Center for Preventive Action

Discussion Paper Series on Managing Global Disorder No. 6
October 2021

Council on Foreign Relations
cfr.org

Major Power
Rivalry in South Asia

58 East 68th Street
New York, NY 10065
tel 212.434.9400

Tanvi Madan

Cover photo: A panoramic view of south central Mumbai, India,
shows a vast contrast in living conditions between lower-middleclass dwellings and towers for the elite.
(iStockphoto/Getty Images)

1777 F Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
tel 202.509.8400

Center for Preventive Action

Discussion Paper Series on Managing Global Disorder No. 6
October 2021

Major Power
Rivalry in
South Asia
Tanvi Madan

The Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) is an independent, nonpartisan membership organization,
think tank, and publisher dedicated to being a resource for its members, government officials, business executives, journalists, educators and students, civic and religious leaders, and other interested
citizens in order to help them better understand the world and the foreign policy choices facing the
United States and other countries. Founded in 1921, CFR carries out its mission by maintaining a
diverse membership, including special programs to promote interest and develop expertise in the next
generation of foreign policy leaders; convening meetings at its headquarters in New York and in Washington, DC, and other cities where senior government officials, members of Congress, global leaders,
and prominent thinkers come together with CFR members to discuss and debate major international
issues; supporting a Studies Program that fosters independent research, enabling CFR scholars to
produce articles, reports, and books and hold roundtables that analyze foreign policy issues and make
concrete policy recommendations; publishing Foreign Affairs, the preeminent journal of international
affairs and U.S. foreign policy; sponsoring Independent Task Forces that produce reports with both
findings and policy prescriptions on the most important foreign policy topics; and providing up-todate information and analysis about world events and American foreign policy on its website, CFR.org.
The Council on Foreign Relations takes no institutional positions on policy issues and has
no affiliation with the U.S. government. All views expressed in its publications and on its
website are the sole responsibility of the author or authors.
For further information about CFR or this paper, please write to the Council on Foreign Relations,
58 East 68th Street, New York, NY 10065, or call Communications at 212.434.9888. Visit CFR’s
website, CFR.org.
Copyright © 2021 by the Council on Foreign Relations®, Inc. All rights reserved.
This paper may not be reproduced in whole or in part, in any form beyond the reproduction permitted by Sections 107 and 108 of the U.S. Copyright Law Act (17 U.S.C. Sections 107 and 108) and
excerpts by reviewers for the public press, without express written permission from the Council on
Foreign Relations.
This Discussion Paper was made possible by a grant from the Carnegie Corporation of New York. The statements made and views expressed are solely the responsibility of the author.

CONTENTS
1
3
9
13
18
21
26
33

Introduction
China-India Rivalry
U.S.-China Rivalry
The Role of Other Major Powers
Potential Areas of Conflict
Potential Areas of Cooperation
Recommendations
Conclusion

34 Endnotes
44 About the Author

Contents

iii

INTRODUCTION
During the Cold War, South Asia was largely considered a peripheral
theater. U.S.-Soviet competition affected the countries in the region
and shaped their choices, but the subcontinent itself was not generally
the primary, or even secondary, arena in the superpower rivalry. It was
only with the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan that the region came
into the Cold War spotlight for any length of time.1
The landscape today is different. The region is already involved in
and affected by competition between the major powers—a dynamic
that is only likely to intensify in the future. Significantly, the region is
the primary site of one major power competition—that between China
and India. Moreover, the crucial global competition expected to define
the coming era—U.S.-China rivalry—involves a country abutting
South Asia. And Beijing has been increasing its presence and influence
in almost every South Asian country and in the Indian Ocean region.
These China-India and U.S.-China rivalries are likely to have the
biggest effect on the region, both in terms of risks and opportunities.
Other major powers, which have existing strategic or economic equities in the region or, in some cases, their own concerns about China’s
rising influence and behavior, will also play a role. These include Japan,
Russia, and the European Union (as well as particular European countries, such as France and the United Kingdom).
Unlike in the Cold War, South Asia and the Indian Ocean region will
be a significant arena of major power competition, even as East Asia
and the western Pacific remain the primary area of U.S.-China competition. The larger powers will seek to protect their interests while managing their rivalries. Smaller states in the region will hope to exercise
agency and take advantage of major power rivalries while insulating
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themselves from any fallout. Together, these two dynamics will shape
the geopolitical landscape of the region.
What happens in the region, in turn, could have implications for how
major power competition plays out globally, and thus for the international
order. The fate of the China-India rivalry will help determine the balance
of power in the region. But it could also influence the extent to which
those countries choose to cooperate or compete with each other—and
whether they collaborate with other major powers—regionally and globally, including in international institutions or interest-based coalitions.
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Major Power Rivalry in South Asia

CHINA-INDIA RIVALRY
South Asia is the primary site of one major power competition: that
between China and India. This rivalry has shaped Chinese involvement
in other South Asian countries, particularly driving the close ChinaPakistan partnership. It has also been a crucial motivator for India to
cooperate with the United States and a number of U.S. allies and partners. These two dynamics—China’s partnerships in South Asia and
India’s growing alignment with other major powers—have further
fueled China-India competition. And this will have broader implications for the region and the global order.
There are multiple sources and dimensions of the China-India
rivalry. It is playing out at the bilateral, regional, and global levels, as
well as across multiple domains (geopolitical, economic, technological,
ideological, and soft power).2
Many of the bilateral differences are long-standing. Most significant is the boundary dispute. The two nuclear powers have the longest
non-demarcated border in the world and competing territorial claims,
including Indian claims in the western sector of their boundary (to
Aksai Chin, which China possesses) and Chinese claims in the eastern
sector (to the Indian state Arunachal Pradesh). Their boundary dispute
led to the 1962 war between the two countries that resulted in Indian
defeat and historical baggage that the relationship has yet to overcome.
It also led to a number of subsequent skirmishes.
This boundary dispute remains one of the most likely sources of
military confrontation. After a relative lull of about three decades,
it has repeatedly flared up since 2013. There have been at least four
major military standoffs, including in 2017 at the Bhutan-China-India
trijunction and in 2020‒21 at multiple points, primarily in Ladakh.3
Each of these has taken place since Chinese President Xi Jinping came
China-India Rivalry
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to power and in the context of upgraded border infrastructure on both
sides that makes the disputed areas more accessible.
The ongoing boundary crisis, which became evident in May 2020 and
turned fatal in June 2020, is the most serious China-India confrontation
in decades. Delhi sees the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) attempt to
change the status quo at multiple points at the boundary—whether by
establishing a permanent presence or hindering Indian patrols in areas
that both countries claim—as the cause of the crisis. Beijing has contended that infrastructure-building on the Indian side of the Line of
Actual Control (LAC), which separates the two militaries, changed the
status quo.4 This crisis has lasted longer than other Xi-era incidents and
involved more locations, greater aggressiveness, larger deployments, and
the first fatalities in hostilities at the boundary in forty-five years. Subsequent incidents of firing in fall 2020 (in the course of India’s attempt
to offset Chinese gains and the PLA’s response) also involved the first
known shots fired at this boundary in decades.5
In part because the countries have crossed these thresholds, the
current crisis is a watershed moment in the relationship.6 In addition,
it suggests that the set of boundary agreements, norms, and protocols
that Beijing and Delhi had put in place to manage the dispute and avoid
escalation are insufficient, ineffective, or defunct.7 Moreover, the crisis
has highlighted a potentially destabilizing gap between Chinese and
Indian understandings of which parts of the boundary are settled and
which are up for grabs.8 Finally, there is likely to be a lower level of trust
in Delhi that Beijing will follow the bilateral agreements in the future,
with particular concerns about further territorial salami-slicing (i.e.,
China opportunistically and incrementally taking control of disputed
areas and presenting India with a fait accompli). These concerns could
result in the LAC resembling the Line of Control between India and
Pakistan, with a greater number of forward-deployed armed troops and
a more militarized and tense boundary.
Another source of strain between China and India is the issue of
Tibet. Beijing has long held suspicions of India’s attitude toward Tibet,
which intensified after the escape of the Dalai Lama and a number of
Tibetans to India in 1959. These doubts, including about U.S.-India
collusion, shaped China’s calculations in the lead-up to the 1962 war.9
Beijing continues to look askance at the Tibetan presence in India and
the activities of the Dalai Lama and the Central Tibetan Administration, based in Dharamshala, India—though Delhi, which recognizes
Tibet as a part of China, places restrictions on the activities the Tibetan
leadership can undertake from India. China was likely displeased
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with publicity in India during the current crisis about the deployment
at the boundary of the Special Frontier Force, consisting of Tibetan
soldiers and formed with U.S. assistance after the 1962 war.10 China
also disapproves of official U.S. interaction with Tibetan leaders in
India—meetings that usually take place with the acquiescence of the
Indian government.11 The Tibet divergence between China and India
could become more acute as the question of the successor to the fourteenth Dalai Lama, who turned eighty-six this year, looms. Delhi does
not support the contention that the Dalai Lama’s reincarnation would
require Chinese concurrence or Beijing’s assertion that no other country should play a role.12
India, in turn, has objected to China’s reluctance to recognize the
former state of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K), now the union territories
of Ladakh and J&K, as part of India. In 2009, for example, instead of
stamping visas for Indian passport-holders from J&K and Arunachal
Pradesh, Beijing issued them on separate, stapled pages.13 Seemingly
in response, India has not publicly reaffirmed its commitment to a
One China policy since 2010, even though it continues not to recognize Taiwan as a country. (Delhi has, however, deepened diplomatic,
security, and economic ties with Taipei, and Indian public awareness
of Taiwan has increased in part because of Taipei’s pandemic response
and diplomacy, much to China’s chagrin.)14
Another point of strain involves the Brahmaputra River, which
flows from China to India and Bangladesh. India’s concerns include
Chinese dam construction, potential river diversion, and the erosion
of its usage rights. Moreover, Beijing’s suspension of hydrological
data-sharing during the Doklam crisis was not reassuring, suggesting
that China could be willing to use its upriver position to try to influence Indian behavior in the future.15 Some believe this could turn into
a more serious dispute and even spark a conflict, particularly if there
is any river diversion; however, others are skeptical on geopolitical and
scientific grounds.16
Bilateral friction has also grown as China-India economic ties have
increased. Indian concerns include the trade deficit (between one-third
and a half of its total trade deficit is with China), lack of reciprocity (especially in terms of market access), intellectual property theft, the collection and use of Indians’ data, Beijing’s influence over Chinese companies
operating in India, supply-chain vulnerabilities, and the potential use of
economic coercion for strategic and political ends.17 The imbalance in
trade relations with China was a significant reason why India declined to
join the Beijing-backed Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership
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in 2019.18 Beijing, for its part, has complained about restricted market
access for its companies in certain sectors and regions.
China and India’s bilateral differences are the most likely to lead them
to military confrontation, but their regional differences have spoiled
the atmosphere as well. India particularly looks askance at China’s
long-standing strategic relationship with Pakistan, which has deepened
and broadened in recent years, partly because of the China-Pakistan
Economic Corridor (CPEC).19 Delhi perceives Beijing as enhancing
Islamabad’s conventional military, missile, and nuclear capabilities and
providing it cover or support in such international institutions as the UN
Security Council and the Financial Action Task Force (FATF).20
Beyond Pakistan, India has warily watched China’s increased diplomatic, political, economic, and defense ties with its other neighbors
(Bangladesh, the Maldives, Myanmar, Nepal, and Sri Lanka). These
ties have deepened in part because of China’s Belt and Road Initiative
(BRI). As scholar Constantino Xavier has noted, today India has to deal
with a more competitive space after having been singularly dominant
in its neighborhood.21 The sense among many policymakers is that
China’s influence in India’s territorial and maritime neighborhood is
jeopardizing Indian interests—that Beijing has not respected Delhi’s
sensitivities in the region and is not just creating the space for India’s
neighbors to do the same but actively encouraging them to do so.
These concerns—and the fact that some CPEC projects are in territory that India claims—have led to Indian opposition to BRI.22 Delhi
rejected an invitation to the 2017 Belt and Road Forum, stressing that
connectivity projects should be based on “respect for sovereignty and
territorial integrity, consultation, good governance, transparency, viability and sustainability” and should not exacerbate debt burdens or strategic competition—suggesting that BRI did not meet these standards.23
China’s forays into the Indian Ocean have added to India’s anxieties. Delhi worries that Beijing’s unilateral attempts to change the
status quo elsewhere—such as the South and East China Seas and its
borders with Bhutan, India, and Nepal—suggest it will not be a rule
follower in this maritime region, either.24 And Indian policymakers
are concerned about the reliability of any Chinese assurances about its
activities, pointing, for example, to Chinese overseas bases and troop
deployments contra previous declarations.25 This has fueled India’s
willingness to work alone and with like-minded partners—including
the United States, Australia, France, and Japan—to, as the Indian chief
of naval staff put it, ensure “safe, secure seas,” “freedom of navigation,”
and a “rules-based order” in the Indian Ocean region.26
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Beijing, for its part, has seen Delhi’s deepening ties with these likeminded partners as a challenge. It has been particularly vocal in its
opposition to the U.S.-Australia-India-Japan quadrilateral grouping
(the Quad) and those countries’ Indo-Pacific concepts. After dismissing these initiatives in 2018, more recently Chinese Foreign Minister
Wang Yi asserted that they represented “huge underlying security
risk[s],” portended a “new [North Atlantic Treaty Organization],” and
would “stir up confrontation among different groups and blocs and …
stoke geopolitical competition.”27
Underlying this tension are the different visions that China and
India have for the region. Analyst Yun Sun has noted that “Beijing’s
vision for Asia is strictly hierarchical—with China at the top—and [it]
does not consider India an equal.”28 India’s Minister of External Affairs
S. Jaishankar, however, made clear that “a multipolar world must have a
multipolar Asia as its basis.”29 Delhi also sees a role for non-Asian countries such as the United States in the region, while Beijing has expressed
an Asia-for-Asians preference.30
China’s and India’s different perceptions and approaches are also
evident on the global stage, where in the past they found common cause.
Delhi sees Beijing’s resistance to Indian membership in the UN Security
Council and the Nuclear Suppliers Group as reflective of its desire to
limit India’s space and to prevent its rise. Beijing has most likely noticed
how Delhi, in turn, has been cooperating with like-minded partners to
blunt Chinese influence in international organizations.31
One other area could cause friction: Indians seeing and highlighting the ideological contrast with China, a sensitive subject for Beijing.
Some of India’s China hands are increasingly perceiving China’s political system as part of the problem because of Beijing’s initial lack of
transparency about COVID-19, its subsequent contrasting of its own
success with certain democracies’ deficiencies in tackling the pandemic, and its greater willingness to propound its system (and tools)
as a model. India, in turn, has an interest in benefiting strategically and
economically from portraying its democratic system as more transparent and reliable than that of China—an approach that annoys Beijing.32
Since the outbreak of COVID-19, China has actively sought to blunt
the idea of democracies in general, and India in particular, as effective
alternatives or providers. Rather than serve as an opportunity for cooperation, this global health crisis has reinforced rivalry between China
and India, with response and recovery efforts being seen through a
competitive prism. Most recently, as India experienced a deadly second
COVID-19 wave, China did offer help, just as India had assisted China
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at the beginning of the pandemic. However, this seemingly cooperative
step got mired in concerns about China suspending cargo flights and
passing commercial supplies off as assistance, Chinese suppliers raising prices of essential supplies, Chinese state-owned media outlets and
social media highlighting India’s shortcomings, and questions about
whether India would accept help from China.33
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U.S.-CHINA RIVALRY
Although China-India competition will be the major power rivalry with
the biggest effect in and on South Asia, U.S.-China competition will
also have an effect. As their rivalry has intensified, Washington and Beijing have seen South Asia through a more competitive prism. And with
a few exceptions, they see the other’s role as unhelpful, if not harmful.
On the one hand, the United States sees China’s rivalry with India as
destabilizing, but, on the other hand, it has opened the door for a closer
U.S.-India partnership. This has been useful in the context of U.S. competition with China, in which officials and analysts have envisioned India
as a geopolitical counterbalance, economic alternative, or democratic
contrast to China. This view has contributed to the last few U.S. administrations seeing India’s rise to be in U.S. interests and worth supporting.
India, for its part, has also seen the United States as crucial to its
strategy of managing China. Its China approach has included cooperation, internal balancing, and external balancing. Each of these elements has involved a role for the United States. India has found that
its ties with the United States have at times given China an incentive to
interact with India—and that China, because of its concern about the
United States’ convening a countervailing coalition, takes India more
seriously in part because the United States does. The United States has
also directly and indirectly helped enhance India’s military, economic,
and technological capabilities. And the United States is a crucial part
of India’s network of partnerships that can help maintain a favorable
balance of power in the region.
Thus, U.S.-China competition and China-India competition have
paved the way for deeper U.S.-India ties, driven by their shared concerns about a rising China’s behavior. This has particularly been the
case in the defense and security space over the past decade and a half,
U.S.-China Rivalry
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and recently was evident in Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin’s visit to
India in March 2021 and the Indian external affairs minister’s visit to
Washington, DC, in May 2021. A set of agreements, regular dialogues
and military exercises, and the Indian acquisition of U.S. military
equipment have facilitated habits of cooperation, military interoperability, and intelligence-sharing, among other things. The two countries
are also cooperating in third countries, with other partners (for example, via the U.S.-India-Japan trilateral, the Quad, and one-offs such as a
U.S.-India-Japan-Philippines group sail through the South China Sea),
and in regional and international institutions.34
The United States has also worked with India—and sometimes with
countries such as France and the United Kingdom—to overcome Chinese resistance in international institutions. This has benefited Delhi
through a Nuclear Suppliers Group waiver that opened the door for
India to import certain technologies and equipment; the greylisting of
Pakistan at FATF, which requires it to take action against money laundering and terrorism financing; the United Nations’ 1267 Committee
designation of Pakistan-based terrorists that had targeted India; and
the blocking of China-Pakistan efforts to raise the Kashmir issue in the
UN Security Council.35
The United States has had a mixed view of China’s partnership with
Pakistan. By giving Pakistan a non-U.S. option, China has reduced U.S.
leverage with Pakistan and made the Pakistani leadership less willing to
take action the United States desires, especially on counterterrorism.
For example, China has been willing to use its leverage with Pakistan
to curb the activities of the East Turkestan Islamic Movement but not
of the Haqqani network or Lashkar-e-Taiba.36 At times, though, Washington has found that Beijing’s influence with Islamabad can be useful
if it coincides with U.S. interests—for example, on Afghanistan or in
India-Pakistan crisis management.
However, intensifying U.S.-China competition can change views in
Washington. For example, initially the United States took a more sanguine view of CPEC, hoping it could contribute to Pakistani economic
development, reduce Islamabad’s demands of Washington, and incentivize China to seek stability and security in Pakistan. In recent years,
though, U.S. officials have spoken out against CPEC, questioning its
costs, effect on Pakistan’s debt burden, lack of transparency, and effect
on employment.37
The U.S. view of the smaller South Asian states (SSAs) has also
changed as a result of U.S.-China competition.38 For one, this rivalry
has put South Asia and the Indian Ocean region under a bigger spotlight
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because this is seen as an important arena in which China is increasing
its activities, presence, and influence. Indeed, the Chinese port project
at Hambantota in Sri Lanka contributed to Washington’s seeing BRI
from a more competitive prism.39
The greater U.S. concern about China in South Asia, and especially the Indian Ocean region, has led to increased attention to the
SSAs. In a five-month period during 2018–19, then Secretary of State
Mike Pompeo hosted the foreign ministers of Bangladesh, the Maldives, Nepal, and Sri Lanka and then discussed COVID-19 with them
in 2020.40 Also in 2020, the United States signed a defense agreement
with the Maldives, and then Secretary of Defense Mark Esper spoke
with Bangladeshi Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina.41 Pompeo visited Sri
Lanka and the Maldives (announcing plans for a new embassy in the
latter), while then Deputy Secretary of State Stephen Biegun traveled
to Bangladesh. His successor, Wendy Sherman, recently held a consultation with the SSAs on the sidelines of the UN General Assembly
meeting. With this attention has come some increased security assistance, help in dealing with COVID-19, and development assistance.42
For these countries, U.S.-China competition—and China-India
competition—has thus brought with it some benefits and an ability to
play one benefactor against the other to maximize gains and their strategic space. An additional benefit from some SSA governments’ perspectives (for example, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka): major power rivalry
has reduced the extent to which U.S. concerns about their internal political developments have impeded U.S. interaction with their countries.
U.S. concerns about Chinese activities—concerns that converge
with many of India’s—have also opened the door to a greater degree of
U.S.-India consultation, coordination, and cooperation in the region.
Delhi has historically not liked to see extra-regional countries be active
in what it considers its backyard. But, just as in the 1950s and 1960s,
as China has become more active in the region, India has become
more accepting, if not welcoming, of more U.S. and Japanese involvement in the region if it brings additional resources and offers alternatives to China’s initiatives. This was evident in India’s response to the
U.S.-Maldives defense agreement and the Japan-Maldives coast guard
agreement. This attitude has also opened the door to potential U.S.India cooperation (as they did in Nepal in the 1950s) or coordination
(for example, on COVID-19 response) in the region.43
While the primary area of U.S.-China competition will remain in
East Asia and the western Pacific, Beijing largely sees Washington—and
particularly its ties with Delhi—as part of its challenge in South Asia. It
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sees most U.S. actions there, alone and in conjunction with other major
and middle powers, as complicating the landscape and Chinese interests. Some analysts have argued that Beijing, in response, should take a
more moderate approach to Delhi lest China-India tensions push India
toward the United States even further. Others, however, have asserted
that Delhi is already allied and colluding with Washington, and that
should not prevent a tougher approach to India—and indeed should
serve as an argument for it.44
Publicly, Chinese analysts have often highlighted the U.S. presence
in the region as a net negative. They have even suggested to Indian counterparts that the United States is a source or instigator of China-India
problems.45 There have been some exceptions to the Chinese view of
the United States as a problem in the region, and the two countries
have even cooperated or consulted in response to crises. However, their
intensifying rivalry could change that dynamic, too.
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THE ROLE OF OTHER
MAJOR POWERS
Although the China-India and U.S.-China rivalries will have the
most influence on South Asia, other major powers are not missing in
action. They have independent interests in the region, but their relationships with the United States, China, and India also affect the role
they are playing.
RUSSIA
Several factors shape Russian involvement in the region: its concern
about developments in Afghanistan, its partnership with India, its
alignment with China, and its rivalry with the United States.
The India-Russia partnership has roots in the countries’ Cold War‒
era rivalries with China. Delhi and Moscow’s concerns about Beijing
led them to sign a treaty in 1971. That fueled a significant defense relationship that has continued even after the Cold War ended and their
relationships with China changed.
Today, India continues to perceive a role for Russia as it tackles its
China problem. Moscow remains a major supplier of military equipment, spare parts, and certain technologies that other countries are
unwilling or unable to supply to Delhi. For its own reasons, Russia also
provides military equipment to other Indian partners in the region,
such as Indonesia and Vietnam, that have security concerns about
China. And it provides an alternative in sectors in which China is also
bidding for projects—for example, setting up a nuclear power plant in
Bangladesh.46 More broadly, Delhi envisions Moscow as part of its balancing strategy vis-à-vis Beijing, given Russia’s previous rivalry with,
and ongoing concerns about, China.47

The Role of Other Major Powers

13

However, in recent years, Russia has deepened its partnership
with China, and the two countries have cooperated in the bilateral,
regional, plurilateral, and multilateral arenas. This growing ChinaRussia alignment has complicated India’s landscape. Historically, close
Beijing-Moscow ties were generally to Delhi’s detriment. During the
1962 war, for example, the Soviet Union chose ally China over friend
India, declining to help India diplomatically or rhetorically, holding up
the supply of fighter aircraft to curry China’s favor, and providing intelligence on India to China.48 Thus, India looks askance at closer ChinaRussia ties, especially in the defense, security, and technology arenas.
Today, Russia is helping strengthen the Chinese military, one that is
involved in a standoff with India—Vladimir Putin publicly highlighted
Russian assistance in enhancing PLA capabilities even as that force
continued to face off against the Indian military. He also extolled the
many virtues of the China-Russia relationship and their deep level of
trust, and stated that an alliance could not be ruled out.49 This could just
have been signaling to Delhi and Washington, but Delhi nonetheless
will worry about what Beijing-Moscow ties could mean for Russia’s
willingness to supply India in its crises with China.
The ongoing China-India boundary crisis will only bring IndiaRussia contradictions on China to the fore. Beyond their bilateral
defense ties, Beijing and Moscow also appear to be cooperating in
the region and on the global stage in ways that are not beneficial to
India—or at least impinge on its interests. For example, there have been
questions about whether Russia continues to support India at the UN
Security Council or whether it directly or indirectly sides with China
(and, by extension, Pakistan).50 Despite Indian overtures, Russian officials have also publicly rejected the Indo-Pacific concept on grounds
similar to China’s.51 This disconnect was evident during Russian
Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov’s visit to Delhi in April 2021, during
which he also noted that Sino-Russian ties had “reached the best level
ever.”52 Furthermore, Russia and China have brought their joint maritime exercises closer to India, undertaking them with South Africa
off Cape Town in November 2019 and with Iran in the Indian Ocean
in December 2020.53 There were some indications that Iran had also
invited Pakistan to the latter—a development that would have caused
even greater concern in India.54
India has closely watched Russia’s increasing interactions with Pakistan in recent years, including via an annual military exercise since 2016,
through China-Pakistan-Russia discussions on Afghanistan that have
at times separately involved the United States and Iran, and diplomatic
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activities such as Lavrov’s visit to Pakistan following his India trip.55
Moscow’s relationship with Beijing also indirectly helps Islamabad—
for example, the PLA’s deployment of the Russian S-400 system during
its military exercise with the Pakistani military would give the latter
familiarity with a platform that India will also be inducting.56
India sees the U.S.-Russia rivalry as a—if not the—major driver
of Russia’s deepening ties with China. It has encouraged Washington
to recognize that its major challenge is Beijing and that consequently
it should seek an accommodation with Moscow.57 Some U.S. policymakers have favored a wedge strategy to divide Russia and China and
weaken their partnership. However, Russian actions in Crimea, the
United Kingdom, and the U.S. elections have kept any U.S.-Russia
rapprochement at bay.58 Some U.S. and Russian analysts argue a wedge
strategy would be ineffective—and China-Russia relations will continue to deepen regardless of developments with the West.59
The ongoing U.S.-Russia rivalry also causes some friction in the
U.S.-India relationship. India’s acquisition of major defense platforms
from Russia, particularly the S-400 missile defense system, has been
a crucial subject of concern in the United States. It leaves open the
possibility of sanctions against India under the Countering America’s
Adversaries Through Sanctions Act and could preclude the United
States from selling or supplying certain advanced military technology
to India.60 A waiver provision could prevent the former, and India is
convinced that it can find a way to work with the United States despite
the latter. But, for now, Russia remains a point of contention in the
U.S.-India relationship.
DELHI AND WASHINGTON’S LIKE-MINDED PARTNERS
India’s uncertainty about the United States and Russia has reinforced
its preference to maintain a diversified portfolio of partners to tackle its
China challenge. This has opened the door to a greater degree of cooperation in the region with other powers, including Australia, Japan, and
the European Union (EU), particularly some of its individual member
states, such as France and Germany, and former members, such as the
United Kingdom. These partners can help build India’s capabilities,
provide non-China alternatives to South Asian countries, ensure a
favorable balance of power in the region, and maintain a rules-based
order—one not dominated by an assertive China.
Australia, France, Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom, as
well as the European Union, have their own motivations for wanting
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to increase their involvement in the region. Many of them have existing equities in South Asia and the Indian Ocean region. France and
the United Kingdom, for example, have territorial possessions and
historic ties deriving from their imperial histories. Japan and the EU
have provided development assistance. Australia, for its part, shares the
extended neighborhood.
Moreover, these countries’ increasing concerns about Beijing’s
behavior have enhanced their interest in developments in the broader
Indo-Pacific. These worries include unilateral attempts to change the
status quo, the consequences of BRI, technological inroads, unequal
economic ties, economic coercion, political interference, disinformation, arbitrary detentions, and lack of transparency, reciprocity, and
respect for agreements, international law, and norms (including freedom of navigation).61
Although each of these powers has close ties with China, especially
economically, they also want to ensure that a rules-based order prevails
globally and in the region. This greater interest has come with increased
attention and resources and adjusted approaches to the region. Japan
originated the Free and Open Indo-Pacific concept and has poured billions of dollars into the region through its Quality Infrastructure Initiative.62 France and Germany have released Indo-Pacific policy guidelines
or principles.63 The United Kingdom has undertaken a strategic review
and promises greater involvement in the region. The EU, which has
called China a “systemic rival,” has issued an Asia connectivity strategy
and an Indo-Pacific strategy.64
These major and middle powers are increasing cooperation with
each other bilaterally and plurilaterally. Japan, for example, has deepened ties with Australia and India, supported the EU’s Asia connectivity strategy, and advised the United States on development finance.65
India and Japan are consulting on infrastructure projects in Sri Lanka,
and the United States and India are collaborating in Nepal.66 Australia and India have trilateral dialogues with Japan (with whom they are
discussing a supply-chain resilience initiative), Indonesia, and France.67
The United States and Japan have trilateral dialogues with India and
Australia (the latter is undertaking joint infrastructure projects).68 The
United States, Australia, India, and Japan have formed the Quad, which
has a wide-ranging agenda.69 Washington is more frequently interacting with Berlin, London, and Paris, including on Beijing, and the United
States and EU have started a dialogue on China.70 The EU and India
have launched a maritime security dialogue and conducted a joint naval
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exercise. Then there are one-offs such as the United States, France,
Japan, and the United Kingdom conducting an exercise in the Bay of
Bengal.71 These various like-minded partners have also cooperated in
international institutions.72
Unlike Beijing, Delhi has, on balance, welcomed the involvement
of these major and middle powers in the hope that it will have a force
multiplier effect. As for the smaller states in the region, a competitive
space can benefit them. However, there is also the danger that they
could get caught up in major power competition in ways that do not
serve their interests.

The Role of Other Major Powers
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POTENTIAL AREAS
OF CONFLICT
Historically, major powers have been involved in military confrontations in South Asia, directly or indirectly. Some scenarios could lead
major powers (especially the United States, China, and India) to face
off or get involved in conflicts again.
One scenario is an India-Pakistan conflict. The United States and
China are already involved because they supply military equipment to
India and Pakistan (as do France, Russia, and the United Kingdom).
Beyond that, the United States and China generally prefer that India
and Pakistan crises do not escalate (in part because those countries possess nuclear weapons). However, if the China-Pakistan and U.S.-India
alignments deepen in the context of heightened U.S.-China competition, and if they think their credibility and partnerships are at stake,
Washington and Beijing could view the situation differently. This could
involve being reluctant to persuade or pressure their regional partner
(India or Pakistan) to de-escalate or providing diplomatic cover for one
or the other.
In terms of direct military involvement, China has been reluctant to
intervene on Pakistan’s behalf in the past, but one unknown is whether
the greater presence of Chinese citizens and facilities in Pakistan
changes this stance (it could instead induce greater Chinese efforts to
de-escalate the situation or greater Indian caution).
Another scenario could involve a China-India conflict or even a twofront war for India against China and Pakistan. Various contingencies
could lead to war, but the boundary conflict is the most likely to do so.
In the present China-India crisis, Washington has provided Delhi diplomatic support and intelligence and fast-tracked military supplies. The
United States does not have treaty commitments to India. But it could
get more involved if a China-India conflict comes amid a U.S.-China
18

Major Power Rivalry in South Asia

confrontation or more adversarial relationship, prompting the United
States to think the regional balance and its credibility are at stake.
A third scenario could follow from attempts—real or perceived—by
the United States, China, or India to obstruct each other’s access in the
Indian Ocean. These could stem from restricting freedom of navigation, gaining base access or limiting that of others, increased militarization, exploitation of marine resources that upsets local constituencies,
activities of China’s maritime militia, or an accident or error.
Other scenarios involve Beijing and Delhi intervening covertly or
overtly to protect their preferred partner or faction (or their own redlines) in one of the smaller South Asian or Indian Ocean states. With
the recent collapse of the Afghan government and a takeover of the
country by the Taliban, possible outcomes include major powers intervening to counter terrorist attacks or safe havens, protect their citizens
or facilities, or back their supporters or proxies.
Some crises could also emanate or spill over from outside the region.
One such scenario that could heighten tensions or even spark confrontation is an incident in the South China Sea that involves deliberate or
accidental harm by Chinese entities to an Indian vessel or personnel
traversing through, or operating to or from, offshore gas blocks (Vietnam has granted rights to an Indian state-owned oil and gas company).
Another possible area of conflict that could involve multiple actors
is a U.S.-China conflagration, whether over Taiwan or another contingency. Various powers will have to decide whether and how to play a
role. India would be hesitant to get directly involved in a U.S.-China
confrontation, though its decisions could be affected by the state of
China-India ties at the time, and its strategic and economic interests
will be implicated by a crisis over Taiwan. Its calculations could also
Potential Areas of Conflict
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change if a U.S.-China conflict results in Indian citizens or interests
being harmed. Some U.S. strategists believe that even if India does not
get directly involved in a U.S.-China contingency, it could take actions
or deploy forces in a way that would divert or keep at bay certain Chinese resources.
The probability of these scenarios varies, and major powers would
more likely get involved through indirect means rather than through
direct military intervention. Responses could include rhetorical or diplomatic support, supply of military equipment or intelligence, or direct
military involvement (either covert or overt). Whether and how major
powers intervene could depend on the nature of the crisis, whether they
believe their credibility is at stake, the state of their relationships—and
level of real or perceived leverage—with the antagonists, and whether it
would affect their own rivalry with another major power.
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POTENTIAL AREAS
OF COOPERATION
The major power rivals have collaborated in the past—and could do so
in the future—on at least three fronts: managing their own differences
so they do not escalate, making efforts to de-escalate regional crises,
and cooperating or at least working in parallel to tackle regional challenges and global problems.
In terms of the first front, China and India have made a number of
efforts in the past to manage their differences. Most significantly, after
a 1986‒87 boundary standoff, the two countries signed a series of
agreements that established mechanisms to manage (and potentially
even resolve) the boundary dispute and norms to govern behavior at
the boundary. Among other things, the agreements, signed between
1993 and 2013, created platforms for dialogue on the boundary at the
military, bureaucratic, and political levels. These mechanisms—mostly
missing in the India-Pakistan case—have been used for crisis management between the two countries, along with others such as direct
exchanges between their foreign ministers.73
Designed to maintain peace and tranquility at the boundary, these
agreements also paved the way for progress and exchanges in other realms
of the China-India relationship. The two countries instituted numerous dialogues, including on economic and defense issues, hydrological
data-sharing, Afghanistan, and counterterrorism—these were designed
to not only find areas of convergence and potential cooperation but also
manage divergences. Other cooperative initiatives, which were partly
intended as confidence-building measures, included a regular bilateral
military exercise and joint training of Afghan diplomats.74 Thus, there is
no lack of agreements and mechanisms between China and India. And,
during the current crisis, they have used them to begin a disengagement
process that could eventually lead to de-escalation at the boundary.75
Potential Areas of Cooperation
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The challenge to cooperation, however, is the lack of trust, including
the confidence that the other side will comply with its commitments.
The recent boundary conflict has only amplified this lack of trust, and it
has spilled over into the broader relationship. On the one hand, the dialogue mechanisms are being used. On the other hand, a slew of policy
measures have resulted from heightened Indian concerns about economic overdependence on and exposure to China, inroads that Chinese
companies—particularly those with close links to the state or Chinese
Communist Party—have made into certain sensitive Indian economic
sectors, and avenues of Chinese influence in India. These measures will
restrict or scrutinize Chinese activities in the economic, technology,
telecommunications, public diplomacy, and education sectors.
On the second front, relations between the major powers have
shaped the nature and extent of their conflict de-escalation or resolution efforts in the region. For example, during the ongoing China-India
boundary crisis, Russia, which sees both countries as partners, has publicly noted its hope for de-escalation. Tension between them is a mixed
bag for Moscow. On one hand, China-India competition is partly what
makes Russia useful to India. On the other hand, China-India crises put
Russia in an awkward spot and could require it to make choices that
could make it seem less reliable to the Indian government and public.
Therefore, while it is unclear if Moscow has played a mediatory role
(Delhi has denied one), it has provided a platform—through its hosting of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (BRICS), RussiaIndia-China (RIC), and Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
summits—for Chinese and Indian officials to interact even in the course
of the crisis. For example, the Chinese and Indian foreign ministers met
on the sidelines of the SCO summit in Moscow.76 Russia has also offered
to mediate India-Pakistan crises, such as in February 2019, but India
has turned it down.77
The United States and China have also responded to crises in the
region—responses that could be affected in the future by their intensifying competition. Take India-Pakistan tensions. During the Cold War,
China intervened on behalf of Pakistan in the 1965 war. Its threat to
increase its military involvement led to the United States warning it off
and suggesting the United States could intervene on India’s behalf in
response. In the 1971 war, the United States and China backed Pakistan, while the Soviet Union backed India. However, after the Cold
War, as China sought stability in the region and cooperation with India,
there were instances of China either working alone or on a parallel track
with the United States to try to defuse India-Pakistan tensions when

22

Major Power Rivalry in South Asia

they boiled over or threatened to do so. This was perhaps most evident during the Kargil conflict in 1999 and after the Mumbai terrorist
attacks in 2008.78
During the last India-Pakistan crisis in February 2019, however, the
U.S.-China rivalry and Washington’s and Beijing’s respective relationships with Delhi and Islamabad seemed to shape their lack of consultation. The United States even saw China as being unhelpful (though
Wang Yi later claimed some credit for the de-escalation).79
Washington and Beijing’s future desire and ability to work together
in South Asia will likely depend on the nature and extent of their
rivalry, their relationships with Delhi and Islamabad, and their assessments of the leverage they have with those two (and their willingness
to use it). One complication is that China’s relationship with Pakistan
is partly motivated by its rivalry with India. The United States, on the
other hand, does not benefit from strained India-Pakistan relations—
indeed those have often created problems for Washington. So, while
the United States and China could seek stability in the region broadly,
their motives and equities vis-à-vis India-Pakistan tensions are not necessarily the same.
The U.S.-China rivalry has also affected China-India crises. In the
past, this was most evident in U.S. assistance to India in the 1962 war.80
More recently, during the 2017 Doklam crisis, Washington provided
some rhetorical support and behind-the-scenes assistance (including,
reportedly, through intelligence-sharing) to Delhi. The United States
affected the crisis from another perspective, too—military equipment
that India has purchased from the United States has improved its ability to respond to Chinese activities at the boundary. P-8I reconnaissance aircraft, for example, provided India a better picture of Chinese
deployments.81 During the 2020 crisis, U.S. support for India was
more visible. Rhetorical support included criticism of China from the
Donald Trump administration and both sides of the aisle on Capitol
Hill. Trump administration officials were in regular touch with their
Indian counterparts. U.S. assistance to India also reportedly included
the fast-tracking of certain equipment and intelligence-sharing. The
Indian military has also once again extensively deployed equipment
acquired from the United States during the crisis.82 Since coming to
office, the Joe Biden administration has also criticized China’s “aggression on the border with India.”83
How much—or in what way—U.S.-India relations have affected
China’s decision-making in these crises is a matter of some debate.
There has been some concern in Delhi that deepening U.S.-India ties,
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driven by shared concerns about China, will provoke Beijing.84 This has
indeed contributed to Indian reluctance to take certain steps with the
United States in the past. However, it is not clear that Beijing’s assertiveness follows periods of deepening U.S.-India relations. The 2013 and
2014 boundary incidents followed a lull in U.S.-India ties, and the onset
of the 2017 crisis took place before Delhi had found its footing with the
Trump administration; it was indeed China that had just emerged from
what was considered a successful Trump-Xi Mar-a-Lago summit.
A related question is whether China sees periods when the United
States is distracted or when U.S.-India ties are not flourishing as windows of opportunity at the boundary. There have also been some
moments when Beijing is itself uncertain about Washington, and it
seeks an accommodation with its neighbors or tries to create a wedge
between them and the United States. For example, as U.S.-China competition intensified in the fall of 2017, China sought to stabilize relations with India and Japan.85
The link between China’s concerns about the United States and its
behavior toward India has arisen again in the context of the 2020–21
crisis. There are two views in China—one that this crisis will push India
further into U.S. arms and therefore should be resolved because it does
not make sense to bolster the United States’ countervailing coalition
against China, and the other that India is already in the United States’
embrace, an alignment that has “emboldened” India, and so China
should not hesitate to make tactical gains, demonstrate its strength to
the United States and India, put India in its place, and expose the vulnerabilities of this U.S. partner.86
Beyond the U.S.-China-India triangle, other crisis scenarios in the
region could lead the United States and China to cooperate—for example, in Afghanistan, where the two countries have worked together or
at least pulled in the same direction at times (including in collaboration
with Pakistan) and could do so again following a Taliban takeover of the
country, or in the event of a terrorist attack.87
In terms of the third element, major powers have in the past and
could in the future cooperate or at least work in parallel on certain
regional and global issues. For example, the United States, China, and
India, along with other powers, participated in counter-piracy operations and continue to share an interest in maritime security in certain
realms. Each has responded to disasters in the Indian Ocean region—
sometimes separately, sometimes coordinating (such as after the 2004
Indian Ocean tsunami). They have also at times aided each other in
evacuating citizens in emergencies (for example, India’s evacuation of
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U.S. citizens, among others, from Yemen). And they (in parallel) cooperated on climate change in the run-up to the Paris Agreement.
China and India, for their part, have worked together in the past on
multilateral issues beyond climate change, such as trade, cyber governance, and global economic governance reform. They have discussed
regional issues, such as Afghanistan in the RIC trilateral and counterterrorism at the SCO. Development finance has been another area of
cooperation, with India joining—as the second-largest shareholder—
the China-proposed Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, and the
two countries and other BRICS partners establishing the New Development Bank.
The major powers also share an interest in tackling climate change,
ensuring environmental sustainability, maintaining global health security, and arguably advancing counterterrorism and nonproliferation or
nuclear security objectives.
The challenge has been their differences in approach, as well as these
issues getting caught up in their rivalries. When that happens, instead
of helping alleviate tensions, these domains become another arena for
competition—as the recent responses to COVID-19 demonstrate. And
sometimes these issues themselves can contribute to competition (for
example, what some see as China’s overfishing contributing to marine
resource depletion on which livelihoods in the Indo-Pacific depend).
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Over the coming years, South Asia will be both the venue for and the
source of intensifying U.S.-China and China-India rivalries, albeit
to different degrees. The principal differences between those major
powers are unlikely to be resolved anytime soon, and they will continue
to compete to defend their interests. In this context, a core challenge
ahead for each of them will be to manage their rivalry in ways that do
not increase the risk of armed conflict, particularly the danger that relatively localized crises could escalate in inadvertent and undesirable
ways. Several factors could make South Asia more susceptible to such
crises in the future, including an increasingly militarized Sino-Indian
border, China’s pursuit of expansive boundary claims with India (and
potentially Bhutan), the spillover effects from growing U.S.-China strategic competition in other areas, and heightened nationalism amplified
by governments, media, and social media.
With the overarching goal to prevent rivalry turning to conflict
while protecting its and allied interests, the United States should take
the following steps:
Help India and Partner Nations Deter and Counter Growing Chinese
Assertiveness
Deterring Chinese actions that threaten the security of India and other
partner countries in the region requires three mutually reinforcing lines
of effort: sending a clear message to China about the consequences
of threatening or destabilizing behavior, enhancing national defense
capabilities, and bolstering regional political and security partnerships.
In the past, China and India have not welcomed third-party intervention to help resolve their differences, preferring to use their own
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bilateral lines of communication. This seems unlikely to change—
Beijing will consider Washington as less than impartial given closer
U.S.-India relations in recent years, while Delhi will be leery of potential U.S. involvement that could require it to make concessions to Beijing for the sake of regional stability. Nevertheless, Washington has an
important and growing stake in the evolution of Sino-Indian relations,
particularly given the possibility that the United States could be drawn
into a future conflict. Accordingly, it should communicate to China its
concerns about assertive or aggressive Chinese actions against India
and the potential consequences as it has done before, most notably in
the 1960s. The goal would be to clarify any potential misunderstandings or preconceptions in Beijing about where Washington stands on
actions that threaten the status quo. Such messaging, however, would
have to be conveyed in a way that is transparent to Delhi and does not
signal to Beijing that Washington would accept Chinese assertiveness
so long as it stays below a certain threshold.
The United States should continue with recent efforts to strengthen
India’s overall national security and defense posture in the face of growing Chinese assertiveness. This includes further bolstering its capacity
to detect and deter Chinese military actions along the border as well as
its ability to defend itself through the provision of military equipment
and intelligence. Elsewhere, particularly in the Indian Ocean and other
maritime areas, improvements to bilateral interoperability (through
exercises, operationalizing defense agreements, liaisons, and regular consultations) as well as enhanced information sharing should be
pursued. The United States can also help enhance the ability of India’s
political, military, economic, and information, communication, and
technology systems to detect and resist attacks or undue influence
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and interference. When identifying potential gaps and requirements,
nongovernmental actors—corporations, the media, and civil society
groups—should also be involved as much as possible to enhance the
systems’ resilience.
The United States and India should also help partner countries in
the region strengthen their national security capacities to deter and
respond to traditional and nontraditional security challenges, including potential interference and coercion. They should do this both
individually and in cooperation with each other. Steps could include
helping build partner country defense capabilities through the provision of equipment, training, and best-practices advice as well as information sharing. They should also be prepared to offer partner countries
attractive alternatives to the Chinese options that have helped Beijing
expand its strategic influence—for example, development assistance,
investment, and export markets. Should these partners be targeted,
the United States and India need to demonstrate solidarity by offering diplomatic support and, where relevant and welcomed, security or
economic assistance. At the same time, however, the United States and
India should practice what they preach with regard to Chinese behavior; they, too, need to desist from actions that otherwise contravene a
rules-based order.
Encourage the Peaceful Resolution of Territorial Disputes
As the United States takes steps to deter Chinese actions that could
lead to dangerous confrontations, it should also encourage complementary efforts to defuse or resolve the most likely source of such
crises in a peaceful manner. Thus, Washington should support ongoing efforts by Delhi and Beijing to de-escalate border tensions. China
and India, on their part, will need to reassess and revise the extant set
of agreements, mechanisms, and protocols that the two countries
established between 1993 and 2012 to manage their territorial disputes. These have clearly proved insufficient in preventing the recent
spate of border incidents. They should also revive efforts to demarcate the LAC in ways that render it less prone to violent clashes. Talks
have been suspended since 2002 because of China’s concerns that
demarcation could make the LAC a legal border and prejudice their
claims—though some in India have since wondered if China’s reluctance was more due to a desire to change the status quo on the ground
through incremental, accumulating measures.88 India, for its part, has
dismissed China’s idea of a code of conduct partly because it could
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limit India in upgrading its infrastructure and capabilities near the
boundary—which China has been doing for years, with India playing
catch-up over the past decade.89 Moreover, the existing agreements
already contain a code of conduct. The United States should facilitate
such efforts and offer technical or other assistance, if necessary and
welcome. For instance, it can help enhance India’s ability to monitor
and verify China’s compliance with agreements at the border, which
could have a stabilizing effect.
Bolster Crisis Preparedness and Management
Washington and Delhi’s best efforts to prevent a serious crisis could
ultimately be unsuccessful, and thus they should prepare as best they
can for such eventualities. This includes precautions they take independently and measures they can take collaboratively. The former
include considering how various Sino-Indian crisis scenarios could
develop, improving the capacity to detect and react to sudden changes
in the status quo, and reviewing and, if necessary, updating various contingency plans. Both sides could be reluctant to share details of such
sensitive matters. Nevertheless, useful discussions can still take place
between Delhi and Washington in which they can raise specific concerns, clarify their interests and intentions, and identify mechanisms
and processes for crisis communication and potentially coordination.
They could also identify how the United States can help—with intelligence and diplomatic assistance, for example—however, this will
have to factor in both that the two countries are not allies and do not
share formal security commitments and that Washington will not want
to exacerbate a crisis. In the case of crises (whether a Sino-Indian or
a Taiwan Strait one), Washington and Delhi will need to discuss and
manage the expectations they have of each other.
These discussions can be part of or in addition to a broader strategic
dialogue between the two countries regarding China that can clarify
each other’s assessment of Chinese capabilities and intentions as well
as how best to meet the challenge. They should also discuss their differences. For example, should Russia be viewed as part of the solution or
part of the problem?90 Finally, the two governments should also encourage track two and track 1.5 discussions that bring together stakeholders
and experts to share assessments on issues such as Chinese economic
prospects, Chinese military capabilities, a Taiwan Strait crisis, or the
security implications of Belt and Road Initiative projects in the region.
This will not just provide an opportunity to compare analyses and
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approaches but also develop a network of interested and engaged individuals outside government.
Promote Continued Development of Regional Institutions and
Partnerships
Beyond deepening its own ties with allies and partners in or operating
in South Asia, Washington should encourage and facilitate cooperation among them—even if the United States is not directly involved. For
instance, it could support Australia-India cybersecurity consultations or
India-Japan collaboration for the development of regional infrastructure.
The United States should also encourage India’s defense and security
cooperation with U.S. allies that takes place bilaterally (e.g., with South
Korea) and trilaterally (e.g., Australia-India-France) though in a coordinated way. Arguably the most important new initiative to balance China
and promote other U.S. regional initiatives involving India is the Quad.
This still-evolving arrangement holds tremendous potential, including
in the maritime security domain, which could be crucial to conflict prevention in the region as well as in the emerging and critical technologies
space. The Quad needs to be further institutionalized without overbureaucratizing it or creating yet another international organization
that inhibits its flexibility. This can be done through regular meetings at
various levels, a calendar of military exercises, working groups, and liaisons or point persons in each country. The Quad is already expanding
vertically (in terms of levels) and horizontally (in terms of issue areas) but
should not expand its membership in the near future. Instead, the Quad
can cooperate opportunistically with like-minded partners on particular
issues in which they are capable and willing. For instance, the Quad could
work with South Korea on supply chain resilience, France on maritime
security, or the United Kingdom on critical technologies.
Explore Areas of Cooperation With China
Washington and Delhi’s broad concerns about Beijing’s behavior should not preclude discussions with Beijing over how they can
cooperate on shared concerns, not least major global challenges (e.g.,
climate change, health security, global financial stability, and nonproliferation) as well as some regional ones (e.g., stability in Afghanistan and Myanmar). However, expectations for progress should
remain realistic. As the COVID-19 pandemic has shown, areas that
were traditionally considered ripe for cooperation, such as global
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health security, can also turn competitive. Climate change will not
be immune either, as it intersects with technology competition and
concern about supply-chain vulnerabilities and dependencies—and
whether and how China will use them. Another area in which this
dynamic could play out is Afghanistan, where China’s calculations
could change as its rivalries with the United States and India intensify, leading it to play a more active role that hinders or harms U.S.
or Indian interests there. Moreover, the desire for greater cooperation with Beijing should not lead to accepting or ignoring malign
behavior or unilaterally ceding their own interests or those of their
partners. Although it could seem like an attractive option in the short
term, that approach will only invite further instability in the future.
Upgrade U.S. Management and Coordination of South Asian Affairs
Growing major power rivalry in South Asia requires the United States
to be effectively organized to manage and shape developments in the
region. Although there is no pressing need to undertake wholesale
reorganizations of government bureaus or combatant commands,
Washington should create new mechanisms to foster closer cooperation and coordination among the leading players. The creation of the
Indo-Pacific coordinator position at the National Security Council
is a step in the right direction. Further informal or formal mechanisms could help as well, including more regular exchanges between
bureaus and commands and their counterparts in the region. The
Biden administration should also encourage diplomats to serve across
these organizational seams and thus develop a much deeper pool of
experts on the Indo-Pacific region. Historically, because of the linkage
of South Asia with the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, U.S. diplomats
who served in the subcontinent tended to spend most of their careers
in these two Asian subregions. But due in part to changes made in the
George W. Bush administration as well as the special representative
for Afghanistan and Pakistan’s office absorbing many of those officials, an increasing number of officials from the East Asian and Pacific
Affairs side have served in or worked on India or the SSAs. This trend
should be encouraged.
Finally, the U.S. policy, business, and academic communities should
invest in the development of a better understanding of the strategic,
economic, and political landscape in South Asia and the Indian Ocean
region as well as China’s regional interests and intentions. This could
include government and private-sector funding for the study of this
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region and the countries in it, more visiting fellowships for or exchanges
with experts and students from the region (and vice versa), the inclusion of these countries in more university study abroad portfolios, and
increased opportunities for policymakers and experts to travel to the
region and collaborate with high-level officials and counterparts there.
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CONCLUSION
Seventy years ago, the United States, China, and India were on the same
side in World War II, cooperating particularly in the China-BurmaIndia theater. Today, there is a different equation in the South Asian
theater, with U.S.-China and China-India competitions that will likely
intensify. And the outcome of those rivalries will have implications
beyond South Asia and the Indian Ocean—for regional stability and
security in the Indo-Pacific and for the global balance of power. That
makes this region worthy of the Biden administration’s interest and
attention, even as East Asia and the western Pacific remain the priority theater for the United States. And, as in that linked region, it will
require collaborating with allies and partners, competing with rivals to
protect U.S. interests, grappling with the risk of conflict, and, if possible, exploring cooperation with China.

Conclusion

33

ENDNOTES

34

1.

Historian Robert J. McMahon titled his book on the superpower rivalry and the region
The Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1994). For the U.S., Chinese, and Soviet involvement in Afghanistan in
the 1980s, see Steve Coll, Ghost Wars: The Secret History of the CIA, Afghanistan, and bin
Laden, From the Soviet Invasion to September 10, 2001 (New York: Penguin Press, 2004).

2.

For details on China-India dynamics, see various chapters in Kanti Bajpai, Selina Ho,
and Manjari Chatterjee Miller, eds., Routledge Handbook of China-India Relations (New
York: Routledge, 2020). For a more detailed look at recent competitive and cooperative
developments, see Tanvi Madan, “Managing China: Competitive Engagement, With
Indian Characteristics,” Global China, Brookings Institution, February 2020, http://
brookings.edu/research/managing-china-competitive-engagement-with-indian
-characteristics.

3.

Gardiner Harris and Edward Wong, “Where China Meets India in a High-Altitude
Desert, Push Comes to Shove,” New York Times, May 2, 2013, http://nyti.ms/2TZsmNc;
Jason Burke and Tania Branigan, “India-China Border Standoff Highlights Tensions
Before Xi Visit,” Guardian, September 16, 2014, http://theguardian.com/world/2014/sep
/16/india-china-border-standoff-xi-visit; Annie Gowen and Simon Denyer, “China and
India Are Dangerously Close to Military Conflict in the Himalayas,” Washington Post,
August 17, 2017, http://wapo.st/351127F; and Alyssa Ayres, “The China-India Border
Dispute: What to Know,” Council on Foreign Relations, June 18, 2020, http://on.cfr.org
/3oWzb0x.

4.

Tanvi Madan, “A Border Clash Shows How China Is Losing India,” Foreign Affairs, June
22, 2020, http://fam.ag/3q2fk0j.

5.

ANI, “Three Firing Incidents Between India-China in Last 20 Days in Eastern Ladakh,”
Times of India, September 16, 2020, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/articleshow
/78144831.cms.

6.

Ananth Krishnan, “For Minor Tactical Gains on the Ground, China Has Strategically
Lost India, Says Former Indian Ambassador to China,” Hindu, June 21, 2020, http://bit.ly
/35zJyzE; and M. Taylor Fravel, “China’s Sovereignty Obsession,” Foreign Affairs, June
26, 2020, http://fam.ag/36HguW3.

Endnotes

7.

Vijay Gokhale, “EU-India Synergies,” Berlin Pulse 2020/21 (Berlin: Körber-Stiftung, 2020),
52–53, http://koerber-stiftung.de/fileadmin/user_upload/koerber-stiftung/redaktion/the
-berlin-pulse/pdf/2020/The-Berlin-Pulse_2020-21.pdf.

8.

“Spokesperson Zhao Lijian’s Regular Press Conference,” Chinese Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, June 17, 2020, http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510_665401
/2511_665403/t1789509.shtml.

9.

For Chinese thinking in the lead-up to the Sino-Indian war, see John W. Garver, Protracted
Contest: Sino-Indian Rivalry in the Twentieth Century (Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 2001); and M. Taylor Fravel, Strong Borders, Secure Nation: Cooperation and
Conflict in China’s Territorial Disputes (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008).

10. Rahul Bedi, “Why China Is So Upset About India’s Predominantly Tibetan Special
Frontier Force,” Wire, September 10, 2020, http://thewire.in/security/india-china-tibetan
-special-frontier-force.
11. Press Trust of India, “U.S. Diplomat on Religious Freedom Meets Dalai Lama at
Dharamshala,” NDTV, October 29, 2019, http://ndtv.com/india-news/sam-brownback
-us-diplomat-on-religious-freedom-meets-dalai-lama-at-dharamshala-himachal-pradesh
-2123833; and Ken Juster, (@USAmbIndia), Twitter post, November 8, 2019, http://
twitter.com/USAmbIndia/status/1192818698563866624?s=20.
12. Press Trust of India, “Next Dalai Lama Must Be Chosen Within China; India Should Not
Intervene: Chinese Authorities,” Economic Times, July 14, 2019, http://economictimes
.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/next-dalai-lama-must-be-chosen-within
-china-india-should-not-intervene-chinese-authorities/articleshow/70215668.cms.
13. Altaf Hussain, “Row Over China Kashmir Visa Move,” BBC News, October 1, 2009,
http://bbc.in/2K7IYkc.
14. Indrani Bagchi, “India Declines to Affirm ‘One China’ Policy,” Times of India, December
17, 2010, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/India-declines-to-affirm-One-China
-policy/articleshow/7114778.cms.
15. Nilanthi Samaranayake, Satu Limaye, and Joel Wuthnow, “Water Resource Competition
in the Brahmaputra River Basin: China, India, and Bangladesh,” CNA, May 2016, http://

Endnotes

35

cna.org/cna_files/pdf/CNA-Brahmaputra-Study-2016.pdf; and Navin Singh Khadka,
“China and India Water ‘Dispute’ After Border Stand-off,” BBC News, September 18,
2017, http://bbc.com/news/world-asia-41303082.
16. Brahma Chellaney, Water: Asia’s New Battleground (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2011); and Nilanjan Ghosh, “Busting Myths on the Brahmaputra,” Mail Today, January 4, 2020, http://orfonline.org/research/busting-myths-on-the
-brahmaputra-59844.
17. “Export Import Data Bank,” Indian Department of Commerce, http://commerce-app
.gov.in/eidb/default.asp.
18. Amit Shah, “By Saying No to RCEP, PM Narendra Modi Has Kept India First,” Economic Times, November 13, 2019, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy
/foreign-trade/view-by-saying-no-to-rcep-pm-modi-has-kept-india-first/articleshow
/72028437.cms.
19. Andrew Small, The China-Pakistan Axis: Asia’s New Geopolitics (London: Hurst &
Company, 2015); and Andrew Small, Returning to the Shadows: China, Pakistan, and the
Fate of CPEC, German Marshal Fund, September 2020, http://gmfus.org/sites/default
/files/publications/pdf/Small%20-%20China%20Pakistan%20CPEC%20-%2023%20
September.pdf.
20. “China Denounces FATF Members for Pursuing Political Agenda Against Pakistan,” Express
Tribune, October 29, 2019, http://tribune.com.pk/story/2089153/3-china-denounces-fatf
-members-pursuing-political-agenda-pakistan.
21. Maria Abi-Habib, “Will India Side With the West Against China? A Test Is at Hand,” New
York Times, June 19, 2020, http://nyti.ms/3o1DXIH.
22. Tanvi Madan, “What India Thinks About China’s One Belt, One Road Initiative (But
Doesn’t Explicitly Say),” Order From Chaos (blog), March 14, 2016, http://brook.gs
/39hD9eG.
23. “Official Spokesperson’s Response to a Query on Participation of India in OBOR/BRI
Forum,” Government of India, Ministry of External Affairs, May 13, 2017, http://bit.ly
/2UAl0Qw.
24. Arvind Gupta, “Chinese ADIZ in East China Sea: Posers for India,” Institute for
Defence Studies and Analyses, December 2, 2013, http://idsa.in/idsacomments
/ChineseADIZinEastChinaSeaPosersforIndia_agupta_021213; and Dipanjan Roy Chaudhury, “India to Resist Curbs on Navigation & Flight in South China Sea,” Economic Times,
July 12, 2018, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/defence/india-to-resist-curbs
-on-navigation-flight-in-south-china-sea/articleshow/48930379.cms.
25. Foreign Secretary Vijay Gokhale’s testimony to Parliamentary Committee on External
Affairs, February 16, 2018. See “Ministry of External Affairs, Demand for Grants
(2018‒19), Twenty-First Report,” Committee on External Affairs (2017–18), Sixteenth
Lok Sabha (New Delhi: Lok Sabha Secretariat, March 2018), 65, http://164.100.47.193
/lsscommittee/External%20Affairs/16_External_Affairs_21.pdf.
26. Navy Chief Admiral Karambir Singh at Navy Day Press Conference, December 3, 2019,
http://youtu.be/aoHkOqnnj4M.

36

Endnotes

27. “Foreign Minister Wang Yi Meets the Press,” Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
March 9, 2018, http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx_662805/t1540928.shtml;
and “Wang Yi: U.S. ‘Indo-Pacific Strategy’ Undermines Peace and Development Prospects in East Asia,” Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, October 13, 2020, http://www.
fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx_662805/t1824140.shtml.
28. Yun Sun, “China’s Strategic Assessment of India,” War on the Rocks, March 25, 2020,
http://warontherocks.com/2020/03/chinas-strategic-assessment-of-india.
29. “Press Statement by External Affairs Minister Following the 3rd India-US 2+2
Ministerial Meeting,” Indian Ministry of External Affairs, October 27, 2020, http://mea
.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/33144/Press_Statement_by_External_Affairs
_Minister_Following_the_3rd_IndiaUS_2432_Ministerial_meeting.
30. Narendra Modi, “Keynote Address by the Indian Prime Minister,” speech, Shangri La
Dialogue, June 1, 2018, Singapore, http://mea.gov.in/Speeches-Statements.htm?dtl/29943
/Prime+Ministers+Keynote+Address+at+Shangri+La+Dialogue+June+01+2018l; and
Xi Jinping, “New Asian Security Concept for New Progress in Security Cooperation,”
Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building Measures in Asia, Shanghai, May
21, 2014, http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx_662805/t1159951.shtml.
31. “India-U.S.-EU Combine Halts China’s Belt and Road Initiative at the UN,” Wire,
December 12, 2018, http://bit.ly/3kUCSRf.
32. Vijay Gokhale, “India’s Response to COVID-19 Will Define Its Future Global Role,”
StratNews Global, March 25, 2020, http://stratnewsglobal.com/india/indias-response
-to-covid-19-will-define-its-future-global-role; Shyam Saran, “Beijing’s Response to
COVID Underlines That the World Needs More Democracy, Not Less,” Indian Express,
April 20, 2020, http://indianexpress.com/article/opinion/columns/china-coronavirus
-cases-deaths-covid-19-pandemic-who-shyam-saran-6369938; and Prime Minister’s Office,
“PM’s Address at the Virtual Global Investor Roundtable,” Government of India, November 5, 2020, http://pmindia.gov.in/en/news_updates/pms-address-at-the-virtual-global
-investor-roundtable.
33. Geeta Mohan, “Perception Vs. Reality: Covid-19 Relief Supplies From China Are Purchases Not Aid,” India Today, May 5, 2021, http://indiatoday.in/coronavirus-outbreak
/story/ll-covid-supplies-from-china-commercial-procurements-not-aid-1799207-2021
-05-05.
34. Josh Rogin, “Inside the First Ever U.S.-Japan-India Trilateral Meeting,” Foreign Policy,
December 23, 2011, http://foreignpolicy.com/2011/12/23/inside-the-first-ever-u-s
-japan-india-trilateral-meeting (upgraded from the working level in 2015 to the
ministerial level, and then in 2018 to the leader level); Tanvi Madan, “What You Need to
Know About the ‘Quad,’ in Charts,” October 5, 2020, Order From Chaos (blog), http://
brook.gs/3jzZB52; and “U.S., Japan, India and Philippines Challenge Beijing With Naval
Drills in the South China Sea,” Reuters, May 9, 2019, http://reut.rs/2WxIO7b.
35. Shivshankar Menon, Choices: Inside the Making of India’s Foreign Policy (Washington,
DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2016), 34–59; “Explained: FATF, Pakistan and the
‘Grey List,’” Wire, October 24, 2020, http://thewire.in/south-asia/fatf-pakistan-grey-list;
“Masood Azhar Designated a Global Terrorist,” Business Today, May 1, 2019, http://
businesstoday.in/current/world/masood-azhar-designated-a-global-terrorist-how-india

Endnotes

37

-brought-china-to-its-knees/story/342404.html; and Sidhant Sibal, “U.S. Among 5
Countries to Block Pakistan’s Move Listing Indians as Terrorists at UN,” DNA India,
September 3, 2020, http://dnaindia.com/world/report-us-among-5-countries-to-block
-pakistan-s-move-listing-indians-as-terrorists-at-un-2840860.
36. “Pakistan Bans Three Extremist Outfits, on Orders From China,” Express Tribune,
October 23, 2013, http://tribune.com.pk/story/621400/pakistan-bans-three-extremist
-outfits-on-orders-from-china; and Zahid Gishkori, “Pakistan Mounts Secret Raids in
Hunt for Chinese Militants,” News (Pakistan), April 3, 2018, http://thenews.com.pk
/print/299777-pakistan-mounts-secret-raids-in-hunt-for-chinese-militants.
37. Daniel S. Markey and James West, “Behind China’s Gambit in Pakistan,” Council on Foreign
Relations, May 12, 2016, http://cfr.org/expert-brief/behind-chinas-gambit-pakistan; and
U.S. Department of State, “A Conversation With Ambassador Alice Wells on the ChinaPakistan Economic Corridor,” Wilson Center, November 21, 2019, http://2017-2021.state
.gov/a-conversation-with-ambassador-alice-wells-on-the-china-pakistan-economic
-corridor/index.html.
38. Nilanthi Samaranayake, “China’s Engagement With Smaller South Asian Countries,”
U.S. Institute of Peace, April 10, 2019, http://usip.org/publications/2019/04/chinas
-engagement-smaller-south-asian-countries.
39. Rex Tillerson, “Defining Our Relationship With India for the Next Century,” Remarks at
Center for Strategic and International Studies, October 18, 2017, http://bit.ly/346W1IX.
40. U.S. Department of State Readouts of Secretary Pompeo’s Meetings With Foreign
Ministers of Bangladesh (April 28, 2019, http://bit.ly/2EqfV8J), Maldives (February 20,
2019, http://bit.ly/3lh4cKq), Nepal (December 18, 2018, http://bit.ly/3aTMc4e), and Sri
Lanka (May 16, 2019, http://bit.ly/3htaxAc); and U.S. Department of State, Readouts of
Secretary Pompeo’s Calls With Foreign Ministers of Bangladesh (June 29, 2020, http://
bit.ly/3j4TsNm), Maldives (July 6, 2020, http://bit.ly/32iDkkR), Nepal (June 24, 2020,
http://bit.ly/32kkObH), and Sri Lanka (June 29, 2020, http://bit.ly/3gjtFPW).
41. “The Maldives and U.S. Sign Defense Agreement,” U.S. Department of Defense,
September 11, 2020, http://defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2344512
/the-maldives-and-us-sign-defense-agreement; and “Readout of Secretary of Defense
Dr. Mark T. Esper’s Phone Call With Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina,” U.S. Embassy
in Bangladesh, September 11, 2020, http://bd.usembassy.gov/readout-of-secretary-of
-defense-dr-mark-t-espers-phone-call-with-prime-minister-sheikh-hasina.
42. “Secretary Pompeo Travels to Sri Lanka to Advance Indo-Pacific Ties,” U.S. Embassy in
Sri Lanka, October 27, 2020, http://lk.usembassy.gov/secretary-pompeo-travels-to-sri
-lanka-to-advance-indo-pacific-ties; “Secretary Pompeo Travels to Maldives to
Announce New U.S. Presence in Key Indo-Pacific Nation,” U.S. Mission to Maldives,
October 28, 2020, http://mv.usmission.gov/secretary-pompeo-travels-to-maldives-to
-announce-new-u-s-presence-in-key-indo-pacific-nation-fact-sheet; and “Deputy Secretary Biegun’s Visit to Bangladesh,” U.S. Embassy in Bangladesh, October 16, 2020,
http://bd.usembassy.gov/deputy-secretary-bieguns-visit-to-bangladesh.
43. Abhijnan Rej, “India Welcomes U.S.-Maldives Defense Cooperation Agreement in
a Sign of Times,” Diplomat, September 15, 2020, http://thediplomat.com/2020/09
/india-welcomes-us-maldives-defense-cooperation-agreement-in-a-sign-of-times; and

38

Endnotes

Meera Srinivasan, “Maldives to Receive Japanese Grant to Strengthen Coast Guard,”
Hindu, November 22, 2020, http://thehindu.com/news/international/maldives-to-receive
-japanese-grant-to-strengthen-coastguard/article33155784.ece. For the historical Indian
attitude regarding the United States in Nepal, see Tanvi Madan, Fateful Triangle: How
China Shaped U.S.-India Relations During the Cold War (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution Press, 2020), 105‒106.
44. Long Xingchun, “New Delhi Will Not Sacrifice Principles for Indo-Pacific Strategy,”
Global Times, July 8, 2018, http://globaltimes.cn/content/1109912.shtml; Qian Feng,
“Hegemonic Nature of U.S. Indo-Pacific Strategy Exposed,” Global Times, June 17, 2020,
http://globaltimes.cn/content/1191972.shtml; Sun, “China’s Strategic Assessment of
India”; Yun Sun, “China’s Strategic Assessment of the Ladakh Clash,” June 19, 2020,
War on the Rocks, http://warontherocks.com/2020/06/chinas-strategic-assessment-of
-the-ladakh-clash; and Antara Ghosal Singh, “The Standoff and China’s India Policy
Dilemma,” Hindu, July 15, 2020, http://thehindu.com/opinion/lead/the-stand-off-and
-chinas-india-policy-dilemma/article32083539.ece.
45. For a public version of this, see “India Should Not Be Instigated by U.S. or Media
Hyping,” Global Times, June 5, 2020, http://globaltimes.cn/content/1190685.shtml; also
see, “Spokesperson of Chinese Embassy in India Counselor Ji Rong Refutes the ChinaRelated False Remarks From U.S. Senior Official at the U.S.-India Strategic Partnership
Forum,” People’s Republic of China Embassy in India, September 3, 2020, http://
in.china-embassy.org/eng/embassy_news/t1811933.htm.
46. “Chinese Companies Lobby for Contract to Build Bangladesh’s Second Nuclear Plant,”
Radio Free Asia, May 9, 2015, http://rfa.org/english/news/china/bangladesh-nuclear
-05092019173654.html.
47. Tanvi Madan, “Between a Cold War Ally and an Indo-Pacific Partner: India’s U.S.-Russia
Balancing Act,” War on the Rocks, October 16, 2018, http://warontherocks.com/2018/10
/between-a-cold-war-ally-and-an-indo-pacific-partner-indias-u-s-russia-balancing-act.
48. Madan, Fateful Triangle, 143‒144.
49. “Meeting of the Valdai Discussion Club,” Kremlin, October 22, 2020, http://en.kremlin
.ru/events/president/news/64261.
50. Rajeswari Pillai Rajagopalan, “Growing Russia-India-China Tensions: Splits in the
RIC Strategic Triangle?,” Diplomat, March 18, 2020, http://thediplomat.com/2020/03
/growing-russia-india-china-tensions-splits-in-the-ric-strategic-triangle.
51. “Translation of Prime Minister’s Speech in Plenary Session of 5th Eastern Economic
Forum,” Indian Ministry of External Affairs, September 5, 2019, http://mea.gov.in
/outoging-visit-detail.htm?31798/Translation+of+Prime+Ministers+speech+in+Plenary
+Session+of+5th+Eastern+Economic+Forum+September+05+2019; and Dinakar Peri,
“Indo-Pacific a Divisive Concept: Sergey Lavrov,” Hindu, January 15, 2020, http://thehindu
.com/news/national/indo-pacific-a-divisive-concept-sergey-lavrov/article30572634.ece.
52. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, “Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov’s
Statement and Answers to Media Questions at a Joint News Conference Following Talks
With Minister of External Affairs of India Subrahmanyam Jaishankar,” April 6, 2021,
http://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content
/id/4665966.

Endnotes

39

53. Ben Westcott and Hamdi Alkhshali, “China, Russia and Iran Hold Joint Naval Drills in
Gulf of Oman,” CNN, December 27, 2019, http://cnn.it/39fSlZN; and Abhijit Singh,
“Russia’s Engagement in the Indian Ocean: A View From New Delhi,” Valdai Discussion Club, December 16, 2019, http://valdaiclub.com/a/highlights/russia-s-engagement
-in-the-indian-ocean-a-view-fro.
54. “Iran Invites Pakistan to Join ‘Maritime Security Belt’ Wargame in Indian Ocean,”
Mehr News, December 10, 2019, http://en.mehrnews.com/news/153238/Iran-invites
-Pakistan-to-join-Maritime-Security-Belt-wargame.
55. “Joint Statement by the Special Representatives on Afghanistan Affairs of Russia,
China, Iran and Pakistan,” Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, May 18, 2020,
http://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/regprla/-/asset_publisher
/YCxLFJnKuD1W/content/id/4130492; Kathy Gannon, “U.S. Meets China, Russia
and Pakistan to Talk Afghan Peace,” Associated Press, October 26, 2019, http://apnews
.com/article/d1544080da0a4444b29e2c191730ae68; and Kathy Gannon, “Russia to
Boost Ties With Pakistan, Supply Military Gear,” Associated Press, April 7, 2021,
http://apnews.com/article/afghanistan-pakistan-islamabad-moscow-russia
-a5ad1a5285898394cb05bb87e964c26c.
56. Yusuf T. Unjhawala, “Russia Getting Close to China One Joint Military Exercise at
a Time. India Must Worry.” Print, January 3, 2020, http://theprint.in/opinion/russia
-getting-close-to-china-one-joint-military-exercise-at-a-time-india-must-worry/343995.
57. Vijay Gokhale, “China-Russia Ties as a Major Determinant,” Hindu, August 20, 2020, http://
thehindu.com/opinion/lead/china-russia-ties-as-a-major-determinant/article32397585
.ece; see comments by S. Jaishankar (between stints as foreign secretary and foreign minister) in ORF, “The World in a Moment: Looking Back, Looking Ahead, Looking Hard,”
Raisina Dialogue, January 9, 2019, http://youtu.be/FH2el8qEM4A.
58. James Dobbins, Howard J. Shatz, and Ali Wyne, Russia Is a Rogue, Not a Peer; China Is
a Peer, Not a Rogue: Different Challenges, Different Responses (Santa Monica, CA:
RAND Corporation, 2019), http://rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/perspectives/PE300
/PE310/RAND_PE310.pdf; and Kathrin Hille, “U.S. Urged to Exploit Cracks in RussiaChina Relationship,” Financial Times, July 27, 2020, http://on.ft.com/33iZi8K.
59. Angela Stent, “Russia and China: Axis of Revisionists?,” Brookings Institution,
February 2020, http://brook.gs/3nRttLQ; and Alexander Gabuev and Temur Umarov,
“Will the Pandemic Increase Russia’s Economic Dependence on China?,” Carnegie
Moscow Center, July 8, 2020, http://carnegie.ru/2020/07/08/will-pandemic-increase
-russia-s-economic-dependence-on-china-pub-81893.
60. Ashley J. Tellis, “How Can U.S.-India Relations Survive the S-400 Deal?,” Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, August 29, 2018, http://carnegieendowment.org
/2018/08/29/how-can-u.s.-india-relations-survive-s-400-deal-pub-77131.
61. For the evolution in perceptions of China in Australia, see John Garnaut, “Australia’s
China Reset,” Monthly, August 2018, http://bit.ly/3cGfDaS; for Europe, see Julianne
Smith and Torrey Taussig, “The Old World and the Middle Kingdom,” Foreign Affairs
98, no. 5 (September/October 2019), 112–124; Andrew Small, “Why Europe Is
Getting Tough on China, and What It Means for Washington,” Foreign Affairs, April
3, 2019, http://fam.ag/30gB6lK; and Philippe Le Corre and Erik Brattberg, “How the
Coronavirus Pandemic Shattered Europe’s Illusions of China,” Carnegie Endowment

40

Endnotes

for International Peace, July 9, 2020, http://carnegieendowment.org/2020/07/09/how
-coronavirus-pandemic-shattered-europe-s-illusions-of-china-pub-82265.
62. Tobias Harris, “‘Quality Infrastructure’: Japan’s Robust Challenge to China’s Belt and
Road,” War on the Rocks, April 9, 2019, http://bit.ly/345WYBw.
63. Garima Mohan, “Germany Gets on Board With the Indo-Pacific,” 9 Dash Line, September 11, 2020, http://9dashline.com/article/germany-gets-on-board-the-indo-pacific; and
“The Indo-Pacific Region: A Priority for France,” French Ministry for Europe and Foreign
Affairs, August 2019, http://diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/asia-and-oceania/the
-indo-pacific-region-a-priority-for-france.
64. “Global Britain in a Competitive Age: The Integrated Review of Security, Defence,
Development and Foreign Policy,” United Kingdom Cabinet Office, March 16, 2021, http://
gov.uk/government/publications/global-britain-in-a-competitive-age-the-integrated
-review-of-security-defence-development-and-foreign-policy/global-britain-in-a
-competitive-age-the-integrated-review-of-security-defence-development-and-foreign
-policy; and “Joint Communication: Connecting Europe and Asia—Building Blocks
for an EU Strategy,” European Economic and Social Committee, September 19, 2018,
http://eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/connecting
-europe-and-asia-building-blocks-eu-strategy.
65. Kiyoshi Takenaka and Ju-min Park, “Japan, Australia Reach Security Pact Amid Fears
Over Disputed South China Sea,” Reuters, November 17, 2020, http://reut.rs
/3nqTWQa; and Emese Schwarcz, “An Unexpected Ally: Japan’s EU Partnership,”
Japan Times, November 4, 2019, http://japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2019/11/04/commentary
/japan-commentary/unexpected-ally-japans-eu-partnership.
66. Press Trust of India, “Sri Lanka Signs Port Deal With India, Japan,” Economic Times, May
28, 2019, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/defence/sri-lanka-signs-port-deal
-with-india-japan/articleshow/69547981.cms.
67. Press Information Bureau, “Australia-India-Japan Economic Ministers’ Joint Statement
on Supply Chains Resilience,” Indian Ministry of Commerce and Industry, September
1, 2020, http://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=1650387.
68. “The United States Partners With Australia and Japan to Expand Reliable and Secure
Digital Connectivity in Palau,” U.S. Department of State, October 29, 2020, http://2017
-2021.state.gov/the-united-states-partners-with-australia-and-japan-to-expand
-reliable-and-secure-digital-connectivity-in-palau/index.html.
69. Madan, “What You Need to Know About the ‘Quad,’ in Charts.”
70. White House, “Statement by NSC Spokesperson Emily Horne on National Security
Advisor Jake Sullivan’s Call With Counterparts From France, Germany, and the United
Kingdom,” March 16, 2021, http://whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases
/2021/03/16/statement-by-nsc-spokesperson-emily-horne-on-national-security
-advisor-jake-sullivans-call-with-counterparts-from-france-germany-and-the-united
-kingdom; and Sarah Anne Aarup, “U.S. and EU Resuscitate ‘Dialogue on China,’” Politico, March 24, 2021, http://politico.eu/article/us-and-eu-resuscitate-dialogue-on-china.
71. Caitlin Doornbos, “U.S., Japan and Australia Train With French Aircraft Carrier in
Bay of Bengal,” Stars and Stripes, May 16, 2019, http://stripes.com/news/pacific/us
-japan-and-australia-train-with-french-aircraft-carrier-in-bay-of-bengal-1.581208.

Endnotes

41

72. Katrina Manson, “U.S.-Backed Candidate Nominated to Lead UN Body After AntiChina Campaign,” Financial Times, March 5, 2020, http://ft.com/content/71364d76
-5d8c-11ea-b0ab-339c2307bcd4; and Kirsty Needham, “Australia Welcomes Growing
Support for COVID-19 Inquiry at WHO Meeting,” Reuters, May 18, 2020, http://reut
.rs/2WDTkMG.
73. For the text of the agreements: 1993, http://bit.ly/2X7s754; 1996, http://bit.ly/3etcOtw;
2005, http://bit.ly/2TQrLho; 2012, http://bit.ly/3emcY5I; and 2013, http://bit.ly/2XJHiAO.
74. Press Information Bureau, “Opening Ceremony Joint Exercise Hand-in-Hand-2019,”
Indian Ministry of Defence, December 8, 2019, http://pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx
?PRID=1595466; “India, China Begin Joint Training for Afghan Diplomats,” Hindustan
Times, November 12, 2019, http://hindustantimes.com/india-news/india-china-begin
-joint-training-for-afghan-diplomats/story-MKowPPLQ0MuYts9Cd4clyM.html; and
“ONGC Signs MoU With CNPC,” Oil and Natural Gas Corporation of India, June
26, 2012, http://ongcindia.com/wps/wcm/connect/en/media/press-release/ongc-signs
-mou-with-cnpc.
75. Sanjeev Miglani, “India, China Agree to Pull Back Troops From Disputed Himalayan
Lake,” Reuters, February 11, 2021, http://reut.rs/375DIX8.
76. Rezaul H. Laskar, “India, China Reach 5-Point Consensus on Easing Border Tensions at
Jaishankar-Wang Meet,” Hindustan Times, September 11, 2020, http://hindustantimes
.com/india-news/reached-5-point-consensus-on-border-row-claims-china-after
-jaishankar-wang-meet/story-XklKVJf1CLZAclwB3loh4H.html.
77. “Russia Offers to Help Mediate Between India and Pakistan,” Reuters, February 28,
2019, http://reut.rs/2NAQ4v7.
78. P.R. Chari, et al., Four Crises and a Peace Process: American Engagement in South Asia
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 118‒148; and Yun Sun and
Hannah Haegeland, “China and Crisis Management in South Asia” in Investigating
Crises: South Asia’s Lessons, Evolving Dynamics, and Trajectories, Sameer P. Lalwani and
Hannah Haegeland, eds. (Washington, DC: Stimson Center, 2018), 165‒185.
79. “China’s Opposition to Mentioning of Terrorism Held Back UNSC Statement on
Pulwama for 1 Week,” Economic Times, February 22, 2019, http://economictimes
.indiatimes.com/news/defence/chinas-opposition-to-mentioning-of-terrorism-held-back
-unsc-statement-on-pulwama-for-1-week/articleshow/68112837.cms; and “Wang Yi’s
Year-End Interview With CGTN,” CGTN, December 23, 2019, http://news.cgtn.com
/news/2019-12-23/Wang-Yi-China-s-2019-diplomacy-resolutely-forward-despite
-hardship--MF3JsHphQY/index.html.
80. Madan, Fateful Triangle, 143‒185.
81. “Came to Know of Navy’s P-8I Aircraft’s Capabilities During Doklam Episode: CDS
General Bipin Rawat,” Times of India, February 17, 2020, http://timesofindia.indiatimes
.com/india/came-to-know-of-navys-p-8i-aircrafts-capabilities-during-doklam-episode-cds
-general-bipin-rawat/articleshow/74178644.cms.
82. “Engel Statement on Chinese Aggression Along India China Border,” House Foreign
Affairs Committee, June 1, 2020, http://foreignaffairs.house.gov/2020/6/engel-statement
-on-chinese-aggression-along-india-china-border; C. Raja Mohan, “Indian Resistance to
China’s Expansionism Would Be a Definitive Moment in Asia’s Geopolitical Evolution,”

42

Endnotes

Indian Express, June 30, 2020, http://indianexpress.com/article/opinion/columns/galwan
-encounter-india-china-border-dispute-russia-us-india-foreign-relations-c-rajamohan
-6482305; “American Kit, Indian Muscle,” India Today, July 3, 2020, http://indiatoday
.in/india-today-insight/story/american-kit-indian-muscle-1696418-2020-07-03; and Dinakar Peri, “Navy Inducts Two Sea Guardian Drones on Lease From U.S.,” Hindu, November
25, 2020, http://thehindu.com/news/national/navy-inducts-two-sea-guardian-drones-on
-lease-from-us/article33178519.ece.
83. “Press Briefing by Press Secretary Jen Psaki and National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan,”
White House, March 12, 2021, http://whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/press-briefings
/2021/03/12/press-briefing-by-press-secretary-jen-psaki-march-12-2021.
84. See, for example, former National Security Advisor M.K. Narayanan, “Remaining
Non-Aligned Is Good Advice,” Hindu, June 16, 2020, http://thehindu.com/opinion/lead
/remaining-non-aligned-is-good-advice/article31836296.ece.
85. Press Trust of India, “Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi to Visit India in December, Say
Officials,” Hindu, October 29, 2017, http://thehindu.com/news/international/chinese
-foreign-minister-wang-yi-to-visit-india-in-december-say-officials/article19944271.ece;
and “Momentum for Improving Japan-China Relations,” Japan Times, November 14, 2017,
http://japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2017/11/14/editorials/momentum-improving-japan
-china-relations.
86. Sun, “China’s Strategic Assessment of the Ladakh Clash”; and Antara Ghosal Singh, “The
Standoff and China’s India Policy Dilemma,” Hindu, July 15, 2020, http://thehindu.com
/opinion/lead/the-stand-off-and-chinas-india-policy-dilemma/article32083539.ece.
87. Andrew Small, “Testimony Before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission Hearing on Looking West: China and Central Asia,” U.S.-China Economic
and Security Review Commission, March 18, 2015, http://uscc.gov/sites/default/files
/Small%20Testimony_3.18.15.pdf.
88. Menon, Choices, 22–24.
89. Ananth Krishnan, “It Took China Just Three Weeks Since PM Modi’s Visit to Snub
His Efforts to Clarify the LAC. The Neighbours Now Face Yet Another Stalemate
in Resolving the Boundary Issue,” India Today, June 11, 2015, http://indiatoday.in
/magazine/the-big-story/story/20150622-china-india-lac-modi-visit-xi-jinping-border
-dispute-819865-2015-06-11; and Manoj Joshi, “The Wuhan Summit and the India–
China Border Dispute,” Observer Research Foundation, June 26, 2018, http://orfonline
.org/research/41880-the-wuhan-summit-and-the-india-china-border-dispute.
90. The United States and India should also consider how their differences in other
domains—for instance, on trade, values, or Pakistan—could affect their defense and
security cooperation. For instance, if congressional concern about the state of democracy
in India could affect the Biden administration’s ability to give India a waiver from sanctions for its purchase of the S-400 system from Russia, or if India’s displeasure at past
U.S.-Pakistan collaboration on Afghanistan could make it reticent to deepen security
cooperation in certain spheres, or if U.S.-India differences on digital trade and policies
could limit their cooperation in the critical technology arena.

Endnotes

43

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
Tanvi Madan is a senior fellow in the Brookings Institution’s Foreign
Policy program and director of Brookings’ India Project. Madan’s work
explores India’s role in the world and its foreign policy, focusing particularly on India’s relations with China and the United States. She is
a member of the editorial board of Asia Policy, a contributing editor at
War on the Rocks, and a member of the Australian National University’s
National Security College’s Futures Council. Previously, Madan was a
Harrington doctoral fellow and teaching assistant at the University of
Texas at Austin’s Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs. She has
also been a research analyst at Brookings and has worked in the information technology industry in India.
Madan is the author of the book Fateful Triangle: How China Shaped
U.S.-India Relations During the Cold War. She is completing a monograph on India’s foreign policy diversification strategy and researching
her next book on the U.S.-China-India triangle. In addition to a bachelor’s degree in history from Lady Shri Ram College in New Delhi, she
has a master’s degree in international relations from Yale University
and a doctorate in public policy from the University of Texas at Austin.

44

About the Author

Center for Preventive Action

Discussion Paper Series on Managing Global Disorder No. 6
October 2021

Council on Foreign Relations
cfr.org

Major Power
Rivalry in South Asia

58 East 68th Street
New York, NY 10065
tel 212.434.9400

Tanvi Madan

Cover photo: A panoramic view of south central Mumbai, India,
shows a vast contrast in living conditions between lower-middleclass dwellings and towers for the elite.
(iStockphoto/Getty Images)

1777 F Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
tel 202.509.8400

