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India’s role in world affairs, with reference to Indic-US relations

The annual Patajanli lecture of the Center for Indic Studies at UMass Dartmouth 
was given last spring by Dr. V. T. Patil, adjunct professor for the center and former 
vice chancellor at Pondicherry University in India.

Patil’s lecture, reprinted here, centered on the 
current and potential relationship between the U.S. 
and India. With more than 35 years of experience 
as an educator, academic administrator, and researcher, 
Patil is recognized for his outstanding work in Nehruvian 
and Gandhian studies, as well as the government and 
politics of India.

Author of 25 books and a large number of research 
papers, Patil is a frequent participant in international 
conferences on India’s role in, and impact on, global 
affairs. He received the 2003 World Education and 
Literacy Award from the Indian Society for Integrated 
Women and Child Development, and has been a 
National Fellow of the University Grants Commission, New Delhi, visiting Cambridge 
University in England. In 2001, he was honored with the Mahatma Gandhi Peace 
Award from the Gandhi International Committee for Peace, Development, and 
Non-Violence. His writings frequently focus on Gandhi and Nehru, and have brought 
Patil international acclaim.  

Dr. V. T. Patil presents the 
annual Patanjali lecture
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Introduction
The Patanjali Endowment Lecture, delivered in May, 2005 at the UMass Dartmouth 
Center for Indic Studies, examined the future nature, substance, and thrust of Indo-
American relations. Recent unprecedented developments in the strategic partner-
ship between United States and India bear out much of what was analyzed and 
projected. 
 
The historic nuclear deal between India and United States, as well as other agree-
ments, symbolize a quantum jump in relations between two powerful democracies 
and end years of misperception, a cherished dream of well-wishers of the U.S. and 
India. The world is no longer bi-polar, but in many respects comprises a balance of 
power among six nations. Today, major powers compete for peace and not for war 
preparation. Issues such as terrorism, energy security, greenhouse emissions leading 
to global warming and climatic changes, narcotics and organized crime, and 
construction of a global non-proliferation regime constitute priority areas of concern 
for all. From this holistic perspective, the stage is now set for the two great democ-
racies to play a very meaningful role in coming to grips with the contentious issues 
of the contemporary era. The strategic partnership between the U.S. and India 
signifies that they will assume critical responsibility for constructing a stable, 
peaceful world order in the Third Millennium.

India’s role in world affairs, with particular reference to the U.S. relationship, 
will be examined in two parts, the first covering the 1947 independence of India, 
the Cold War, and its ’91 end with the collapse of the Soviet Union, with the 
second exploring Indo-US relations from the early ‘90s special focus on the last five 
years. The points of convergence and divergence will be discussed as issues of ongo-
ing concern to India, the most populous democracy in the world and the U.S. as the 
oldest and most powerful democracy. 

Indo-US Relations: Towards a new era of strategic partnership
Let me congratulate the Center for Indic Studies for organizing the Patanjali Lecture 
to commemorate the memory of one of the most versatile seers of the ancient period 
who made extraordinary contributions in a variety of areas. The genius of Patanjali 
was such that he “acutely and accurately analyzed things of the present, revealed 
matters of both the ancient past and the immediate and distant futures with accuracy 
and incisive penetration.” It felt it would be a fitting tribute to use the same frame-
work of analyses. I will link the three epochs of past, present, and future of Indo-
American relations, more particularly the past five years. The following three hypoth-
eses constitute the frame of reference for the discourse on India-U.S. relations.
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• Indo-US relations are determined by national interests defined by the socio-
economic and cultural milieu. Thus, the foreign policies of India and America are 
determined by domestic and systemic factors. 

• The emergence in the near future of democratic India as a major economic 
powerhouse (China is already a major player in world politics,) will shift America’s 
Euro-Centric focus to Asia. The 21st century will be an “Asian Century,” and 
democratic America may enter into an enduring strategic partnership with India to 
preserve its dominant role in world politics. This is based on the assumption that 
America and India have a unique role in bringing about a stable, peaceful demo-
cratic world order.

• The two political systems of India and America will converge, due to their 
common, fundamental values of a liberal, democratic and plural society. This will go 
a long way in establishing the primacy of democracy based on the rule and due 
process of law throughout the world.

Foundational roots of Indian and American foreign policies
India’s foreign policy of non-alignment over the last five and a half decades plus has 
recently undergone dramatic change, while taking into account changes within the 
country and the international environment. The roots of India’s foreign policy can be 
traced to its history, its traditions and value systems, and its spiritual wisdom and 
ethical norms. 

Great Indian epics such as the Mahabharata and Ramayana, the wisdom of the 
Vedas (Srutis) ,the Upanishads, and Sastras eloquently preach a philosophy of life. 
The seminal ideas of Kautilya, Mahatma Gandhi, Vivekananda, and a host of others 
have influenced India’s foreign policy. Ideas like artha, kama, dharma, moksha and 
karma constitute the operational framework of India’s policy towards the rest of the 
world. For instance, artha refers to providing economic security and, in the larger 
sense, national security, while kama in its larger meaning refers to gaining knowl-
edge. Dharma refers to righteous duties and responsibilities towards other nations 
based on certain accepted values and principles; moksha means freedom and liberty 
of all to aspire and acquire; karma is akin to the idea of ‘manifest destiny’: an 
intrinsic part of the American heritage. These constitute the guiding principles of 
India’s interaction with other nations. 

Similarly, American foreign policy can be traced to its Constitution, Bill of Rights, 
‘manifest destiny’, ‘isolationalism’ or ‘full participation in world affairs’, ‘nation of God 
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on earth’, ‘all men are created equal’, ‘new world’, ‘pursuit of happiness’, etc. These 
constitute America’s guiding principles for interaction with other nations. Thus, we 
find that both nations’ pasts weigh on their relationships with the rest of the world.

Indo–US relations between �9�7 & �99�
The end World War II saw the beginning of the Cold War between the West and 
the East. With his Socialist background, Nehru was apprehensive about Western 
domination; he favored unconditional economic assistance from the West, which 
would preserve India’s freedom. On the other hand, America was adamant that 
India should tone down its criticism, modifying its economic philosophy, and shifting 
its foreign policy so as to view itself as a partner in the fight against Communist 
expansionism. Nehru’s views on the emerging international system in 1949 ap-
peared perplexing since he felt America should deal with the Soviet Union with 
greater patience and temperance. 

Pakistan, becoming an independent country in a brutal partition of India, could not 
develop parity with other nations of Asia primarily because India closely identified 
with the Asian and African cause of colonial liberation. The U.S. looked upon Sino-
Soviet ties as the embodiment of colossal Communist monoliths determined to 
destabilize world politics. The Nehruvian vision of the future of Asia and of the 
world was antithetical to America’s perception. It wanted to undo the policy of non-
alignment through a series of counter alignments. After the Korean War, India and 
the U.S. pursued divergent global policies, guided by differing perceptions of China. 
India favored a post-world order based on security, while America stood for a 
favorable balance of power for itself and its allies. The U.S. opted for geopolitical 
realism while India insisted on normative geopolitical idealism.

The conflict between India and Pakistan on Kashmir became an excuse for Indo-US 
global confrontation for many decades, although over the years U.S. policy has 
shifted to become less one-sided and less pro-Pakistan. Kashmir is the collective 
symbol of Indian secular values, representing the microcosmic element of its 
macrocosmic plural society. For Pakistan, Kashmir is part of its existential reality. The 
U.S. supported Pakistan for preventing India from gaining a position of domination. 
Since then, Kashmir has remained as a contested global issue—not because of the 
Indo-Pak dispute but because of America’s desire to dominate the regional balance 
in the sub-continent. Fundamental differences in US and Indian perceptions on 
global issues forced Nehru to chart an independent path. He forged an alliance with 
African nations to develop into a major force in world politics. India remained non-
aligned as against alignment and security pacts under US leadership. America 
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violated what Kautilya observed in his seminal work Arthashastra, the canon of local 
(regional) appropriateness by arming Pakistan against India.

The policy of non-alignment during the Nehru era was one of dynamic participation 
in world affairs by judging every issue on its intrinsic merits. From a theoretical 
perspective, it implied participation in world affairs as a matter of judicious balance 
between involvement and detachment, engagement and disengagement. The basic 
principle of non-alignment was to eschew power politics in an age characterized by 
Cold War politics and ideological conflicts. In Nehru’s opinion, the East-West rift 
could pose a threat to international peace and security; non-alignment was a 
powerful, effective antidote in a world divided into military camps of opposing inter-
ests. His strategy called on India to reject a partisan attitude because that could 
polarize political forces in the world and simultaneously damage the fragile consen-
sus within India. 

He took into account the regional and international strategic environment 
involving perceptions of threats from an aggressive China and a hostile, US-
backed Pakistan, especially on the Kashmir issue. Nehru’s foreign policy strategy 
was meant to sub-serve internal and external objectives. “State’s fundamental 
strategy for accomplishing its domestic and external objectives…results from a 
sense of cumulative decisions made in an effort to adjust objectives, values and 
domestic and external environments.” He assumed that only in an atmosphere of 
peace was it possible to develop trade with other countries, meaningfully influ-
ence other states in world politics, and develop a sound military machine to 
protect the nation’s territorial integrity and sovereignty. In practical terms, Nehru 
reasoned that democratic institutions in India could be sustained only in an overall 
atmosphere of peace and stability. 

India’s policy of anti-colonialism and anti-racialism, strong support for total disarma-
ment, adherence to UN principles via Indian peacekeeping forces in trouble spots of 
the world, and Asianism cannot supersede the basic requirements of democracy and 
development. 

Thereafter, successive governments have adhered to the basic principles of India’s 
foreign policy, albeit with some changes for the national interest. On the American 
side, it aggressively adopted the policy of containment of Communism through 
military pacts with different nations. Pakistan took advantage of these U.S. concerns 
and received massive military assistance to destabilize South Asia rather than act as 
a bulwark against international communism. 
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Indo-US Relations, �99�-�00�, end of Cold War: a paradigm shift
The collapse of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s was a significant event, among 
the momentous social, political, and economic changes on the world scene. This 
event signaled the end of the Cold War with major consequences for the world, 
and more particularly for Indo-US relations. In the last 15 years, there has been a 
transformation in Indo-US relations. What were the forces and factors that shaped 
this transformation? Was it wise, visionary, and pragmatic leadership in both 
countries; or was it the result of systemic, national changes brought about by social, 
political and economic factors? 

Today, the United States is the only hyper-power of history remaining decisive 
about shaping planetary destiny. It can be a global hegemony, serving global interests. 
As a nation, it began as a great experiment in history with reverence for life and 
reverence for God, with the original American dream of ‘all men are created equal’ 
to be the ‘nation of God’, to be the archetypal ‘City upon the Hill’. This postulates 
the Pax Americana reflecting the collective consciousness of humanity for a 
peaceful, stable democratic world order. America has set a national agenda to 
spread democracy and freedom through a millennial global consensus. 

From the Indian perspective, America and India historically relate to each other 
in a positive manner. The influence of Emerson and Thoreau (who was Gandhi’s 
inspiration), and Roosevelt’s strong support for India’s freedom, laid the foundation 
for the Indo-American civilizational bridge. Nehru rightly observed: “The past becomes 
something that leads up to the present, the moment of action, the future something 
that flows from it; and all three are inextricably intertwined and interrelated.” 

Convergence:
• America and India share common values of freedom, liberal society, due 
process, and rule of law. The common commitment to democracy, pluralism, 
and prosperity bonds the two. India regards democracy as a theory of state, 
a form of government, a social system, and a way of life. Sovereignty is located 
in the people with equal rights for citizens, right to franchise, freedom of speech 
and expression, the right to form associations and unions and periodic elections. 
George Bush, in his inaugural address, asserted the primacy of freedom and liberty, 
and America’s determination to stand by all those who aspire for freedom. He 
stated that no one wanted to live in chains, in humiliation and servitude, or live 
under subjugation. There is no scope for permanent tyranny in the contemporary 
world society. Everybody desires freedom no matter which (who) one is, where one 
lives, whatever one’s race, whatever one’s status/position in life. 
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India does not believe that its objective is solely to make a living. Its leaders are keen 
on enabling the world to live more fully, with a greater spirit of hope and achieve-
ment in a democratic order. As a vibrant and functioning democracy, India seeks 
global partnership and greater global responsibilities for development, even as it 
demonstrates to the world its ability and capability to stand on its own feet and help 
others. Common belief in common values, acts as a potent factor of convergence.

• The usurpation of power by the king of Nepal, followed by a declaration of 
emergency, has been unequivocally condemned by America and India. India’s security 
has come under pressure due to the fragile, faltering democratic experiment in Nepal, 
where any Maoist triumph is unacceptable to India, which has open borders with that 
country. On the plus side, there has been unprecedented cooperation between the 
U.S. and India, which have calibrated their reactions on Nepal with a view to reestab-
lishing democratic institutions. This is a clear warning to the King and Maoists in Nepal 
and a signal to China that, when democratic values are at stake, America and India 
will act to protect and preserve their common values and interests.

• The United States and India are fully cooperating in strengthening democracy 
in Afghanistan. India has provided $400 million to Afghanistan for reconstruction 
and development, and pledged to help the reconstruction of civil society as an 
intrinsic part of a democratic Iraq. India has a big stake in the modernization and 
democratization of the Muslim nations of West Asia since it has its own large 
Muslim population. Therefore, it strongly supports America’s effort to bring about 
democracy in West Asia. 

• In the recent Asian tsunami, India was part of the international coalition along 
with Japan and Australia under U.S. leadership for relief and rehabilitation work in 
Sri Lanka, Maldives, and Indonesia. India sent its naval forces along with aircraft, 
medical teams, and supplies to these affected areas.

• The extant ‘cricket diplomacy’ between India and Pakistan has created a ‘basket 
of opportunities’ to develop confidence-building measures, cool atmospherics, and 
reduce the level of hatred and distrust. After ‘substantive discussions,’ new measures 
were announced to resolve outstanding problems between the two countries. Among 
others, these include: increased frequency of buses on the Srinagar–Muzzaffar route, 
a new bus route like Poonch–Rawalkot on the Line of Control, meeting points on the 
border for relatives of divided families, promotion of trade and culture links, an 
Amritsar–Lahore bus link and extension to religious places like Nankana Sahib, a rail 
link between Rajasthan and Sind, cooperative exploration of petroleum and gas 
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including an oil pipeline, and a ‘mutually accepted solution’ to disputes of Siachen 
and Sir Creek ‘through institutionalized mechanism.’ The joint statement has used 
such phrases as ‘durable peace’, ‘substantive talks, ‘both sides have assessed positively 
the progress made’, ‘peace process is irreversible,’ and ‘domestically there is a 
realization (in Pakistan) that military option is not an option any more’.

The media hype, and the consequent euphoric reaction by the public in India and 
Pakistan, is understandable. But pragmatism demands that the document be 
analyzed, discussed, and assessed objectively. A number of points emerge from such 
an exercise. The statement mentions that Jammu and Kashmir were discussed but 
no confidence-building measure is provided for people of Northern Areas (Gilgit and 
Baltistan). Possibilities of bus service between Kargil district and Skardu in the 
Northern Areas could have facilitated greater people-to-people contact in these 
remote areas. The Wagah and Husseiniwala borders could have been opened up for 
trade and rail to benefit both India and Pakistan. Interestingly, this would have also 
vindicated India’s advocacy of soft borders between the two countries. 

No reference is made to terrorism, except for reaffirming the commitments in the 
joint statement of January 6, 2004, that ‘Pakistan will not allow any territory under 
its control to be used to foment terrorism against India.’ The Indian side should have 
reiterated to Pakistan that terrorists of any type, cross border or otherwise, cannot 
be labeled as freedom fighters and used to indulge in overt and covert violence on 
an endemic scale in Kashmir or in any other part of India. According to press 
reports, Musharraf was of the opinion that ‘military option was not an option any 
more.’ India should have pressed Pakistan to include ‘no first use of nuclear 
weapons’ as part of the joint statement. To India this is an issue of fundamental 
importance, but this is not part of the agreement. 

Can Musharraf effectively translate Pakistan’s commitment into reality? Will he 
deliver? Kautilya in his Arthashastra observed that an official (leader) must be 
judged by his performance—so too a nation. Unfortunately, the answer in respect 
to Musharraf has to be in the negative. After the initial reaction, the Indian Prime 
Minister observed that ‘threat to peace process from extremist forces and terrorist 
organizations have not been eliminated and process of serious and sincere dialogue 
hinged on building of trust and confidence, free from violence and terror….Pakistan 
(must) ‘implement their assurances in letter and spirit.’ The domestic situation is very 
volatile in Pakistan, with the unrelenting influence of Islamic fundamentalism on the 
government and army. The joint statement on terrorism will remain only as inten-
tion with little chance of fulfillment on the part of Pakistan. In the light of these 
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realities, it would be difficult to agree with those who say the change in attitude 
between the two leaders was significant and could lead to an agreement on Kashmir. 
Time and circumstances are not favorable for comprehensive peace between India 
and Pakistan in the foreseeable future.
 
• India and America are cooperating with each other in the war on terrorism 
as both are victims of jihadi terrorism. The 9/11 attack in the US and cross border 
terrorism in Kashmir, Naxalite and Maoist terrorism in different parts of India are 
matters of concern to both the countries. Metropolitan centers like New Delhi, 
Mumbai, Bangalore, New York, and Washington could become prime targets. 
Under no circumstances should weapons of mass destruction become instruments 
of terrorism. India has also expressed its concern to America on the supply of F-16s 
to Pakistan which can lead to an arms race in the sub-continent. The U.S. problems 
with Iran and North Korea on nuclear weapons are primarily due to the irresponsible 
activities of the discredited Pakistan nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer Khan who 
clandestinely sold centrifuges and blueprints for manufacturing atom bombs. 
Pakistan has the important responsibility of providing information to America which 
is engaged in preventing nuclear proliferation and war against global terrorism. 
Simultaneously, India should be closely integrated into the evolving global non-
proliferation regime as a friendly nuclear power. 

• There has been a tendency in America to think of India and Pakistan in terms 
of the dual problems of Kashmir and nuclear confrontation. America has announced 
the resumption of sales of the sophisticated F-16 aircraft to Pakistan, which was 
delayed for 15 years because of strong objections by India and the American 
Congress. This change in official policy is a reflection of Pakistan’s assistance 
following the attacks of 9/11. The 9/11 Commission had suggested that America 
improve its relations with Pakistan by helping it prevent the occurrence of the same 
situation as in the ‘90s. But the fact is that America and India are unique, and 
Pakistan cannot be put on a same footing with them. The decision to also sell and 
co-produce F-16 and F-18 aircraft to India as a balancing act is not convincing, since 
India’s immediate security requirements (China as a neighbor) and larger concerns 
as a potential world power are qualitatively and quantitatively different from those 
of Pakistan.

Nevertheless, there is a shift in America’s perception and it recognizes India as a 
dominant regional power and a potential major player in world politics. America’s 
decision to supply India with multi-role combat aircraft (F-16 and F-18) with co-
production of defense equipment will eventually have its own impact. According to 
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press reports, America has “expressed keen interest to emerge as a reliable partner 
and source for India’s military hardware and technology” with the assurance that 
defense supplies will not be suddenly shut off to obviate any hardship to India. 
Discussions are occurring on the possibility of transfer of sophisticated space 
technology for long-term joint space exploration and cooperation in civilian peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy including supply of nuclear power plants. If these proposals 
are fruitful, India will be less dependent on the Persian Gulf (Iran) for its immediate 
and long-term energy needs. This represents a dramatic realignment in global arms 
trade capable of influencing the global power matrix. It is also an indication that 
America and India will broad-base their sustainable strategic partnership.

• America wants India to become a major world power by integrating it into the 
existing power structure. The opening up of various sectors of the Indian economy 
for foreign direct investments, the enormous potential of a vast market of a billion 
plus population, the Open Skies Agreement in civil aviation have set the stage for a 
quantum jump in the volume of trade between India and America. India is poised to 
become one of the three most diverse large economies of the world led by services, 
export oriented manufacture and parts of the agricultural sector. As a nation, it has 
demonstrated impressive capacity to absorb and manage change peacefully because 
of its unbelievable amount of social capital. This successful macro-economic manage-
ment has triggered sustained economic growth. All these developments will fuel 
multi-level, multi-area and multi-dimensional cooperation and broaden and deepen 
bilateral strategic partnership between the two countries.

Divergence: 
George Bush used the words ‘democracy’ and ‘liberty’ more than a dozen times 
in his recent inaugural address. But unfortunately, the U.S. tendency to support 
dictatorial/autocratic regimes undermines its stated purpose to spread democracy 
in the world. Its soft-pedaling on the issue of democracy in Pakistan is one such 
instance. Radical Islam in Pakistan is at war with all other religions and cultural 
groups. Militant Islamic anger is directed against Indians, Americans, Jews, Chris-
tians, Hindus, Buddhists, animists etc. As an Islamic Republic, Pakistan faces acute 
problems of religious fundamentalism, extremism, terrorism, sectarianism, the result 
of aiding and abetting cross border terrorism against India and deep involvement 
with reactionary forces of religious fundamentalism represented by Taliban in 
Afghanistan prior to America’s war on terrorism. The ‘Kalashnikov culture’ has 
become a large part of Pakistan’s Islamic society and the danger of collapse looms 
very large sooner or later. In such a scenario, Islamic terrorism may export nuclear 
weapons technology. Any attempt by Musharraf to move towards a policy of 
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‘moderation’ without genuine democracy can only be a façade, at best a vain 
attempt to come to grips with a never-ending, internally generated social crisis of 
enormous magnitude threatening Pakistan. The first step to overcoming such 
antipathy are free and democratic elections without any loss of time as part of full-
scale democratic reforms. Simultaneously, Musharraf should relinquish his position 
as army chief, as promised. The U.S. looked the other way. Therefore, India and 
America should have a confidential dialogue on the future of Pakistan within the 
strategic partnership framework as a matter of precaution and contingency 
planning. It would be appropriate for America to advise Pakistan to normalize its 
relations including trade relations with India, to enable it to participate as ‘a full 
stake holder in India’s economic destiny.’ 
 
• It would be appropriate to examine the landmark visit of Chinese Prime Minister 
Wen Jiabao to India and its impact on the emerging Indo-US strategic relationship. 
Wen said that China was ready to work with India and handle bilateral relations 
from a ‘strategic perspective’. Further, he added that China “favored the expansion 
and deepening of exchanges and cooperation in all areas and settle disputes left 
over by history”— “issues of common interest”. He also stated that China was keen 
to boost significantly trade with India, to take full advantage of latter’s experience in 
knowledge based industries. China could benefit from India’s impressive surge in 
soft-ware and IT-enabled services, while India could emulate Chinese success in 
manufacturing. There was ample scope for cooperation in energy as both are in 
need of oil and gas to sustain their booming economies. Agreement was also 
reached on solving the vexing border problem on the basis of eleven guiding 
principles through ‘mutual understanding and mutual accommodation through 
negotiations on an equal footing’. The Chinese finally officially recognized Sikkim as 
an integral part of India. 

The recent rapprochement is a welcome sign, but it is very interesting to know that the 
Chinese Prime Minister visited India as soon as America’s Secretary of State, Condeleezza 
Rice, completed her tour of India. Probably, the Chinese became alarmed with 
America announcing that it was very eager to establish a strategic partnership with 
India. The Chinese are suspicious of American influence in Asia and want to counter 
such influence with their own economic and military might. The sudden Chinese 
overture towards India by becoming more accommodating on Sino-Indian problems 
was meant to wean India away from strategic partnership with America. But the 
fact is, distrust of China is deeply embedded in the psyche of the Indian people. 
China’s argument that the ‘detritus of the colonial past’ must be given up for a new 
relationship is nothing less and nothing more than expecting India to abandon the 
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McMohan Line as the point of reference for the border between the two countries. 
This Line constituted an important part of Nehruvian foreign policy of dynamic non-
alignment and India’s national consensus. On the question of maps, China wants 
India not to loose track of the ‘larger picture’ and to concentrate on an agreement 
and maps could be determined later. Even on the Security Council permanent 
membership issue, China’s official position is that it should be determined by 
consensus, while privately Wen has given assurance that it would support India’s 
case for permanent membership. The trauma of the border war in 1962, China’s 
open and blatant support to Pakistan’s clandestine nuclear and missile technology, 
development of a deep water port at Gwadar in Baluchistan, covert support to 
Maoist insurgency in various parts of India, propping up Pakistan as a counter-
vailing force against India, development of a naval base and setting up a listening 
post in Coco Island in Myanmar just twenty miles away from the tip of Andaman 
and Nicobar Islands to monitor shipping traffic in the strategic Malacca Straits, 
attempts to undermine and supplant India’s influence in neighboring Sri Lanka, 
Myanmar, Bangla Desh, Nepal are of growing concern and a pointer to conflictual 
and critical challenges facing India in the future.
  
For these above reasons, India will have to deal carefully and cautiously with a 
resurgent China, capable of trampling on any agreement that does not suit its 
interests. There is always an uncertainty about China, just as Mandarin Chinese is 
difficult to understand. India’s China policy must be a judicious combination of 
pragmatism/hard headed realism and cautious idealism. Such a policy would 
prescribe peaceful ‘competitive partnership’ rather than ‘strategic partnership’. 
Strategic partnership between the Indian elephant and the Chinese dragon, one the 
most populous democracy and the other most populous one- party dictatorship of 
the Communist Party would be a contradiction in terms. Without common shared 
values of freedom, liberalism, rule of law, free press, etc., there can only be a 
peaceful competitive partnership and not strategic partnership. Therefore, India will 
have to opt for issue-based agreements/alignments with China as a matter of tactics 
in the short-run and peaceful and healthy competitive partnership in the long-run to 
preserve its vital national interests. China on its part will have to dispel doubts, 
enhance trust and avoid negative competition with India. In essence, India must 
intensify its engagement with China, while proceeding to strategic partnership with 
the U.S., which in the long run will be in India’s national interest serving the larger 
cause of democracy, freedom and a peaceful world order. 

The world expects America to raise issues of fundamental human rights, press 
freedom, political prisoners, permission of dissent etc more effectively with China. 
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Such a policy will provide greater confidence and strength to democracies in South 
and South East Asia. India hopes that America will persuade the European Union to 
desist from giving state-of-art weapons to China. If China acquires these arms it 
would undermine the balance of power in Asia and India’s security would come 
under tremendous pressure. It will also dramatically change the balance of relations 
between China and Taiwan while the world is assessing the implications of the anti-
cessation law adopted by China. Any European removal of arms embargo on China 
will affect America’s security interests in Asia and hinder the march of democracy 
and freedom in Asia. 

 • The U.S. is still non-committal about supporting India’s candidacy for a perma-
nent seat in an expanded Security Council on the grounds that discussions were 
underway over reforms in the world body. India, with a population of more than a 
billion, has championed the cause of decolonization, played a major role in ending 
apartheid, demonstrated great potential for humanitarian assistance in the Asian 
tsunami, and is a major contributor to U.N. peacekeeping forces. In brief, India’s 
U.N. record is impeccable and it has discharged its responsibilities and duties in the 
Bhagwad Gita tradition. 

Permanent membership of the Security Council should be ‘development driven’ and 
not ‘donor driven’. New permanent members should have the ‘veto power with 
appropriate guidelines’. Nor is it a matter of arithmetic, but is one of recognizing 
the shifting balance of forces and rendering justice where it is due. The U.K, France, 
Russia. and an overwhelming number of members of the international community 
accept the fact that India deserves a place in the Security Council. Strangely enough, 
while America expresses support to Japan, it is still not prepared to commit in favor 
of India. Such vacillation can jeopardize the “extraordinary relationship based on the 
shared value of freedom” between America and India. To avoid such a possibility, 
the U.S. should strongly support India’s case for permanent membership and 
simultaneously make it a part of the Group of 8 along with China. A strong 
democratic India will be a strong global partner with America in its mission to 
spread freedom and prosperity.

The conditions today are totally different from the world of 1945 and India is 
rightfully a strong candidate for a permanent seat on the world body. The sweeping 
economic reforms of the last 15 years, the product of deep reflection and self-
criticism, have determined India’s relations with Asian neighbors and major world 
powers, more particularly the U.S. They have immeasurably altered perceptions of 
other nations, both big and small, as to how they relate with India and the conse-
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quential impact. There is greater willingness and grudging recognition at the 
international level to work with India for mutual interdependence and mutual 
benefit and this is true of America with its deeper engagement with India. It is 
essentially shaped by a desire for business, economic opportunities and shared 
world view of a peaceful, democratic world order. 

• Unilateralism and boundless optimism make policy-makers in America believe 
that enormous military power, and economic and cultural strength enable it to 
prescribe the norms of world politics. Based on this notion, it seeks support and 
cooperation from like-minded nations to maintain world peace. However, the extant 
reality is that the U.S. economy is certainly very big, but it is losing its strength 
because of systemic developments. With the emergence of the European Union as a 
powerful economic and political bloc, the ‘leadership role’ is transformed into a role 
of ‘equal partnership’ in Europe. The rise of China as an alternative focus of power 
in Asia and the world has forced the U.S. to opt for a policy of ‘competitive 
partnership’ rather than ‘strategic partnership’ with China. Every nation is subject to 
the law of unforeseen consequences, and visionary leaders transcend the calculus of 
narrow self-interest by thinking outside the box. Hence, in such a scenario, the U.S. 
will have to work out a strategic partnership based on planning with democratic 
India and Japan as countervailing forces to contain China (a one party dictatorship). 
This stands to reason, because it is the only way to protect the common interests of 
America, India and Japan. 

Such a long-term perspective has now emerged among policymakers in America, 
India and Japan. Recently, India and Japan entered into a landmark agreement 
entitled “India – Japan Partnership in the New Asian Era: Strategic Orientation of 
India—Japan Global Partnership.” The leaders of both countries have talked of “the 
convergence of strategic interests,” “new strategic orientation in a new Asian era,” 
“arc of advantage and prosperity,” “new dynamism is emerging” for cooperation 
as “global partners.” The path-breaking agreement envisages enhanced bilateral 
trade, ‘global security dialogue,’ promotion of science and technology and clean 
energy, people-to-people contact, cooperation in UN and other international 
agencies, and working together for nuclear non—proliferation. Clearly, Japan now 
sees India as the only partner that can counter-balance China. Obviously, Japan as a 
close ally of the U.S. is developing closer bonds with India in response to China’s 
growing influence. India and Japan will enter into a long-term strategic partnership 
to protect their vital national interests. In this context, the congruent and collective 
interests of America, India, and Japan will also be served by allowing India to 
develop its missile capability in ways that will not allow China permanent nuclear 
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dominance over democratic India and Japan. But sooner or later such a major policy 
shift may have to be given serious consideration arising out of contingent circum-
stances. All this requires innovation, imagination and bold new initiatives. 

Conclusion:
The Third Millennium is one of tremendous challenges and enormous opportunities. 
The century calls for reiteration of human values that form the core of Western and 
Eastern civilizations. India and the U.S., the two major democracies of the world, 
must give greater strength, substance, and thrust to their strategic partnership. India 
will emerge as a major economic entity in the next decade with a very large military 
including naval and nuclear capabilities. Today, it is one of the fastest growing 
economies of the world. It has the largest English-speaking population in the 
developing world and an educational system producing the largest scientific 
manpower in the Third World. 

Steps have been initiated for massive investment in infrastructure, huge export of 
manufacturing goods and services, an energized bureaucracy, and a transparent 
polity. The surging influence of a sizeable and well-educated middle class, soft 
infrastructure of laws and financial markets, improvement in business climate and 
rural reforms constitute other elements of strength of a dynamic economy. India is a 
major player in the IT revolution and a destination for outsourcing and new wave 
technologies. India, a creator of the past, can also be creator of the future with its 
core competence and strategic will in an age characterized by systemic changes. 

America can draw upon this vast reservoir of Indian assets even while sharing its 
expertise in science and technology. Indian’s ‘argumentative tradition,’ or what is 
popularly called as dialogue/discussion in the West, has given relevance and 
meaning to secularism and heterogeneous, multi-lingual Indian democracy. Like 
America, Indians believe that democracy involves a shared search for solutions, and 
dynamic change is the fruit of economic stability and progress.

We have discussed the historic engagement between the two vibrant democracies 
from the perspectives of participation, rule of law/due process, freedom/liberty, 
equality, and responsiveness, vertical and horizontal accountability. The three 
hypotheses posited by me with reference to the role and emergence of India (also 
China) and a historic strategic partnership with the U.S. are more or less confirmed 
by the analytical discussion. America’s focus has shifted to Asia. The 21st century 
will be Asia-driven as opposed to the 20th century where Europe was the center of 
world politics. Globalization has produced asymmetric growth, where a part of the 
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world is in endemic conflict or mired in poverty, while millions have been displaced 
from their homelands. In the context of these extraordinary changes, India seeks a 
larger space for itself—in partnership with America—as a major economic power 
and a more powerful nation in all respects. America and India, deeply committed to 
the values of democracy, freedom, and prosperity, must engage in a strategic 
dialogue seeking stable and peaceful civilizational transformation. The cooperation 
between the two countries must be multi-lateral and multi-dimensional and indeed 
in all areas of human concern for mutual benefit built upon the shared heritage of 
human values. This strategic partnership will eventually blossom into a special 
relationship—based on fundamental changes in policy—in the next 10 to 15 years 
with profound impact on the world. Pax Americana of Hope in league with Pax 
Indica of Hope will prevail for a better future and for a better world order.
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