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ABOUT US 

 
 

The Centre for Security Analysis (CSA) was set up in 2002 with the initiative of Lt. Gen. V.R. 

Raghavan (Retd) and Mr M.K. Narayanan (presently National Security Advisor). The Centre is a 

non-profit, non-partisan independent think tank. It believes in holistic and multidimensional 

approach to security, transcending the traditional concept to include various aspects of security such 

as food, health, environmental, economic, water, energy, societal and political security. In short, the 

safety, honor and well-being of the citizen is the ultimate security. 

 

The Centre was established with the objective of providing a peninsular perspective to the security 

discourse in India, South, Southeast and East Asia. It provides a platform for academics and 

intellectuals of Peninsular India to put forth their views thereby enabling them to represent the 

region's interests. The Centre also focuses on promoting public awareness on security issues by 

organizing seminars, workshops, public lectures and roundtable discussions. It has built a new focus 

on civil society and governance and its linkages with security. The Centre endeavors to bring out 

publications in the form of books and occasional papers covering the events conducted and projects 

undertaken in the larger interest of the public and policy makers. 

 

The Centre has developed a special focus on issues related to Peninsular India, Sri Lanka, South and 

Southeast Asia. The issues of conflict resolution and peace building as also gender affirmation have 

got added attention. It has undertaken research work on issues of immediate interest to the society 

and Government. A number of project studies have been commissioned and completed or are in 

progress. 

 

The CSA considers encouragement and development of the younger generation, an aspect to be 

given due importance and keeping that in view, has been organising regular intercollegiate debates. 

These debates on issues of national importance provide opportunities for young scholars to study, 

research and voice their views and ideas on different facets of security. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

PREFACE 
 

 

 

The Centre for Security Analysis organized two Round Tables on IndiaïUS Relations with 

Ambassador Teresita Schaffer, Director, South Asia Program, Center for Strategic and 

International Studies, Washington D.C, USA on 18 January 2007 and on Japan- India Partnership 

under the New Asian Strategic Dynamism with Mr. Takio Yamada, Political Minister, Embassy 

of Japan in India, New Delhi on 12 March 2007. This bulletin contains an account of the 

proceedings at the two round tables. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

INDIA -US RELATIONS

 
 

Brig. K. Srinivasan (Retd.), 

Establishment Director, CSA welcomed the 

guests on behalf of the President and 

Members of CSA.  

 

INTRODUCTION  

Mr. Kamlendra Kanwar ,  

Editor, The New Indian Express  

The Centre for Security Analysis has 

been doing remarkable work on issues 

concerning national security and todayôs talk 

is on an equally relevant issue of the emerging 

India-US relations. We have amongst us   

Ambassador Teresita Schaffer who is now 

Director, South Asia Program, Center for 

Strategic and International Studies, 

Washington D.C, after a 30 year long career in 

the US Foreign Service. Ambassador Teresita 

Schaffer has agreed to be present here at a 

juncture when there are a lot of apprehensions 

and doubts over certain aspects of the Indo-

US nuclear deal. 

 

Amb. Teresita Schaffer 

What brings me to Chennai today is a 

project on the future of US-India relations. 

The story of how India and the US got to the 

present point is certainly interesting. Over the 

past sixty years, we have had tremendous 

expansion in our economic relations, and with 

the end of the Cold War, this relationship 

automatically gained a different footing. This 

in turn also gave rise to an Indian foreign 

policy that is much more driven by economic 

factors. Most recently, US-India relations 

reached new heights with the US-India Civil 

Nuclear Cooperation agreement which is part 

way towards implementation and which I 

hope will in fact be implemented.  

The questions raised are óWhat is the 

substance of the strategic partnership that 

Indian and American leaders have been 

talking about?ô óWhat are the issues that will 

bring India and United States together?ô and 

óWhat are the issues that will be more difficult 

to manage? My concerns in this regard reflect 

my long years in the Government when US-

India relations were quite different from what 

they are today. We run the risk of suffering 

from exaggerated and unrealistic expectations 

perhaps on both sides and certainly on the 

American side. I also believe that the two 

Governments have done a tremendous amount 

of work in establishing a bilateral 

infrastructure. There is now a security 

relationship where there existed none in the 

past. There is a multiplicity of bureaucratic  

mechanisms to ensure that the two 

Governments talk on strategic issues, security 



 

 

issues, military supply issues, terrorism and 

energy. Basically, this entire infrastructure 

means that our officials now have a whole  

range of mechanisms to understand each 

otherôs sensitivities better which in turn will 

work towards better government to 

government relations. 

 

What remains now is to begin to 

articulate the common visions of the world. 

Although I do not believe that India and 

United States will ever have a completely 

overlapping vision of what the world should 

be like, the reason for my optimism about US-

India relations is the presence of significant 

interests of the two countries which now run 

in parallel. 

Many of those interests revolve around 

issues that I believe are much more on the 

minds of people in peninsular India than they 

are in Delhi, particularly maritime security, 

the Indian Ocean and security issues across 

Asia. Therefore, I am here at CSA with a view 

towards asking scholars from South India, 

óHow do they see Indiaôs big strategic 

interests?ô óHow do Indiaôs strategic relations 

with the rest of Asia look to you?ô óWhere are 

the big strategic drivers that are going to set 

Indiaôs national security policy and its foreign 

policy?ô and óHow do you see the United 

States fitting into that picture?ô I can throw 

some light on where these issues stand for the 

US but what I would like to learn from you is 

where they stand in India.  

 

DISCUSSIONS 

Mr . D.S. Rajan 

Our Foreign Minister Mr. Pranab 

Mukherjee in a recent address observed that 

the balance of power theory has given way to 

a balance of interests theory. India is in the 

process of forging good and healthy relations 

with all the major powers in Asia. With this 

conceptual change in its approach, India looks 

at Indo-US relations in a very broad manner. 

This is especially the case now when India is a 

rising power in Asia having the potential to 

play a bigger role in the world. 

 

Amb. Schaffer  

This is a view that has very strong 

echoes in the United States. I have asked 

several times óWhy is the US focused on 

building its relations with India?ô The answer 

that one gets from officials focuses more than 

anything else on the two democracies. This I 

would argue is a very important perspective 

and one that has not always figured in actual 

policies as opposed to our words. When we 

look around Asia, there are tremendous 

questions regarding Korea; Japan is beginning 

to come out of a big economic slump but not 



 

 

out of it yet; there is paramount dynamism in 

Southeast Asia although Indonesia has some 

difficulties. Apart from this, there is the strong 

tradition of US military and economic 

presence in the Western Pacific and the 

Persian Gulf. In the past, India was the place 

in between, but with India being the other 

rising power besides China, my answer would 

be it is not just the bond between two 

democracies. With a rising China and a lot of 

questions about what is happening in Chinaôs 

east, it would be foolish from the US point of 

view to have nothing going on politically with 

the big rising power to Chinaôs west. So I 

think this fits in fairly well with the vision you 

just sketched. 

 

Col. R. Hariharan (Retd.) 

There are certain differences in the 

Indo-US relationship that should be taken into 

reckoning when we make a long-term 

assessment of our strategic relationship. One 

issue is that of Burma.  It is physically on the 

Indian border and not against India but is a 

gateway for China to get into the Indian 

Ocean bypassing the geographical limitations 

imposed by the ASEAN powers. The other is 

Sri Lanka where India and the US have a 

convergence of interests when compared to 

Burma where the perspectives of India and 

Japan along with a few other countries 

including Australia are different from the US 

perspective. Similarly, the role of India in 

Afghanistan, Nepal and relations with Iran are 

potential mine fields. Therefore, in order to 

develop a viable strategic partnership we 

should have in place a mechanism for 

resolving such differences and maintaining a 

workable relationship as the US has with the 

EU or even the ANZAC countries.  

 

Amb. Schaffer  

I agree that there is a convergence of 

interests in Sri Lanka. The issues that have 

been difficult for the United States and India 

in Sri Lanka have largely been overtaken by 

events. Indian Oil has leased the tank farm in 

Trincomalee, and Indian and US Navies are 

rapidly accelerating their collaboration at a 

more general level in the Indian Ocean. The 

general idea that India should worry about the 

US presence in the Indian Ocean is being 

handled at the national level. The issue with 

regard to Sri Lanka is two fold: one is how 

effective can outside countries be in the 

common objective of trying to prevent the war 

and move towards a peaceful settlement. The 

other issue is how useful it is for India and the 

US to be seen to be working together in Sri 

Lanka. The sensitivity for the United States 

relates to the accusations made against the US 

that it is outsourcing or sub-contracting its 



 

 

foreign policy. Correspondingly, there is 

sensitivity for India, which has never wanted 

to be caught up in a larger group of óFriends 

of Sri Lankaô because India has had its own 

special relationship with Sri Lanka.  The issue 

basically is that of managing the convergence 

of interests.  

There are areas where we have had 

some differences. The point I would like to 

highlight here is that India and the US are well 

established big countries with diversified 

interests; therefore, we need to be able to talk 

about our disagreements rather than just our 

agreements. In Afghanistan, the objective is 

the same. The issue is what weight one gives 

to Pakistanôs sensibilities. Pakistanis are very 

mistrustful of what India might be up to in 

Afghanistan and the US, as I understand, 

wants to keep India in the loop by involving it 

in reconstruction but does not want to cause 

panic on the part of the Pakistanis. I just came 

from a week in Pakistan where astonishingly 

the subject everyone wanted to talk to me 

about was not India but Afghanistan.  

Burma is an odd issue because it is not 

really a strategic issue for the United States. 

The primary issue in our relations with Burma 

is human rights and democracy. There was an 

ORF conference on Indian and US 

perspectives on East Asia two years back 

where the only subject where there was a 

significant difference was Burma. Indiaôs 

strategic perspective on Burma has led it to 

give lower priority to the issues that are front 

and centre for the United States. I donôt have 

any handy solutions to that but I think that 

senior officials on both sides should be willing 

to exchange views on how they can manage 

the other sideôs sensitivities. Iran is an issue 

which is most visible and has been frequently 

cited as an area of sharp differences. This is 

true but it is not the whole story. I take the 

Prime Minister at his word that the 

Government of India does not want to see 

another nuclear power in its immediate 

neighborhood including Iran. There is an 

important agreement about this but there is 

significant disagreement about what you do 

about it. India has economic interest and 

interest in land access to Central Asia where 

there is no actual counterpart on the US side. 

This is the most uncomfortable of the issues 

that you raised. These are issues that we tend 

not to talk about unless there is an immediate 

crisis or a vote in the IAEA. In general, the 

officials immediately below the ministerial 

level responsible for these issues should have 

the habit of exchanging notes frequently on 

both our agreements and disagreements.  

In Nepal, at least in the recent months, 

there has been a very strong convergence and 

India and the US were seen to be working 



 

 

together there. This relationship and 

convergence of interests made it clear to 

Nepal that all of its friends and donors 

strongly support the need to find a peaceful 

solution to the political meltdown.  

 

Dr. Lawrence Prabhakar 

You had mentioned about maritime 

security as a prospective future agenda for the 

growing India-US relations. In this regard, I 

would like to mention that there are six issues: 

  First, the Indian Ocean for the United 

States is a neo-Mahanian lake to project 

power in the Asian littoral. In the post Cold 

War era, maritime security is all about the 

dominance of littorals from the sea. This is 

perceptible in the US naval war doctrine of 

US Navy Sea Power Concept 21 where there 

is a strong emphasis on the projection of 

power from sea to land. It was earlier known 

as the Operational Maneuver from the Sea 

(OMFTS). The United States would like to 

have maritime bases in the Indian Ocean for 

the domination of littorals. The littorals are 

spaces that are hubs of economic globalization 

and also harbour the elements of the maritime 

asymmetric actors, capabilities and threats. 

The control of the littorals is key to the US 

littoral domination and sea control of the 

Indian Ocean. It thus needs the support of 

friendly states.  

Second, globalization and maritime 

power is another important dimension for the 

United States. For a continued and sustained 

presence in the Persian Gulf and Southwest 

Asian region and the southern Indian Ocean, 

the United States would have to rely on Indian 

support. They will need the Indian Navy in a 

spectrum of constabulary and humanitarian 

missions acting in a coalition with the US and 

other allied navies in the Indian Ocean Region 

to secure against maritime asymmetric threats 

and protect shipping. One example was the 

Operation Sagittarius in 2002 where the US 

high value shipping was escorted by Indian 

coast guard ships.  

India is a pivotal state to the United 

States in what it considers to be a region 

conditioned by an arc of threats and 

challenges. There are new developments in 

East Africa, which actually is a matter of 

concern for both India and United States given 

the rising incidence of piracy coming up in the 

Northern Arabian Sea. The creation of the 

Joint Maritime Task Force 150 and the new 

US African command is another factor that 

the United States has initiated. The United 

States and India will have to look into this 

region because much of civilian shipping 

would be vulnerable to these piratical attacks.  

Fourthly there is the issue of the WMD 

maritime transit which is going to gain new 



 

 

significance even as Iran and North Korea are 

going into another step of their own nuclear 

postures. WMD transit has taken place with 

North Koreaôs ships coming down to the 

region. This would be a matter of acute 

concern. 

Fifthly, I see that the development of 

missile defenses coming to the regional states 

will at some point of time be an operational 

reality with the growth of the Iranian ballistic 

missile and nuclear arsenal. The United States 

would thus have to contend with a spectrum of 

traditional and non-traditional asymmetric 

threats in the maritime domain. The 

deployment of US Navy Theatre Wide 

Systems in the Arabian Sea based from the US 

Naval Support Facility in Diego Garcia would 

be an operational reality. In the Sea of Japan, 

the US Navy deploys its new Ballistic Missile 

Defences X band radar. This platform is 

moving from Alaska to Honolulu on to Japan 

providing for sea based defence missiles.  

Sixthly, there is the evolution of 

submarine forces which are coming in the 

region. Iran is one naval power with a 

considerable submarine strike power along 

with Pakistan and India which is a dominant 

submarine power in the Indian Ocean region. 

US resources in Anti-Submarine Warfare 

(ASW) used to be in its prime during the Cold 

War. As the Cold War wound down and the 

Soviet nuclear submarine threat receded, so 

have US ASW efforts diminished. In the 

twenty-first century, littoral states with strong 

submarine forces and anti-ship missiles and 

land attack cruise missiles provide a huge 

increase in littoral defence. The United States 

would have to contend with regional 

conventional submarine forces that are of the 

high performance platforms and would 

necessitate considerable expertise in the 

region. Anti-Submarine Warfare in the 

Arabian Sea would be torturous given that the 

ASW operations would have to be conducted 

in warm waters with high salinity; given the 

varying isothermal layers, the effectiveness of 

sonar detection is increasingly complex. 

That is one area in which the United 

States would have to rely on Indian expertise 

because India is the only country that has got 

varied operational experience with 

conventional submarines in the region. 

 

R. Adm. Mohan Raman (Retd.) 

With regard to maritime cooperation 

between India and the US, I would like to 

highlight that the further away you are the 

easier it is to espouse virtue, for instance, the 

view of Burma in America or the Indian 

sympathy for Fidel Castro. This is a factor that 

must be borne in mind and I would suggest 

that cooperation between maritime forces 



 

 

must not be elevated to a very great 

importance as this is an area where the tap can 

be shut off in no time. This has happened 

before in the case of the Commonwealth 

Navies who used to exercise in Trincomalee. 

This stopped after a period of just one year. 

Therefore, a stable relationship cannot depend 

on having a common view on the Bay of 

Bengal or the Arabian Sea. I would advocate a 

greater sensitivity to issues which bother a 

nation in its immediate neighbourhood. With 

regard to Indo-US maritime cooperation, I 

think that unfortunately America is itself 

getting an anti-Islamic hue and this is not 

going to resonate well in India as we have a 

very large Islamic population.  

 

Mr. K. Santhanam 

Amb. Schaffer asked us what the 

drivers of Indiaôs foreign policy and Indiaôs 

national security were. I would like to go 

beyond the traditional elements of territorial 

integrity and sovereignty and highlight this in 

terms of both policy principles and practices. 

India has undertaken politico-military 

interventions in its neighbourhood be it in Sri 

Lanka or Nepal. What are the principles 

governing politico-military intervention by 

India? One, we will intervene in the politico-

military manner only on the request of the 

duly elected government of that country, Two, 

we do not have territorial ambitions, so having 

entered we will not linger in their internal 

affairs. Three, we would like to ensure that 

structures that contribute to governance, not 

necessary democratic, return. These three will 

continue to be drivers and principles of 

politico-military intervention by the 

Government of India.  Having said this I 

would like to ask óWhat do you think is going 

to be the backlash of Saddamôs execution?ô   

In recent times in our extended 

neighbourhood, we see the Shanghai 

Cooperation Organization (SCO) is very 

active having useful programmes including 

those on industrial development and economic 

cooperation, though the SCO was initially set 

up to resolve border disputes between China 

and some of the Central Asian Republics. 

What is your take on the direction that SCO is 

taking, because there is also the NATO 

pushing from the other side with the 

Partnership for Peace? What is your scholarly 

analysis of this? 

My next question is about the nuclear 

Wal-Mart operation in our neighbourhood. It 

has ramifications way beyond the South Asian 

region, more so because it is a fairly 

sophisticated operation involving manufacture, 

transfer of technology and outsourcing. I used 

to call it BPO-Bomb Process Outsourcing. All 

of a sudden, we find that AQ Khan is quiet 



 

 

and we donôt see anything in the newspapers. 

The US seems to be absolutely happy with 

everything being taken care of. The other 

issue of concern is the phrase óregime 

change.ô Is it part of the political manifestos 

of the contending parties for the next 

administration? If so, I have some reservations. 

 

Amb. Schaffer 

Regarding the backlash from 

Saddamôs execution, in the interest of full 

disclosure, I was opposed to the war from the 

beginning. There is already a backlash from 

the Saddam execution and in all fairness the 

administration has tried to distance itself from 

it. But we have a President who believes in 

capital punishment and does not have a 

problem with the basic idea. This, of course, 

takes place at a time, as you said, when the 

United States is frequently accused of being 

anti-Islamic. I know that this is not the intent 

of the administration but has been what the 

rest of the world has perceived. This is indeed 

a subject of deep concern for a lot of 

Americans.  

Regarding the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization, I donôt know enough about the 

mechanics of it and what it has actually done 

to give you a really serious answer. But one of 

the things it has done is a forum in which 

India, Pakistan, China, Russia feel each other 

out about who is doing what to whom in the 

Central Asia-West China neighbourhood. I 

donôt know whether it is going to become a 

stronger organization as it seems to me rather 

unlikely that it would actually sort out any 

border disputes although it may provide an 

excuse for those who want to do that.   

With regard to the nuclear Wal-Mart, 

in Washingtonôs response to the A.Q Khan 

nuclear commerce issue, it had a set of bad 

options and it picked up one. Basically it had a 

choice between landing really hard on 

Pakistan, as the administration would see it, 

and putting at risk the cooperation that we are 

getting from Pakistan in the anti-terrorism 

operations. With this administration at this 

time anti-terrorism operations/Afghanistan are 

by far the most important objectives in 

Pakistan, far more important than elections, 

far more important than uniforms and except 

in a crisis situation more important than the 

day to day business of India-Pakistan issues. 

So in these circumstances, the administration 

decided, not once but twice, when it was faced 

with evidence that A.Q.Khan had been sharing 

his nuclear know-how with people in different 

countries, to take the position that this was in 

the past and we are going to worry about the 

future.  

How far has this assessment been 

successful? On the one hand there has 



 

 

apparently been a lot of sharing of information; 

on the other hand I doubt that anyone believes 

there has been complete sharing of 

information. A.Q. Khan is suffering from 

prostate cancer, his telephone calls are 

monitored, and he is not hustling up C130s to 

take him around the world these days. But he 

is not being made available for questioning by 

anyone. I think this is a rather ambiguous 

result, the administration would argue that it 

was the best of a bad lot of options. It may 

well be the least bad of a bad set of options. 

We may also find that it comes back to haunt 

us because the basic message to Pakistan was 

ñyou did it once, God help you if you do it 

again.ò Unfortunately we have said that twice 

and that does not enhance oneôs credibility. 

This government in Pakistan does need what 

they are getting from the United States as they 

are in an odd situation. The relationship with 

the US is both one of Musharrafôs greatest 

assets and one of his greatest vulnerabilities 

and this is the kind of ambiguity you get into 

often in Pakistan.  

Where would a future US government 

stand on regime change? I think it depends on 

the government and on the regime. As a 

general proposition I cannot think of any other 

US administration that has so frequently 

embraced the idea of regime change as the 

only way of sorting out certain kinds of 

problems. You can read that in part as an 

illustration of the intense frustration of the 

United States government with some of the 

regimes it would like to see changed.  

To be fair, every US administration since 

1979 would have rejoiced to see regime 

change in Iran but that does not mean that 

they were sending in people to do it. The 

difference here is that the administration 

explicitly embraced regime change in Iraq 

under circumstances in which they believed 

that the invasion was not only justified but 

also an enhancement to US security. At that 

time a majority of the American people were 

prepared to go along with that but now, the 

polls are quite different and we will see if the 

Presidentôs latest efforts to turn that around 

works.  I donôt think they have embraced 

regime change as a goal in itself. When you 

have run out of other options, the question is 

whether you embrace this option or whether 

you are restrained by the normal rules of 

international behaviour. In North Korea, I 

think, in the administration and among a lot of 

other people the departure of the present 

regime would in principle be seen as a good 

thing. It depends on what else happens. Why 

are the Chinese not enthusiastic about regime 

change in North Korea? It is not that they love 

this guy, it is actually an unstable problem for 

them and they donôt want to see refugees 



 

 

coming across the border. Why doesnôt South 

Korea want to see regime change? They too 

do not want to see refugees coming across the 

border. These are the countries that have to 

live with the immediate consequences. Serious 

reflection from the American perspective 

would have to think not only about the refugee 

factor but also ask the question ówho controls 

the nuclear assets?ô If Kim Jong-il is not there 

tomorrow, who has got the key? 

What I am saying is that regime 

change is not an objective in and of itself. But 

this administration clearly considers that there 

are circumstances in which regime change is a 

legitimate objective that the US government 

can go after. Now if you are going to go down 

that road, my view is that you have to be very 

sure you can succeed and be very sure you can 

manage the consequences. I had a friend who 

works in the Vice Presidentôs office and we 

had an argument on Iraq sometime in the early 

part of 2003 before the invasion took place 

and what she told me was ñwhen we are 

successful everyone else will fall in line.ò 

Now if she had used the word óifô instead of 

ówhenô there is some truth to that - nothing 

succeeds like success and nothing fails like 

failure. Mr. Santhanam mentioned that India 

has undertaken political and military 

intervention. I think that is the standard by 

which those interventions have been judged. 

You left out one in Pakistan/Bangladesh. My 

point is that the Indian electorate applauded 

that operation because it ended the immediate 

problem; Bangladesh became independent and 

at least for a time had good relations with 

India.  

 

Mr. K. Santhanam 

One of the concerns for India is the 

sudden termination of supplies because the 

cast iron clauses in the AEC act say that it will 

be a unilateral determination by the US. After 

1962 there were not many hardware 

transactions between India and the US. On the 

other hand, the LCA was a special purpose 

vehicle which has enabled access to advanced 

aeronautical technologies, and I welcome that. 

The countries in Europe which are part of 

NATO have the same concern because the 

boilerplate clauses of AEC are the same 

whether it is for India or European NATO 

partners. What NATO has negotiated with 

USA is something called the SoP or Statement 

of Principles. What the Statement of 

Principles says is that if the US is going to 

make that determination to terminate, please 

provide 12 months to find alternate suppliers 

for raw materials and components. I think this 

is the way Indians also have to negotiate with 

the US, otherwise the prospects of getting 



 

 

good contemporary, state of the art equipment, 

systems, and technologies are not very high.  

 

Amb. Schaffer 

The US has very restrictive legislation 

on both nuclear commerce and military sales. 

But the Congress as you may know can block 

any military sale over a certain threshold 

which I believe is now 10 million dollars.  

There is a threshold above which any 

transaction has to sit before the Congress for a 

certain length of time. And if both houses vote 

against it, it doesnôt happen. So anyone who 

does business with the United States has to do 

so knowing that this exists. However, it is 

possible to structure deals so that the 

purchaser is to a significant extent protected 

against sudden changes. You can negotiate a 

large spare parts package; you can do what 

India is already planning to do which is to 

negotiate not just offsets but co-production. 

There are ways of doing this, they donôt 

completely remove the risk but they 

significantly reduce it. Secondly, if you have 

an established supply relationship, the reality 

is that, barring some hideous crisis, with each 

successive transaction the presumption grows 

that this is an established relationship with a 

responsible country that ought to go through. 

 

So to some extent the challenge that India and 

the United States have if they are going to 

establish a military supply relationship or a 

nuclear commerce relationship is getting used 

to each other. When India becomes one of the 

regular customers of the United States, and the 

United States becomes one of the regular 

suppliers to India, we will not be paralyzed by 

fears of ówhat ifô. There is some element of 

risk involved and the task of the Indian 

officials making decisions on this is to weigh 

price availability and the quality of the 

technology and whatever judgments they 

make about the political relationship against 

their assessment of the risk. And ultimately I 

have great confidence that they will decide 

what they think is best for India. 

 

Mr. K. Santhanam 

Two fairly senior nuclear engineers 

from the Indian establishment went to the 

Bushehr reactor in Iran. These engineers who 

are now retired had been selected by the 

Iranian AEC after interactions with the IAEA 

to come and do a safety audit of the designs. It 

is a fairly straightforward and totally cast iron 

non-proliferation activity. Then you find that 

there is a huge spin and the story hits the 

ceiling. This kind of thing upsets the equipoise 

and equanimity of the Indian nuclear 

establishment, apart from those two poor 



 

 

engineers whose names kept on appearing on 

TV as well as in the press and their families 

were worried for their safety. The point I am 

making is that the tendency to sensationalize 

stories in the media - US media as well as 

Indian media - to the detriment of larger 

bilateral relations should be nipped. 

 

Amb. Schaffer 

You know how sensitive the Iran issue 

is for the United States and you can multiply 

that by about ten for the present 

administration, so thatôs part of the 

background there. What Iôd like to ask you is 

how you see Indiaôs relations with China and 

with some other countries of Southeast Asia? 

Is this an important part of Indiaôs 

international firmament? Is it working well? 

What does India need to do to make it work 

better, if that is an issue? 

 

Mr. D.S. Rajan 

Looking beyond the border issue, India 

does not see China as a threat and vice versa. 

The favourable atmosphere has grown though 

there still remain some issues such as the 

thorny boundary dispute that is yet to be 

resolved, as well as to some extent issues 

relating to US-India relations. Though 

officially there has been no comment in China 

about the Indo-US civil nuclear deal, the 

authoritative Party and State organs have 

clearly accused the US of drawing India to 

contain China. That is not the official view yet 

and of course Indian leaders have gone to the 

extent of denying that it is directed against a 

third country and the US also did the same. 

These are some of the apprehensions of China 

but in spite of that, the atmospherics are very 

good. Economic and trade relations is one 

example and China has welcomed Indiaôs 

participation in various multilateral initiatives 

in East Asia. But there are still two sides: this 

is their official viewpoint and the other view is 

what the Chinese authoritative media says and 

one gets confused sometimes. But my overall 

sense is that India-China ties are growing 

towards the final aim of achieving 

normalization. 

 

Mr. K. Santhanam 

I would just like to add something to 

this. The Chinese would like us to set up 100 

IITs in mainland China. They are amazed at 

the growth of the Indian software industry and 

they would like to learn from this. Now here 

the opinion is split down the middle in 

NASSCOM and other places on whether you 

are selling your family jewels by imparting 

that training which gave you a USP in the 

international market in terms of the IT 

industry, contracts, delivery times, training, 



 

 

software engineering. I think that India is a 

little lukewarm on the IT front.  

 

Mr. Kamlendra Kanwar 

There are apprehensions in regard to 

the Hyde Act in India and just a short while 

back, former AEC Chief Mr. M.R. Srinivasan 

gave vent to his feelings on that. Do you have 

something to say on this?  

 

Amb. Schaffer 

As you know, passing the Hyde Act 

was the first step in a process that has four 

more steps. These are not sequential; most of 

them can happen at the same time. The first is 

a bilateral cooperation agreement known in 

the trade as 123. Second is that the agreement 

needs to sit before the US Congress for 90 

days and not get voted down. The third is the 

negotiation of the safeguards agreement with 

the International Atomic Energy Agency and 

the fourth is securing the consensus of the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group. And when the 123 

Agreement is sitting before the Congress, the 

Congress will need to have the text of the 

IAEA agreement and the Nuclear Suppliers 

Group will have to have the texts of both of 

these things. None of them go into effect until 

they all do. In other words, everyone is 

standing around the swimming pool and they 

all jump in at once. What is fascinating to me 

is that the nuclear establishment in India is 

making arguments that are precisely the 

opposite of those being made by the non-

proliferation establishment in the United 

States. The nuclear establishment in India is 

arguing that the Hyde Act would in fact 

restrict Indiaôs military nuclear programme. 

The non-proliferation establishment in the 

United States has argued that in fact 

implementing this deal would accelerate 

Indiaôs military nuclear programme. They 

cannot both be right. As I understand, there 

are a couple of issues which are most 

prominent: one has to do with testing and 

another has to do with reprocessing.  

The testing issue is basically an issue 

of words, not of substance, because the whole 

basis for the deal was this joint statement of 

July 18
th
, 2005 in which the Government of 

India made a unilateral undertaking not to test. 

So Indiaôs concern is that this unilateral 

undertaking not be turned into a legal 

obligation. I am very confident the people 

negotiating the agreement will find the right 

words to thread that needle. But the unilateral 

undertaking is an essential part of the deal as 

far as the United States is concerned and the 

Hyde Act just put that into the law which 

makes it visible which also makes Indians 

uncomfortable. The reprocessing issue is more 

complicated and frankly I am not a good 



 

 

enough technician to be able to tell you how 

exactly that can be managed. But everyone 

who has worked on this is determined to find 

a way to fulfil what has been started by 

changing the US legislation and bring this to 

fruition. Changing the US legislation is a big 

deal. The non-proliferation policy as it has 

existed and grown over the past 40 years has 

been one of the most consistent aspects of US 

law and policy. Both parties in Congress and 

both parties in Government have participated 

in the process of creating a US legal structure 

which is in fact tighter than the Non-

Proliferation Treaty, and creating international 

institutions to encapsulate that, like the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group, so that for this 

administration to decide that it wanted to 

reverse that course and to do so for one 

specific country is a major act and a major 

accomplishment. When the July 18
th
 

agreement was first announced it was not 

particularly well received in the Congress. 

When it finally passed, it passed with a 

lopsided majority from both parties. A lot of 

people will properly be congratulating 

themselves on a good lobbying job including 

the Indian Embassy; they did a fantastic job 

but the really important thing is that the idea 

of making a very controversial special 

arrangement for India wound up being a 

subject of consensus. So we have come a long 

way and I think it would be a great pity not to 

complete the process. The other thing is when 

you are changing policy it is always easier to 

see what you are going to lose than what you 

are going to gain because what you are going 

to lose is very concrete and in this case by 

putting more facilities under safeguards, there 

is a certain inconvenience factor. I hope the 

government of India is able to ask itself 

whether it is better off with this or without it, 

and I think if they do, they will conclude they 

are better off with it.  

 

Col. R. Hariharan  (Retd.) 

I have one question on Sri Lanka, 

regarding Norwegian mediation, which is 

almost dead. Where does the Tokyo Donorôs 

Conference, of which the US is a major player, 

go now? 

 

Amb. Schaffer 

The Norwegian mediation is almost 

dead because the war is going on. And while 

the Norwegians are happy to be active, they 

donôt have a whole lot of people to be active 

with. Nobody is terribly serious about the 

peace process. They may find it convenient to 

pretend so but I donôt think they can actually 

be terribly serious about the peace process 

under the present circumstances. What does 

the Tokyo Donorôs Conference do? Well, a 



 

 

certain amount of stuff happens by Pavlovian 

reaction and so you will see a certain amount 

of words that are foreordained. As I said, I 

think the strategy which the government is 

pursuing is primarily a political strategy aimed 

at their domestic support base. Conceivably if 

they had a stronger domestic support base 

they might be willing to be more creative 

when it comes to the peace process and some 

of the UNP Ministers or former UNP 

ministers who are now in negotiations with 

them have been leaders in this process. It 

always makes me very uneasy when you have 

talented people who keep shifting parties like 

this because at some point people stop trusting 

them and Sri Lanka has lots of experience 

with that. There was a man named Ronnie de 

Mel who was an extraordinarily good Finance 

Minister during the 1980s and he shifted 

parties three or four times and eventually he 

had shifted once too often and he was still a 

very smart guy but nobody would trust him 

politically.  

 

Mr. Kamlendra Kanwar 

Before we wind up, would the 

Malaysian Consul General like to have a word 

about relations between India and Southeast 

Asian countries?  

 

Mr. Rosli bin  Ismail 

The Indian government launched its 

Look East Policy in 1991 and immediately I 

believe in the year 1992 India became a 

dialogue partner of ASEAN.  From there on 

we can see a lot of interest among the 

Southeast Asian countries, including Malaysia, 

toward India, and we look up to India as a big 

economy in the future. More than 60 Indian 

companies are operating in Malaysia 

particularly in the IT Sector, and we are 

encouraging Indian businessmen to come 

there. Malaysia is one of the leading players in 

the infrastructure sector in India. We build 

road highways in India. There are more than 

ten companies of Malaysia operating here. 

With regard to bilateral relations, we are 

promoting political relations as well as 

working on the economic front and the social 

and cultural aspects.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JAPAN- INDIA PARTNERSHIP UN DER THE NEW ASIAN STRATEGIC DYNAMISM  

 

Lt Gen V. R. Raghavan (Retd.), 

President CSA welcomed the gathering and 

presided over the roundtable discussion. 

 

INTRODUCTION  

Lt Gen V. R. Raghavan (Retd.) 

India and Japan have overcome the 

constraints of history to play a greater role on 

the international scene. Even as there is much 

that unites the two countries, there are certain 

overwhelming factors that influence their 

relationship. The first factor is the tremendous 

power and presence of China in this region. 

Being a rising power with a modernizing 

military, its policies have been muscular and 

create anxieties in the region. It is certainly 

contesting the role of the United States in the 

region. Both Japan and India have to manage 

their new roles in the context of this factor.  

Both India and Japan now have 

excellent relations with the United States. I 

think the fact remains that China-India 

relations will never be free of the US presence 

in this region nor would Japan-US relations be 

free of the massive and immediate presence of 

China in the region. There is also, between 

India and Japan, very strongly felt positions 

on nuclear policy. Japan has had a long 

tradition and a very strong emphasis on 

nuclear issues. At the same time, East Asia 

has developed as a powerhouse economically 

and has formed strong relationships. How do 

we fit in? Some people look at India and 

Japan as two pillars on the flanks of this 

region that will provide stability. How this 

relationship will develop is a big question. I 

think it is appropriate that the two Prime 

Ministers have declared this year to be the 

óJapan-India Friendship Yearô.  

To talk about this and explain to us the 

Japanese perspective we have amongst us Mr. 

Takio Yamada who is the political minister at 

the Embassy of Japan in New Delhi. 

 



 

 

 

 

Mr. Takio Yamada 

 I am pleased to talk to you about the 

Japan-India Partnership. The 21
st
 century is 

often referred to as the Asian century and the 

fulcrum of world affairs is shifting to Asia. It 

is undeniable that India and Japan will play an 

increasingly significant role in this new 

strategic environment. Last December when 

the Indian Prime Minister came to Japan, we 

reached an agreement on strategic partnership. 

I believe that one of the major parts of our 

strategic partnership should be our 

collaboration in formulating a common vision 

of the future of Asia based upon the 

commonalities we share. On 9
th
 March 2007, a 

symposium on óJapan-India Strategic 

Partnership in the Era of Asian Regional 

Integrationô was organised in Delhi which was 

very relevant to the current partnership. The 

overwhelming Indian response at the 

symposium along with the response of the 

media was a reflection of the seriousness and 

importance given to relations with Japan.  

 The scholars at the symposium said 

that we are witnessing fundamental changes in 

the strategic structure and they suggested that 

there will be five major powers in the region, 

India, Japan, the US, China and Russia. The 

key point is how to achieve, ensure and 

maintain the equilibrium among these major 

powers avoiding any unnecessary frictions. 

This is a vital point in elaborating our 

common vision of the future Asian structure. 

Though it may take years to achieve a 

common vision, I would like to make a few 

suggestions. 

In my view there are three areas on 

which we can seek further cooperation and 

collaboration to ensure equilibrium in the 

region. First is further enhancing mutually 

beneficial economic environment to create a 

win-win situation economically in the region; 

second is enhancing our capabilities to address 

common challenges like natural disasters, 

counter-terrorism, safety of sea lanes, energy 

and environment; and the third point is 

enhancement of mutual confidence and trust 

among the countries of the region. We have 

enormous potential between us to cooperate 

on all these three areas. This is the reason why 

I believe that India is a natural strategic 

partner for Japan.  

Let me go into the details of the three 

areas of cooperation. Speaking about 

economic cooperation in the region, there has 

been enormous growth in intra-regional trade. 

China is the largest trade partner of Japan and 

China-Japan trade has reached an annual 

figure of 200 billion USD. Among ASEAN 

plus three countries, intra-regional trade has 



 

 

already exceeded 53 percent. In the case of 

NAFTA, intra-regional trade of North 

America is just 45 percent and in EU it is 60. 

Therefore we have already overtaken NAFTA 

and are reaching the level of EU. The 

government sector is also working hard on the 

establishment of the Free Trade Agreement 

(FTA) networks. In my view, despite all the 

complexities this trend will advance further.  

However, the current status of India-

Japan economic relations has not reached its 

enormous potential. But, I am very happy to 

announce that the attitude of Japanese firms 

has changed tremendously. In the symposium 

on 9
th
 March, Mr. N.K. Singh, former member 

of the Planning Commission, Government of 

India in his closing remarks mentioned that 

this was the first time that a Japanese private 

business leader Mr Mikio Sasaki, Chairman of 

Mitsubishi Corporation, who was also a 

panellist, made such a positive speech on 

investments in India. He said that he was 

encouraged by the positive attitude of 

Japanese firms. I have myself witnessed so 

much of development. Today I inspected an 

enormous site in Chennai where NISSAN is 

planning to establish a plant. I am sure that in 

the years to come Japanese investment and 

trade will increase manifold.  

On enhancing our capabilities to 

address common issues, we have a good 

example in the India-Japan-Australia-US Core 

Group after the tsunami. Initially, many 

people including me were sceptical about the 

working of this group. Over time and over 

several meetings, we started to recognise that 

there were several areas of common concern. 

Geographically, India and Japan are so close, 

especially Andaman and Nicobar Islands. 

India was one of the first countries to send a 

search and rescue vessel to the countries 

affected by the tsunami in the region. Postï

tsunami, the core group was also instrumental 

in bringing in the C-130s and other aircraft for 

the rescue operations. We recognized the 

usefulness of such cooperation which may 

give us some lessons envisioning future 

cooperation among states in the region. The 

other issues that we can address commonly 

include piracy, terrorism, environment, energy 

or even the safety of the sea lanes in the 

region. There is so much capacity that India 

has and if India and Japan along with other 

countries cooperate, the region will be much 

safer.  

The third area for cooperation is 

enhancing the trust and confidence among 

countries in the region. This is very delicate 

and important. Economic development has not 

been able to influence political relations in the 

region. Not all the countries in the region 

share common values and there are some 



 

 

historical complexities. To envisage and 

achieve a stable, peaceful and prosperous 

region, we must engage in confidence 

building measures. Happily, India and Japan 

share common values, there are no historical 

complexities as we share common Asian and 

historical values. Militarily, we are very 

transparent and there is much room for 

cooperation between us. Therefore India and 

Japan have a very strong common ground and 

together we have immense capabilities to 

tackle common issues with the enormous 

untapped potential between us. Despite all the 

negative images of past India-Japan relations, 

a partnership between us will not only be 

valuable for us but for the region as a whole. I 

will now just touch upon the regionôs relations 

with other major powers.  

Looking at the relations of the region 

with major powers, I know that there are some 

complexities that India still holds vis-à-vis US 

but at the same time we welcome the political 

development of India-US relations. Japan also 

shares very good relations with US and this 

political development gives both India and 

Japan a very good foundation to engage with 

Asia. Despite all the complexities in Southeast 

Asia, the role of United States is vital in both 

security and economic fields and whether we 

like it or not, we have to coexist with the 

United States in the region. To achieve all the 

three points mentioned earlier we need the 

United States. There are therefore several 

merits of having the US on our side. 

Partnership with the US will continue to be a 

very important issue for both India and Japan.  

China is a very fast rising power in the 

region and as Gen. Raghavan said, the rise of 

China is an issue for all of us. Both India and 

Japan have very good economic relations with 

China. Japanese trade with China is increasing 

despite all the complexities we have with the 

Chinese. At the same time Indiaôs trade with 

China is also increasing. The US has said that 

China should become a responsible 

stakeholder in the region. I donôt know what 

terminology to use here but we need China for 

building the region in a positive way. India 

and Japan should address the China issue on a 

common basis and common ground.  To 

achieve equilibrium we need a policy of 

engagement not a policy of containment. 

China is the foremost source of dynamics in 

the region. While addressing the complexities 

among us, we should also tap the enormous 

potential for cooperation between us.   

Russia will remain an important 

partner for both of us, especially for India. 

Russia has become very important in the 

energy sector. Japan is also trying to establish 

better relations with Russia. We have a 

territorial issue with Russia and there have 



 

 

been low points in our relations with Russia a 

few years ago. But now the relations are 

picking up and we are happy at this positive 

development and will continue to engage with 

it.  

Finally, let me touch upon ASEAN. I 

welcome the ASEAN role as a coordinator of 

regional cooperation. Particularly on the 

economic side ASEAN has a very important 

and meaningful role. ASEANôs initiative to 

start FTA negotiations with all major powers 

in the region has accelerated economic 

engagement in the region. Of course, there are 

some limitations to the role ASEAN can play 

but it will be valuable if it can become a 

strategic player in the region. Even if it cannot 

become a strategic player, the role of ASEAN 

is still very important. Tactically it is right that 

the Southeast Asian countries try to unite 

themselves and play the role of a coordinator 

or as they call it a driver of the region.  It is 

also important to note that ASEAN forms the 

platform for important meetings between the 

heads of State and foreign ministers of the 

region, thereby providing a very important 

opportunity for cooperation. Although in the 

symposium many of the speakers touched 

upon the five major powers, I believe that 

ASEANôs role should not be forgotten. 

In conclusion I would like to highlight 

that India and Japan have several 

commonalities and an enormous potential for 

cooperation. India is a natural partner for the 

future of the region and I hope that we can 

further advance the partnership between our 

two countries. 

 

DISCUSSIONS 

Lt. Gen. V.R. Raghavan (Retd.) 

 Thank you for that tremendous 

overview of not only India-Japan relations but 

also the role of other major powers in the 

region. I would like to draw attention to an 

important dimension of Japanese policy which 

has drawn a great deal of interest from us and 

in many ways inspired us. This is the Japanese 

concept and support to the idea of human 

security. Japan has supported and funded 

programmes on human security and made a 

major grant to the United Nations. The whole 

notion of taking security beyond the purely 

military dimension is a very innovative and 

regional initiative taken by the Japanese 

Government for quite some time.  

 

Having said that, let me place on 

record that for the first time in our history we 

have a situation today where India has the best 

relations with all major powers. My 

generation did not grow up in that happy 

environment. We were always on the wrong 

side of somebody or the other. This is an 



 

 

extraordinary strategic environment that also 

makes the Japan-India partnership potentially 

a very strong relationship. 

 

Prof. Gopalji Malviya  

 It was a very interesting and enriching 

speech. I would like to raise a few points. Do 

security and strategic issues alone form a part 

of the India-Japan strategic partnership or 

does Japan envisage a more holistic 

cooperation? Also, what are the implications 

of triangles such as US-India-Japan and India-

China-Russia in the region? 

 

Mr. Yamada 

 Japan seeks cooperation in all fields 

and in all parts of India. We envision 

cooperation on economic and social issues as 

well thereby making the cooperation holistic 

and a very comprehensive one. With regard to 

triangles, I believe that triangles such as the 

US, India, Japan and the strategic talks 

between India, China and Russia are 

compatible. India and Japan have very good 

relations with all countries. We have got to 

enhance the engagements and collaborations 

with all our major neighbours who are our 

partners for reaching a new equilibrium. We 

have to adopt an overlapping approach; we 

call it the multi-layered approach. Already 

there are various regional frameworks and the 

trilateral cooperation between India, China 

and Russia would attach an additional positive 

vibe to the multilateral framework in the 

region. In this case we welcome it and also try 

to establish new frameworks that would 

continue to enhance and strengthen a regional 

framework. I would like to add that we have 

entered an era where there are not likely to be 

alliances pitted against each other.  

 

 

Dr. Geeta Madhavan 

 It is true that India has developed good 

relations with its neighbours and in particular 

I am talking about our relations with China. 

Touching on that subject how do you view 

Chinaôs influence in Sri Lanka? You must be 

aware of the Chinese influence which is 

economic no doubt but in so far as several 

important projects are being done in Sri Lanka 

under the Chinese blessings, It is a cause of 

concern to India. Do you consider this as 

upsetting the equilibrium of the region?  

 

Mr. Yamada 

 There is actually a shift today from the 

Great Game of the 19
th
 century or the Cold 

War regional alliances. In the contemporary 

game we have a system of mutual engagement. 

In the case of China, they have accepted 

Foreign Direct Investments (FDI) from US 



 

 

and Japan and they are dependent on trade 

with US, Japan and other countries. This is 

actually something which did not happen with 

the Soviet Union. They tried to establish a 

separate economic sphere of influence of their 

own in the form of a communist economic 

bloc. With no collaboration with the western 

bloc, there was no room for engagement and 

no room for creating a win-win game. But 

today we have a good chance to create a win-

win game. Actually we are indebted to China 

for our economic recovery.  

If we look at the projects in Sri Lanka 

from that point, I recognise the concerns of 

the Indian people over the Chinese attitude 

towards assisting countries in the region. I 

know where Hambantota is. There is a 

legitimate aspect to Chinaôs actions, they need 

energy and they are worried about ensuring 

energy supply in case of emergencies. 

Probably their foreign policy is lacking 

transparency. We do not know what they are 

actually trying to achieve. So we have to 

enhance the level of transparency in security 

and strategic policies.  

There are already multi-layered 

frameworks in the region but most of these 

frameworks are functional in the economic 

field. Security frameworks like ARF have not 

yet achieved their potential to the full extent. I 

simply suggest to you that now we are 

approaching a stage where we should really 

think of how to enhance mutual trust and 

transparency among countries in the region. 

EU has frameworks, like Organisation for 

Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), 

which play an important role in enhancing 

transparency. In East Asia, there is no 

framework like the OSCE. If we have greater 

multilateral frameworks to discuss the 

enhancement of transparency and mutual 

confidence, I think it might help us. This 

would be relevant to both India and Japan. 

 

Mr. K .V. Krishnaswamy 

 Japan was trying to play a keen role in 

Sri Lanka. There was use of subtle diplomacy 

and your envoys were meeting the LTTE and 

trying to intervene. So what has happened to 

that initiative? Has it been given up? My 

second question is about the Japanese attitude 

to the six party talks on the North Korean 

nuclear issue and what the Americans have 

done and what the Chinese have not done. 

 

Lt. Gen. V.R. Raghavan (Retd.) 

  Mr. Yamada was very closely 

involved with Mr. Yasushi Akashi, an 

internationally respected senior diplomat, who 

was the Special Peace Envoy of the 

Government of Japan to Sri Lanka. He took 

some very bold initiatives and went right into 



 

 

Jaffna to meet all the key personnel. Very 

typical of Japanese courtesy and magnanimity, 

he met a number of Indians and others. But 

then we know how things have turned out. 

Maybe you would like to tell us something 

about the role of donors in solving problems. 

 

Mr. Yamada 

 After the Sri Lankan parties agreed on 

a ceasefire and started peace talks in 

September 2002 we decided to designate 

Ambassador Akashi as the special envoy of 

the Japanese Government for peace and 

reconstruction in Sri Lanka. The motive 

behind it was that we had been the largest 

donor to Sri Lanka, not to the peace process 

but to economic and social development. But 

the Sri Lankan side had been asking for 

Japanôs constructive role not only in the 

economic and social field but also in the peace 

process, in other words, using the 

developmental assistance and other economic 

influence as a leverage to promote the peace 

process. This is actually a very challenging 

initiative and an unproved experiment. But we 

have done everything we could. We started 

discussions with the Sri Lankan Government 

and also established a channel with LTTE. In 

May 2003 we met with Prabhakaran, I was in 

the meeting between Prabhakaran and Amb. 

Akashi. That year we also hosted the Tokyo 

Conference on Reconstruction and 

Development in Sri Lanka and the 

international community pledged 4.5 billion 

dollars to assist the peace process in Sri Lanka. 

There was actually very positive growth at 

that time in Sri Lanka but what happened after 

that I think this audience knows better than me. 

Ranil Wickremesinghe resigned and 

Chandrika Kumaratunga took over the 

leadership. Then, the Peopleôs Alliance 

government could not achieve actual progress 

in the peace process.  

Personally, I just feel that this was a 

lesson for us. Probably our motivation was 

drifting but at the same time the peace process 

is so complicated and it is deeply rooted in 

history and ethnicity and other complexities of 

the country. Making peace is not an easy task. 

Mr. Akashi always insisted that we should be 

patient. Peacemaking is the most unrewarding 

job but it is most fruitful if we could achieve it 

with enormous amount of patience and 

perseverance. So we will continue to be 

committed to the process and remain engaged.   

 

Lt. Gen. V.R. Raghavan (Retd.) 

  The point that he was trying to as a 

peace maker or someone who tries to facilitate 

a peace process is that ultimately the result 

depends upon the readiness of the two 

adversaries to find a solution. The peace 



 

 

makers can only facilitate this and the 

Japanese were very bold in this. They pumped 

in a great deal of money and goodwill and this 

was on the invitation of the Sri Lankan 

Government. But the Sri Lankan system is so 

badly divided and splintered that their best 

efforts were not sufficient.  

 

Prof. K. V. Kesavan 

 The Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo 

Abe has been talking about a quadrilateral 

understanding between Japan, Australia, India 

and the US. How serious is he on this and 

what is the response of the Indian government? 

Today the Australian Prime Minister is in 

Tokyo and the news is that Japan and 

Australia are going to sign a very important 

statement on security relations between them. 

Some even call it the second security pact. 

Definitely this relationship between Australia 

and Japan will be very important. How serious 

is Abe about this quadrilateral understanding? 

 

Mr. Yamada 

  When we first worked on the 

quadrilateral proposal we just worked on how 

to clarify the essence and reduce the 

misconceptions over such proposals. Many 

people had the misconception that this is an 

attempt to build a new military alliance or 

security grouping. The regional circumstances 

today are changing and now we are looking 

forward to create a positive network in this 

time of regional integration. The quadrilateral 

is a new type of arrangement which is 

fundamentally different from a military 

alliance. India is also seeking various types of 

networks. You have been invited to the 

Shanghai Cooperation Organization and are 

also an active member of the China, Russia, 

and India trilateral cooperation. India is also a 

member of the East Asia Summit in which US 

is not a member. 

The reason for proposing this 

quadrilateral is based on the commonality of 

the four countries. I mentioned earlier our 

experience on the tsunami, the recognition of 

the common concerns and the proven ability 

to cooperate. This is an attempt to add another 

framework of networks to the already existing 

multilayered networks. There is a reference in 

the India-Japan Joint Statement that we prefer 

groupings of countries with common interests 

in the region.  

  With regard to North Korea, we were 

a member of the recent six-party talks. We 

had reached an agreement and North Korea 

has accepted to cease the operation of certain 

old nuclear facilities in Yongbyon and put it 

under international inspection. The five 

countries agreed to provide oil to North Korea 

and later to take more specific steps and 




