
.technollogy éxpofts, the US evolved a standarized method of"
ensuring againét' non-authorized use . and syp.read from the
countries td wlilicr_l it supplies sensitive tec.;hnolog‘ies in the form
of General Secur-ity Ofganisation ‘and ‘Military Information
Agréement (G?OMIA). The agreement demands in-sitﬁvinspection of
military facilities ﬁsing such ‘technologies/systems, 'thve use a}n'd
maintenance of. the system only by trusted personnel with high
s'ecﬁrity cle‘ar_ance inabcessibility foreign nationai’s, - and
“amendment of export laws inl_‘xi_biting removal of any material
.from the supplied systems. GSOMIA has become a standard
égreem_ent that the US' has with 70 or so | countries . (and
\_ E_ompanies) 'on'classiﬁed item’s requiring .speci‘ai protection that
’ is'requii‘ed from any customer. "It readily facilitates military to

\

militéry pacts of the technology transfer.

Exp;andirig regulation ._of technology exports based on criticality
“have begun to enlarge fhe -scope‘an-d amb~it of regulations to-
cover not only high technology hardware, but also to related
.infc;rma;tion and colvl‘alvaoratibon and participation of foreign
scierlxtists_. The aefinitio.n of scientific and. technical information
is so comérehensive that even th? presentation of wunclassified

material at scientific conferences can be interpreted as export.
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SECTION - III

IMPORTANCE OF THE ITEMS

‘This section will  restrict itself .to the ‘discussion of the

importance of: the LCA engine and the super covmputer' transferred
to - India. The choice df these items was made because the
'sophisticat'ion of these items reflects the seriousness and

significance attached to defence negotiations by both the

countries.

The L C A Engine
Indigenous’ production of the aircraft, is a  crucial
' indicator of the level of a country's dependence on external

sources for arms support.

The Light Combat Aircraft is India's biggest ever military
development project.  Its Director Kota Harina:réyan described it

_as "something  small and beautiful that incorporates the

advanced technologies‘of the 1990s and is adapted to India's

.,A3 So far, the development of modern

: : domains of the developed
warplanes has been the exclusive/ countries. The indigenous

tropical. environment

production of an aircraft is said to be a crucial factor in
reducing a country's dependence (military and political) on

external sources of arms supplies.

Way back in 1969, the Subramaniam Aeronautics Committee

report, pointed out, that whatever the draw backs of an
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-« indigenous development policy, it was important to continue to
- train and build a pool of aje'r:'onautics scientific taiént in India
inspite of » thev _poor international comparability of indian

military aircraft.

Aéquis_ition of the latest miiitéry aircraft had _betome
imperative . for _ India, " in  view - of i:tsv :secu'rity needs.
Sophisticated éircfaf»tf on the ghopping list of bthke'Middlé: East
vSta_t,es i}n(:lude_d the Am_eri:can F-14 Tomc.ats, F-15 Eagles, F.-.1_6
and F-18 fighters, .the French_ f‘-’ll . Mirages, t.he BrAitish' Jaguars

and the Soviet MIG-23 fighter bombers.

‘Givev.n‘ the economic diff-iculty‘of m_a'tching the Middle Ea#t
aii‘cfaft build up through d'ivrect purchases, and the questionable
military value of the Indiah d_ésigned aircraft relative to those
in the West, the. ‘Invdian'er‘nphasis in the future is likely to
follow the corﬁpromise polJ;.cy of licensed manufacture. The
initiél technological depend_ence- on’ and ¢ooperation with fhe
overseas manufacturer's ma_yviarovide'som.e'.ap‘pr-e'h-,ensioné _>,_varhong
Indian defence planners', but there is not too distant h‘ope that
once the interim period of material -and technology dependence

is over, subsequent defence will have been overcome.

Though the Indian shopping list for the LCA has expande_d
over the years. India first approached the US for a very
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signifi'captpart of the L,CA'i.e. the enginve..v’trhe government
decision was 'critic.ized b.y the 'domestic p‘ressa It was argued
that precurement of a foreign engine vteuld lead to the neglect
- of GTX gas, turbine ehgirte that i.s' being de\.leloped at the Gas
Turbtne Establishment in -India. H,oyvever., the indtan Government
decided to ge fO'I.‘ a US engine_’,.because the GTX_en_gihe was
taking a long time in-development. The LCA project slated for
“the early 1990s had already slipped to mid 1990s. Eleven

- general electric FE 404 engines were brought by India.

The G.E. FF 404 engine produces a thrust of 17, 000 1bs.
after reheating such a power plant coupled to ‘an aircraft of the
- F- 20 type enables the aircraft to fly at 1320 mph at 36, 000 feet
and with a combat load of 50 per cent fuel and wivng top
_mis_si,les it can climb at a rate of nearly 53,000 .feet per minute.
 The GTX engine is bellieved to be in the 11,000 lbs. class. The
us technology : 1a‘neCessary tc'improveits thrust capabili,ties.
However, ‘the us aéreed to release the technology for‘.advanced
ring laser ngoscopes for the 'LCA - a highly soohistlcated item
which .through the use of laser technique keeps the aircraft in
- guarded orbits ensuring precisic&n.v India has also requested for
the composite- material. for'ttxe ‘air ‘frame which vould reduce the
vweig»ht of the 'laircraft. The US Air Force will provide

training, consultatioﬁ and testing facilities for the L.C.A.
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Super Computer

.IWhile the LCA project is clearly aﬁd_bbvibusly a military one,
the‘. super computer eludes _such a rigidv c_‘ategorizationv.. It is a
dual use technology item. In féct, the UvS».transferre'd the‘ sixper
computer CRAY | XMP-14 to India oﬁ the latter's assurance ’that it
will be wused only for civiliaﬁ .purposes. The Pentagon hawks,
however, are not convinced éboﬁt India's promises, .and contihue.

to harbour doubts.

Super computers are used .for enérgy research, space
explbration and military .'applica'tions,45 by . industry for .
simultaneous |, design; research, analysis and forecasting and.

by researchers in areas ranging from mathematics, computer

sciences, and chemistry to astronomy.

NASA programmes a super computer to‘ stimulate space
travel and the US Department of Défence - employs super
corhputers' for a broad array éf m'i'litary"prdgrammes ranging
from aircraft design to the stimulation of large scale warfaré.
This is possible by using the super computers to ‘draw two or
thrée dimensional pictures . of proposed product designs. Aircraft
designers have long relied on wind tunnels to evaluate the
aerodynamics of airplanes andfs.ection:‘s. Wind tunnels, however,
are not as cosf effective, .asv super computer simulations, and
cannot detect certain airvflow. phénomena. |
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The pursuit of the super éomputer deal by India is based
-on the programme of complefely transforming its computing
cababilities in advancea areas like  agricultural and
' meteorological applicaficihs. The study of Indiah weather in the
chntext of global weather system is a major thrust area. CRAY
XMPfZA_ emerged as the top priority of the Indian Meteorological
_bepa__rtment (IMD) bécause it" is the known workhorse of the
. Eﬁropean Centre 'ft;Jr Meteoroldgical_ Weather Forecasting. Costing
"about 20‘million dollars the 'CRAY XMP's capacity is 800 'MIPS
(Million Instructions Per Second). It has been envisaged that
the céuntry eventually needs four such systems to be located at
the_ ‘I_ndian Institufe of Sciéncev (IIsC), Bangalore, Indian
Metéorological Department and the Indian Institutes of

Technology.

The‘ indians were keen on the CRAY XMPV-21¢ model. This
can be used to model a nuclear explosion using fewer actual
detonators to wvarify the power of the weapon. Thé us feared
t.hatv 'si'nce only 20%  of the computer facility is sufficient for
executing monséon models, Inciia may be tempted to use it.
primarily for its military p‘r'ogramme_. Such sqpply would mean
promoting the 'nuclear designs' of a 'nation which is _adamant in
.non-compliance with the NPT. Finally, the US agreed to offer
CRAY-14 with a singie processbr. It is perceived that such a

-facility could not be of much utility in advanced areas of

defence oriented research.
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Conclusion

The optimism preceding the nego_tiatiohs is notvnecessarily
followed by _corresponding positive results. Both the countries
avoided . taking far 'reaching policy deciéions. This _‘wa_s
especiallyv true in the-;ontext‘ of India's and USA.'s relations
-.with the USSR and Pakistan respectively. None was willing to
sacrifice the 'time  tested' "-old. élliesf'. Eacﬁ. significant ‘us’
défen‘ce _ technoloéy offer. to India was accompanied by
appro‘priat‘e,-mea_sures to reassure Pakistan of US friéndship (e.qg.
Alridge's visitA to ‘India‘ for -the conclusion. of the LCA's talks

was preceded by US decision to sell AWACs to Pakistan).

Though such policy decisions did tie down the hands of
the diplqmats,' the latter's role is not above. board. This was
particularly the case with v'low level' Indian diplomats involved
- in the negotiatigns. The American’s have often 'tomplained of the
tendéncy of Indian officials to talk at, rather than to,
important US wvisitors. It is not suffici'ently realized by the
Indian diplomats that in closed door negotiations mouthing

s 6
pleties a7¢ of little use.q

Another problem with the 1Indian negotiators wés their
inadequate acquaintance with the American Foreign Military
Sales (FMS) system. It is pertinent to note here that the Chinese
in order to overcome similar problem have >mad,e their officersA

attend - courses .cdnd,ucted by ‘the Pentagon -at its Security
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Assistance Management School in. Ohio (which trains foreigners
about the intricacies of the US' weapons Sysfem). An American
official’ revealed that . Indiar; negotiators often ask for
preliminaryv information like, "where are £he sales programme
office.r, where can we buy these .things, could they pay forv it at
two'per cent i,__nterest, with rice, etc?"ln

Indian requirements were often stated inllgener_ic térms.
Even" when India asked for a séemingly specific fechnology -
Iike.the fly by wire téchnology for guiding the aircraft, it did
‘not specify. the- characteristics’ pf the airframe nécgssary for

such a technology. This also contributed to the prolongation of

a particular round of talks.

American diplomat's init-iati;/e on the other hand was
limited by the contradictory policy beliefs of thé Depart;ment of
Commerce on fﬁe one hand', and the Department of Defence and
Pentagonvon the other. While the latter smilght to cpnv‘ert the
age;oi,d free trade practice to restricted trade due to 'national
secﬁrity? reasons, the Department of Commerce was of the view
that tpé Qery compulsions of iriterriational trade - the need of
market expansion of multinationals and the competition with
other ‘western nations demand hi-tech to be regarded as any
other commodity. This American ambivalence was often .
_responsible - for_ inconclusive negotiations, or délayed
implerhentation of agreements.
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- CONCLUSION

Indo-US defence n_eg’otiatio’n's. have been punétuated by -
'embarrasing 'p-auses', c1u>ms.y _ moves, and _.diplomatic and
vp_oliti_ca‘l faux pas. T"h'e'sebc’h_aracte‘ri-s‘fics are indicative of the -

.vn'_avscen_t _vst:age’of a new phase in -I'ndvo-US relations.:

V:TII‘le long protracted na_turé_ of> these talks has often .led
critics to progno.s.t'icat:e ‘ .ab .pessimis,tic futuré for Indo-US
relations. Thiis’. is -d‘efinitély' an rex_tr‘eme v‘vi_ew, highly
ega-ggerat'éd.-._Yé't, vthis. vsh‘.oul‘d n_ot- leéd us. to discount the
problems and Elifficulties_ that -the two cd_ﬁntfies have "to face in
their .quest _fér_ c.oope‘r‘atio‘n in vavri-’oué 'fiel'cis. ‘including defence_
-t.echn,cilog‘y:transfer.y_ Though th_e‘ dynavmics-_:of change for In-do-US
reléfions do exisf, the task for ‘the two .cb.ﬁn_tries is not easy.
This is so becéuse both have to make on extraordinary  effort at
coming out of their resbecti-ve groov_es' of thinking. For examble,
Indian pblicy makers need _yt'o‘ redefiﬁe India's policy of
non-alignment (in tﬁe context of th.e post "C.oid War" epoch) and '
cqnsequently .reconsider their relations with other é_ountries
particularly the US. This h.as- to be dodne w,ithbut abandoﬁing its
position as a leader and spoke_smvan of the “Third" World. Indian
di_plom'avts, among oth_er thi"ngls,‘ ha».ve to ensure thét the US does
not get d_istra(:ted by the momentp,{;\s.‘events in iEast .Europe and
- the spec_tacul,,af show 1in the quf’. On the_-othér’ h&nd., ‘accu's-t:omed

to the idea of a bipolar global power st__ructure, American
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diplomats and policy planners face the problem of anticipating
and adjustihg to a world of new and uncertain regional security

Systems .

Indo-US diplomacy has often been accused of floundering
~in this *historic’ task. This criticism is basically based on the
' perception of diplomacy being an impori_:ant “instrument in
achieving é foreign policy goaT];_N. What is often overl.ooked is the
faé:t’ that a Iclear and definite policy on this'issuer is absent in
both th'eb cou.ntriesv. Therefore, the task of diplomacy in this
context - _is two i:ronged-.. In its attempt to articulate and
implement a policy decision, it must anticipate and visualize the
o{rerallvfutulrle policy coufse. Policy, in thi; case, is relying on
~diplomacy to a great extent. Fre_quent' meetings and talks
_ between the two couﬁtries have helped in making the Indo-US
eﬁvironment relati_ve_ly' congenial. A  personal rapport has been
built between 'the n_e.g'ot';iators, who '_‘have had a fairly continuous
involvement in the talks. Mutual suspicions and preconceived
- notions are being gradually eliminated. This has led both the
sides to appreciate other's sensitiv%ties and 'problems.

.

Exaggerated expectations have been reduced.

The decade of the 1980s has thus been a testing ground
‘for India énd the US to assess each other's 'credibility' and
Sincerity in pursuing close relations. The 'gains' so far may
appear small and merely symbolic.{ Bup one should not forget
that symbolism too has a purpose and intention behind it.
Symbols have sought to conve); the keenness on either side to
fost:er closer relations.
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Thére has been a significanf shift in the concept of
security, in the perception of the twé cduntries. Security is now
_perceived to mean . thg establishment of donﬁ»estic as well as
regional, economic, political and military stability. This change
is inheren‘t in the composition and mandate of the newer security
polif.y maki.n"‘g_ bodies, 'w.hich are now concerned with a Variety
of probléms strefchiﬁg >from -industrial unrest and regionél
. separatist mover_nénts to . problems of defence and military
sti‘ategy. Th-isv change in the concept‘ of security _;.Dvrovides the
rx,lost relevant basis for pursuing security tiés between India and
‘the US, for it implied- that security relationships may be
established not only on the basis of mutual pérceptions of al.
- common enemy but, on écbnomic interests and political values. In
fhis context Raju ."I‘homas'sviews are pertinent. Althbugh the point
has been mad’e before, '_and although £he benefif.s'may continue to
appeér’ intangible ‘énd obscure, t;here. is ’sohe ‘_truth to the
observation that thevse fwo countries are the world's largest
democracies. Until recently, this vco:mmronalcity' of poli,ticél values
fn_eant little in'the conduct of their respective 'fo‘r-e‘ign"policies.
For'bdth states, national séchrity objectiveé'overrode thevactive
promoti'onvof demdcratic va.t.lues abroad.. "A.s a 'cons‘e'qu.en’cev,‘ the .
United States often found ifself._... supporting dictétorships
in fhe Third ;World whose alleéiances. were largely based on
their anti-communist foreign policies. Likewise, 'India found
itself on the defensive for having acquiesced in Soviet hegemonic
'poli;:ies in Hungéry (1956)., " Czechoslovakia .(1968), .and
Afghanistan (1979).1 v
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India and the US in the past h_ave had major differences
over the issue of military alliances. While the US viewed it as a
necessity in its fight against thé 'evil' communist empife, India -
blamed milifa_ry alliances as b_reedin‘é insecurity.-Indi'é's opinion
is borh'e 6ut of th.'e fact of growing obsolescence of sﬁch military
arraﬁgements. For example, both S_EATO and CENTO  are defuntt,l
and the Warsaw Pact was recently di§solve-d.. India and the US
can, vth'erefore',v have a security relationship ofv'ar_r,".vin.formvél'.
nature. Raju Thomas 'points to such prevcedent;s ‘in the mi_litary
relationship of US with ce.ri;.ain co‘untrvi.e’s. like -Israel, Saudi

Arabia and Egypt.2

. What is noteworthy about such an arrangement.is the tacit
facknowledgeme'nt of common strategic invte‘rests amohg nations
usually along bilateral lines, Withbut the existence of'formal
military élliances. The arrangénient is' important to Third World
nations, who are the recipients of tﬁe arms or other forms of
military suppprf needed to rﬁaintain their political credibility at

. home, so as to avoid allegations of political subservience.

Ind_ia‘s shopping list of sophisticated defence technology,

has - raised .. some pertinent questions about its defence
policy. On the one hand, it is asked whether these 'items'
ére of .: relevance to India? Is 'sophistication' to be the
c.lvetr:erm'ining . criterion of _‘acquisition of defence technology?
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"Is this technology being acquired io the p_ursoif ‘of :s'ecur'i‘tyl,. or
status of a 'great po;/\rer'3 Io our view, despite defence. being
'a "holy cow" in' ..India", there is in ciemoorati_’c India sufficient '
and credible :Criticism .' of aggressivevmi‘litary ambitions. .This W_ill .,
ensure tha.t any 'acquiSition of defence technology by India ’has_

- a relevance for its security needs.

New defence technology has also brough.t the atte‘ntion.of
Indian analysfs to the need for adapting military doctrines and
c‘apa_bili'ties _ t.o the rapid . changes in the technologicai
environment stemming from the introduction of sophisticéted- riew

weapons.

Another important aspect ‘_which must be -tvalken note of by
India's policy planners is that. while diversification of sources
of supply is a politically prudent ‘policy,' it raises certain
ser'ioué management problerhs from the militvary angle. This could
aolversely affect the efficiency of our defence ‘f_orces. Therefore,

measures must be taken to avoid this problem.

This study has co.nsistently reifera_ted the fact that a
defence relationship is conditioned by the overall political and
economic relationship between the concerned countries. Incidents
.like> the Super 301 (and more recently India's current b.alance of
payments crisis) have demonstrated the need for economic

~ liberalization. While-Ind_ia needs to remove bottlenecks, cut red
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. tapeism and encourage the entrepreneur, it -cannet afford to
neglecf the services and development. sector, at the cost of the
welfare of the common man.v It wonld be pelitically suicidal
.policy for'. lany government, which does so in, its quest to get
loans and econ‘omic aid from abroad. India must convince the
West, end the 'US in perticular (because of the latter's clout in
the World Benk,_ and the International Monetary Fund) that the
post colonial» "heritage and the specific ~ socio political
characteristics of Indie and its, people do not allow for a
,Wesﬁern oriented pi-escription as a'remedy for this country's
ills.v This, however, does not irnply thaf ‘India's economy does
not‘,. require certain changes in its official foreign investment.
Failure to _cetch the train of global ecenomieintegration at this
critieel juncture . ceuld_leave India further behind than it is

now.

The post Gvullf war scenario has certain  implications for
Indo-US rel‘atio/ns. US is now vieWed_by some as the only super
power on  the ~scene. It correctly .fee.ls a responsibility for
vplaying aykleading Vrole as the world r.nove.s into e new era. .On
the other hand, ho’wever; W_ashington must understand that this
uniquely pre-eminent position 1is rooted in .tne old order, and
cannot be rhaintainec‘lA indefinitely. The fact“ ca'n-not be denied
that major economic problems at home do not permit the 'imperial
overstretch'l' in US foreign policy. The American public has lost
much  of its enthusiasm for playing a.role that is both expansive
and e‘xpensive,‘ as .w,ell_ much of. its trust in a national
leadership that_calls for sacrifice in a lafger cause. American
s.tra‘te_gic policy must synchronize w_ith its fiscal means.
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Thé task before the US.is to hélp_manage ‘a process of
'tl:h‘anlge and .simultane‘ously yield to that. change. _'Ifha‘t is a
worthy . interpfetation of the. term - 'new world érder'.'
Unfortunately, it will be easy to interpré‘t .the -%newv world oder
in‘ways'th;at dre not all that ordérly. Tt will be.'tempt':ing to
take easy shots at goals that the Soviets haVe left empty, ahd
to see the new situation as a mevans of r.naxi_mizin.g American
power - ;atte_mpting "‘to make permanent that which is oniy

transitory. -

-

" If the US badly n;isjud_ge's". its historical role, it could

become an extremely disruptive actor on the internationél stage.

Alternatively, there kwil_l be ‘a considerable tenﬂptation for
Americaﬁs to declare victory ;n the cold war and vreiterate some
mixture of an illﬁsory isolationism and a '"fortress America"
mentality in which neighbours to the North and South may be
aﬁjoined. This Would. be.an abandonment of vrespon:sibilities to
others'(whet_hér rightly or wrongly u_ﬁdertéken) aha. .h_armful to
our own interests. Thi'.sb is not a -viab'l-éb long te;‘m'strategy., but
for Americans who are. weary of ca‘rryin'c_v] a glvobal b.urdeh"it'_‘

could be very attractive in the short term.

The Bush Administration's concept vo.f a 'new  world .order'
is not yet clear. However, it would bé in the US interests to
take into -accoun_t the régionai powers while visualising the new
order. the reality of post cold war world is iikely to revolve
around rpultiple .centres of power, each one stront;:jer in some of
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the glemeﬁts of national power, but not necéssaril_y all (this
underlies the growing interdép_endence among coun_frie’s'in v‘aJ:"ious
poli_ticai, -geo;trétegic and ecopomic fiel-ds‘).."I‘.his fac’t shbula not
téke the Americans -by .s‘u.u.-prise,. since the 'inevifable_ fealify of
multipolarity has long beénl récdgnized by 'i-nfluential 'Am»erican ‘

thinkers including Henry Kissingef.

Such .a _pblicy,w.ciuld _eritéil r_ecognit‘ionv of Indvi.ai.'s :regional‘
power and influence in Squth'Asia. F(Most '_Indi_an's :ar-'e skeptical
of the.possible reasons behind thi-_s Am-éri,c':an d_éc‘is‘ipn:. they view
it as an attempt to cut India's pdtentiél' _globai* role while -
confining it to the region). Although the .Ameri_c_an-role in_. A'siav
will bel more modergte .than in. the past, it would still remain'
critical to thé eétablishment of a moré secure order in the
regions. Th’erefé:re, India cannot be oblivious to US interests and

will have to take an adequate account of them.:

There exists today a ‘co_n-gen‘iai and compelling environment
for the two countries to_, coépérate and ac‘comm'odéte each other's
interests. Only then would defence te-chnol-élgy transfer from the
us to 'Incij.a ~assume a moré 'subs.tant:ive' . form. 'Dvefen(:e '.
technology' on its own may be a 'catalyst' or even a precursor
for srong political economic relations, but it cannot be 'the'

determinant in orienting Indo-US relations.
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