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mutually agreed line of control in the Himalayas

- 1€ amount of land under dispute tops 52,125 square
or approximately the size of Costa Rica or the U.S. state of
nt that in comparison with China’s territoria] disputes with
other neighbors now or in the past, the PRC’s land disputes with India stand out
both for their sheer size and for theijr importance to the region.

Both China and India seek to play a pivotal global role by reclaiming the glory
they enjoyed before they went into decline from the 18th century onward and fell
prey to the machinations of colonialist invaders. They see their rise not as a
challenge to the presently dominant countries, but as ushering in a return to the
normal state of affairs in history when they were preeminent. Even though neither

country is in a position to dominate the other, yet each views the other as potential
geopolitical rival,

miles (135,000 km?),
Alabama. It is appare

» however, usually attracts less notice. The two
giants represent competing political and social models of development. In fact,

nation-states; they are large ancient civilizations

]

s

Origins of the Sino-Indian Border Dispute

While it has become fashionable to

pair and compare China and India, as if they
were joined at the hip,

it is often forgotten that the two are—comparatively
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speaking—new neighbors.' The huge Tibetan plateau, measuring almost two-thirds
the size of the entire European continent, separated the two civilizations, thereby
limiting interaction to sporadic cultural and religious contacts, with political
relations absent. It was only after Tibet’s annexation in 1951 that Han Chinese
troops appeared for the first time in large numbers on India’s Himalayan frontiers.

As new neighbors, India and China have been on a steep learning curve. Their 32-
day war in 1962 did not settle matters, because China’s dramatic triumph only
sowed the seeds of greater rivalry and India’s own political rise. Today, China and
India represent two separate cultural and political blocks, each with its own distinct
set of values. India, which sees itself as a bridge between the West and the East,
shares basic values more with Europe than with China. Politically, the Chinese and
Indian societies remain polar-opposite in terms of their systems, with one under an
authoritarian regime that rules by instilling fear and the other governed by a raucous
democracy.

Paradoxically, after the Communists came to power in China in 1949, India was
one of the first countries to embrace the Mao Zedong-led regime. Yet in one of his
first actions after seizing power, Mao confided to Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin that
Chinese forces were “preparing for an attack on Tibet,” and he inquired whether the
Soviet Air Force could help transport supplies to them.” Even as the new
Communist state annexed the large historical buffer state of Tibet—an action that
eliminated India’s outer line of defense—the Indian government continued to court
China, seeing it as a benign neighbor that had, like India, only recently emerged
from the ravages of colonialism. New Delhi even opposed a discussion in the
United Nations General Assembly in November 1950 on the then-independent
Tibet’s appeal for international help against Chinese aggression.

The Indian government, led by a romantic politician, Jawaharlal Nehru, was taken
largely unawares by the start of the Chinese military attack on Tibet in October
1950, when global attention was focused on the Korean War. The PLA’s rapid
success in seizing eastern Tibet emboldened China to intervene in the Korean War.
Nehru later admitted that he had not anticipated the swiftness and callousness with
which China took over Tibet because he had been “led to believe by the Chinese
Foreign Office that the Chinese would settle the future of Tibet in a peaceful
manner by direct negotiation with the representatives of Tibet.”

Indeed, as proof of his strategic naiveté, Nehru recorded the following note in July

1949 to close an internal debate on Tibet within the Indian government, when a
Communist victory appeared imminent in China:

Whatever may be the ultimate fate of Tibet in relation to China, I
think there is practically no chance of any military danger to India
arising from any change in Tibet. Geographically, this is very
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difficult and practically it would be a foolish adventure. If India is
to be influenced or an attempt made to bring pressure on her,
Tibet is not the route for it. I do not think there is any necessity
for our Defence Ministry, or any part of it, to consider possible
military repercussions on the India-Tibetan frontier. The event is
remote and may not arise at all.*

What Nehru credulously saw as a “foolish adventure” was mounted within a
Hmsﬁ of months by Mao’s regime, which gobbled up Tibet and gained control of
Its strategic crossroads, and then soon afterwards began exerting direct military
pressure on India. What Nehru averred was geographically impractical all too soon
became a geopolitical reality that has affected Indian security like no other
aoﬁ_nﬁam:ﬁ. It also helped create a common land corridor between the PRC and
Pakistan, which helped to nurture the Sino-Pakistan strategic axis. Tibet’s
annexation also gave China, for the first time under Han Chinese rule, a contiguous
border with India, Bhutan, and Nepal.

Yet Nehru remained such an incorrigible idealist that he even rejected the U.S
and Soviet proposal that India take China’s vacant seat in the United Zmzo:m“
mmo.:i@ Council. The officially-blessed selected works of Nehru quote the then
Indian prime minister as stating: “Informally, suggestions have been made by the
U.S. that China should be taken into the UN but not in the Security Council and that
India should take her place in the Council. We cannot, of course, accept this as it
means falling out with China and it would be very unfair for a great country like
China not to be in the Council.”

.>:o§ﬁ, blunder that virtually guaranteed the festering of the Sino-Indian border
Em.nﬁo occurred in 1954, when Nehru signed a largely one-sided pact with Beijing.
This pact ostensibly established India-China friendship under the rubric of
“Panchsheel,” or “five principles,” of peaceful coexistence. The Panchsheel
Agreement, as it became popularly known, incorporated a formal Indian recognition
of the new Chinese control over Tibet, with India formally forfeiting all the
.mﬁamﬁ.waz.wozm_ rights and privileges it had enjoyed in Tibet until the Chinese
invasion.” This accord recorded India’s agreement both to withdraw fully within six
So:.m_w its “military escorts now stationed at Yatung and Gyantse” in the “Tibet
Region of China,” as well as “to hand over to the Government of China at a
meo:mzo price the postal, telegraph and public telephone services together with
their equipment operated by the Government of India in Tibet Region of China.” Up
an:mr the 1950 invasion, China had maintained a diplomatic mission in Lhasa

Just as India did, underscoring Tibet’s autonomous status.’ d
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India’s formal acceptance of the Chinese claim over Tibet came without
extracting a reciprocal Chinese acceptance of the then prevailing Indo-Tibetan
border, including the McMahon line in the east that was agreed upon in 1914
between the British Indian government and the then-autonomous Tibetan
government. Indeed, Nehru misconstrued the mention of specific border-trade
mountain passes and posts in the 1954 accord as Chinese acknowledgement of
where the Tibetan frontier with India lay. To make matters worse, he refused to pay
heed to Beijing’s statements that it had signed a border-trade accord and not a
border-settlement accord with India. In fact, no sooner had the Panchsheel
Agreement been signed than China laid claim to some Indian frontier areas and then
furtively intruded south of two mountain passes specified as border points in that
accord. Before long, China began building a highway through India’s Ladakh
region to link Tibet with another vast, occupied region, Xinjiang, home to Turkic-
speaking Muslim ethnic m,.o:vm.w

In the years after the Panchsheel Agreement, Sino-Indian relations became tense,
with Chinese cross-border encroachments culminating in a full-fledged Chinese
military attack in 1962. Just as Mao began his invasion of Tibet while the world was
occupied with the Korean War, he chose a perfect time for invading India: the
beginning of the attack, spread over two separate rounds, coincided with a major
international crisis that brought the United States and the Soviet Union within a
whisker of nuclear war over the stealthy deployment of Soviet medium-range
ballistic missiles in Cuba. A little over a month after launching the invasion of

India, Mao announced a unilateral ceasefire that, significantly, coincided with
America’s formal termination of Cuba’s quarantine.

Mao’s premier, Zhou Enlai, publicly admitted that the war was intended “to teach
India a lesson.” As for Nehru, after having reposed his implicit faith in China, he
cried foul when Beijing deceived him. The day the Chinese invaded, a shattered
Nehru confessed to the nation in the following words: “Perhaps there are not many
instances in history where one country has gone out of her way to be friendly and
cooperative with the government and people of another country and to plead their
cause in the councils of the world, and then that country returns evil for mooa.:o

Renewed Frontier Tensions and Disputes

India did not restore full diplomatic relations with China—Dbroken by the 1962
war—until after Mao’s death in September 1976, In 1981, India and China agreed
to open negotiations on finding ways to resolve their border disputes. More than
three decades later, those negotiations are still continuing, with little progress in
settling those disputes. This despite the fact that the two sides have signed three
vaunted border-related accords: 1) a 1993 agreement to maintain “peace and
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c.,mno_c.::w along the Line of Actual Control” (although there is no mutually agreed

line of control, let alone an actual line of controf); 2) a 1996 accord on “confidence-
building measures in the military field”; and 3) a 2005 agreement identifying six

“guiding principles” for a settlement of the frontier disputes. But no sooner had the
_.uoﬁ..ama-ﬁm_mﬁma principles been unveiled in 2005 with great fanfare than Beijing
jettisoned one key element—the do-not-disturb-the-settled-populations principle—
to buttress its claims on additional Indian areas. In recent years, the broadening of
the Sino-Indian border talks into an all-encompassing strategic dialogue has been an
unmistakable reminder that the negotiations stand deadlocked. Yet neither side
wants to abandon the apparently fruitless process.

In the period since the border negotiations began in the early 1980s, the world has
changed fundamentally. Indeed, with its rapidly accumulating military and
economic power, China has emerged as a rising power in the making. The longer
the negotiating process continues without yielding results, the greater the
onw.o.zcaq Beijing will have to mount strategic pressure on India and leverage its
position. After all, China already holds the military advantage on the ground. Its
m:.omm control the heights along the long Himalayan frontier. Furthermore, by
building new railroads, airports, and highways in Tibet, China is now in a ?uwm:o:
to move additional forces to the border rapidly, potentially giving it the ability to
strike at India at a time of its choosing.

Diplomatically, China is a contented party, having occupied what it wanted—the
Aksai Chin plateau, which is the size of Switzerland and provides the only
accessible Tibet-Xinjiang route through the Karakoram passes of the Kunlun
mountains. Yet China chooses to press claims on additional Indian territories
m_,m:mc:\ as part of a grand strategy to gain leverage in bilateral relations and BoS.
importantly, to keep India under military and diplomatic pressure. The m:%om:m:?o
wm.&&mw Daily—the Chinese Communist Party mouthpiece that reflects official
thinking—made this clear in an 11 June 2009 editorial: “China won’t make any
wo:ﬁwo::mmm in its border disputes with India.”'" That reflects the Chinese position
in the negotiations.

At the core of China’s strategy is an apparent resolve to hold off indefinitely on a
border settlement with India through an overt refusal to accept the territorial status
quo. In addition to disputed borderlands, China occupies 16,672 square miles
(43,180 km®) of the original princely state of Jammu and Kashmir—the so-called
sﬁowﬁa sector in the Sino-Indian context—including 2,000 square miles (5,180
km®) ceded to it by Islamabad under the Sino-Pakistan boundary agreement of mew
It also covets some 34,750 square miles (90,000 km®) of territory under F&mm
administration in the eastern sector, where Tibet shares a 640 mile (1,030 km)
border with India’s remote Arunachal Pradesh state, which is almost Mramo, times as
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large as the island of Taiwan. In addition, several small but strategic tracts of land
are in dispute in the central sector and in India’s Ladakh region.

In not hiding its intent to further redraw the Himalayan frontiers, Beijing only
helps highlight the futility of the ongoing process of political negotiations with
India. After all, the territorial status quo can be changed, on the scale sought by
China, not by political talks but by further military conquest. Yet, paradoxically, the
political process remains important both for Beijing and New Delhi to provide the
fagade of bilateral engagement. China’s assertive resurrection of its claims to
Arunachal Pradesh in recent years could undermine this fagade. +

Sino-Indian Tensions over Arunachal Pradesh

Since 2006, China has publicly raked up the issue of Arunachal Pradesh, the
northeastern Indian state that Beijing calls “southern Tibet” and which it claims
largely as its own. Indian defense officials have reported a rising number of Chinese
military incursions across the entire Himalayan border in recent years. That the
Tibet issue remains at the core of the India-China divide is being underlined by
Beijing itself by laying claim to additional Indian territories on the basis of alleged
Tibetan ecclesial or tutelary links to them, not to any professed Han Chinese links.

China originally fashioned its claim to Arunachal Pradesh as a bargaining chip to
compel India to recognize its occupation of the Aksai Chin plateau, in the Ladakh
region of the original princely state of Jammu and Kashmir. For this reason, China
withdrew from the Arunachal Pradesh areas it invaded during the 32-day war with
India in 1962. but retained its territorial gains in Aksai Chin. Chinese leader Deng
Xiaoping in 1979 even broached the exploratory idea of a package settlement: New
Delhi would accept the Chinese control over Aksai Chin and Beijing would drop its
claim on Arunachal, subject to “minor readjustments” along the line of control.

The PRC’s more recent resurrection of its long-dormant claim to Arunachal
Pradesh has largely coincided with Beijing eyeing that state’s rich water resources.
In fact, Beijing has recently unveiled the plan to build a dam near the Tibet-
Arunachal border that would be more than twice as large as the Three Gorges
Dam—the 38-gigawatt Motuo Dam. China’s resource-driven claim to Arunachal
closely parallels the way it became covetous of the Japanese-controlled Senkaku
islands—the Diaoyu islands—only after the issue of developing petroleum
resources on the continental shelf of the East China Sea came up at in the 1970s.

The resurrected claim to Arunachal Pradesh is linked with Beijing’s successful
strategy of getting India to accept gradually Tibet as part of China. Whatever
leverage India still had on the Tibet issue was surrendered in 2003 when it shifted
its position from Tibet being an “autonomous” region within China to it being “part
of the territory of the People’s Republic of China.” This has simply strengthened

SINO-INDIAN BORDER DISPUTE 53

O:Em._m long-standing negotiating stance: what it occupies is Chinese territory, and
what it claims must be shared—or as it puts it in reasonably soundin HMMwm‘
through m. settlement based on mutual accommodation and mutual :E_mwm%:&:

.mo“ while publicly laying claim to the whole of Arunachal Pradesh Q_:M._ i
EEme has asked India to cede that state’s strategic Tawang <m:3\km naaoh
corridor between Lhasa and Assam of immense military importance because it
overlooks the so-called chicken-neck that connects India’s northeast with the rest oum
the country. In fact, with the Dalai Lama having publicly repudiated Chinese claim
&mﬁ ?.m:mowm_ Pradesh, or even just Tawang, were historically part of Tibet M
a_.mooﬂr_dm Beijing has sought to argue in the now-suspended dialogue Honm
&Er ?w envoys that for any larger political deal to emerge, the Tibetan moﬁ%:._m:mm
E-nw:.wm must support China’s position that Arunachal has always been part of
:.ma.:o:m_ Tibet. The plain fact is that with China’s own claim to ﬂwﬂ@v i
historically dubious, its claims to Indian territories are doubly suspect. o

Sino-Indian Trade Relations

m_msﬁom::%, despite the cross-border incursions and tensions, China and India have
oosmn_.ocm_« sought to downplay the border friction and instead put prime emphasis
on H._..o.: fast-growing trade. For example, when Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao amw:ma
India in late 2010 the two countries decided to kick all contentious issues down the
.Ema and expand bilateral trade by two-thirds over the next five years. However
En.ﬁmmma trade is no panacea for the sharpening geopolitical rivalry w:ﬁ of m=_
s;:__n trade may benefit both sides, the perception in India is that OE:_» gains Eoﬂm.
:a.&um trade deficit with China is ballooning, and it largely exports raw material .
China and imports finished products. e
The focus on trade, even as political disputes fester, plays into the Chinese agenda
to secure .:aé markets in India while continuing with a strategy to contain that
occ.sz@ within the South Asian region. There has recently been a national outery in
India over attempts to undermine Indian brands through exports from China oMM%n
n:mgmoa::.nm_ products labeled “Made in India.” After Nigerian authorities seized
w large momm_mz_.:o:ﬁ of fake anti-malarial drugs that had arrived from China with the
Made w: India” stamp, Beijing promised to crack down on Chinese companies
nosa.corum such exports. However, perpetuating such an mww:._ﬁnﬁ.nm_wqma
relationship indeed gives Beijing little incentive to bridge the political divide ;
. Nevertheless, from 2000 to 2010, Sino-Indian bilateral trade rose 20-fold .Emw.
it the only area where relations have thrived. But far from helping to turn ,5@ Mwsm
on oE rifts, this commerce has been accompanied by greater mw:ogbﬂmmo
geopolitical rivalry and military tensions. New Delhi’s warming relationship SM”
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Washington has only emboldened Beijing to up the ante through border
provocations, resurrection of its claim to Arunachal Pradesh, and other diplomatic
needling. Beijing had initially sought to improve ties with New Delhi so that it
could dissuade it from moving closer to Washington. But after the United States and
India cemented a civilian nuclear deal in mid-2005, China appears to have adopted a
more coercive policy toward its southern neighbor, even adopting a type of

psychological warfare.
Beijing’s Psychological War on New Delhi

During 2009, Sino-Indian relations sank to their lowest political point in more than
two decades when Beijing unleashed a psychological war upon New Delhi,
employing its state-run media and nationalistic websites to warn of another armed
conflict. Tt was a throwback to the coarse rhetoric China had used in the buildup to
the war in 1962. The People’s Daily, for example, berated India for “recklessness
and arrogance” and asked it to weigh “the consequences of a potential confrontation
with China.”'" Ignoring the lesson that booming trade by itself is no guarantee of
moderation or restraint between states, China and India have left their political rows
to future generations to clear up, with Wen Jiabao bluntly stating that sorting out the
Himalayan border disputes “will take a fairly long period of time.”"?

Even as these old rifts remain, new problems have arisen, roiling relations
further. China—which occupies one-fifth of the original princely state of Jammu
and Kashmir—has started a troubling three-pronged policy to build pressure on
New Delhi over Kashmir, where the disputed borders of India, Pakistan, and
China converge. It has enlarged its footprint in Pakistani-occupied Kashmir
(PoK) through new strategic projects and PLA deployment there, including
sending from 7,000-11,000 PLA troops in 2010; it has attempted to question
India’s sovereignty over the Indian-controlled part of Kashmir; and it has
officially shortened the length of the Himalayan border it shares with India by
eliminating the 992 mile (1,597 km) line separating Indian Kashmir from
Chinese-held Kashmir.

Furthermore, Chinese strategic projects around India, including ports in Sri Lanka
and Pakistan and new transportation links with Myanmar, Nepal, and Pakistan, have
been seriously unnerving India. The Chinese military presence in Pakistani-held
Kashmir means that India faces Chinese troops on both flanks of its portion of
Kashmir. The deepening China-Pakistan nexus also threatens to present India with a
two-front theater in the event of a war with either country.

As a result of the renewed tensions, the India-China frontier has become more
“hot” than the India-Pakistan border, but without rival troops trading fire. Indeed,
Sino-Indian border tensions now are the most serious since the 1986-1987 local
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military skirmishes that were triggered by the PLA moving south of a rivulet
Bm.;_a:m the line of control in Sumdorong Chu sector in Arunachal Pradesh. Those
mw._ndmm:mw brought war clouds before the two countries moved quickly to defuse the
crisis. Today, the PLA’s forays into Indian territory are occurring even in the only
area where Beijing does not dispute the frontier—Sikkim’s 128 mile (206 km)
w.w&mﬂ with Tibet. Chinese troops repeatedly have attempted to gain control of
Sikkim’s evocatively named Finger Area, a tiny but key salient.

In response, India has been beefing up its defensive deployments in Arunachal
Pradesh, Sikkim, and Ladakh to prevent any Chinese land-grab. Besides bringing in
tanks to reinforce its defenses in mountainous Sikkim, it is deploying two additional
mm.:d\ chﬂmmz divisions and two squadrons of the advanced SU-30 MKI bomber-
aircraft in its northeastern state of Assam, backed by three Airborne Waming and
Control Systems. It also has launched a crash program to improve its logistical
om.vmw::_.mw through new roads, airstrips, and advanced landing stations along the
Himalayas. None of these steps, however, can materially alter the fact that China
holds the military advantage on the ground.

Sino-Indian Geopolitical Tensions

Wmomﬁ. ,ms.mm:m in Sino-Indian relations also have resulted from sharpening
geopolitical rivalry. This was evident from China’s botched 2008 move to stymie
the G.m.-?.&m nuclear deal by seeking to block the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG)
.mSE wcﬂ::m civilian nuclear trade with New Delhi. In the NSG, China landed
itself in a position it tries to avoid in any international body—as the last holdout
,E:.w unsettled border, however, remains at the center of the bilateral Hmummo:m_
China’s increasing territorial assertiveness found expression in Beijing’s :zcmcmw
owmon in 2009 to hold up approval of the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) $2.9-
gEo: loan assistance plan for India because it included a mooa-amzmmﬂu.ama
mz.aoo.ﬂ in Arunachal Pradesh. When the ADB eventually overrode the Chinese
objections, Beijing expressed “strong dissatisfaction,” saying approval could not
change the “immense territorial disputes™ with India."

So, w.<m= as China has emerged as India’s largest trading partner, the Sino-Indian
strategic dissonance and border disputes have become more pronounced. New Delhi
has sought to retaliate against Beijing’s growing antagonism by banning Chinese
Bw.m and cell phones that do not meet international standards. But such modest trade
actions can do little to persuade Beijing to abandon its moves to encircle and
squeeze India strategically by employing China’s rising clout in Pakistan, Myanmar
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and Nepal. In fact, the harsh truth is that India mm staring mh
the harvest of a mismanagement of relations with China over decades by successive
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governments that chose propitiation to leverage building. New Delhi unwittingly
helped create the context to embolden Beijing to be assertive and bellicose.

Yet another question relates to China’s intentions. In muscling up to India, is
China seeking to intimidate India or actually fashioning an option to wage war? The
present situation, in several key aspects, is similar to the one that prevailed in the
run-up to the 1962 invasion of India. Consider the following parallels:

« Like in the pre-1962 war period, it has become commonplace internationally to
speak of India and China in the same breadth. The aim of “Mao’s India war” in
1962, as Harvard scholar Roderick MacFarquhar has called it, was large political:
To cut India down to size by demolishing what it represented—a democratic
alternative to the Chinese autocracy.'® The swiftness and force with which Mao
Zedong defeated India helped discredit the Indian model, boost China’s
international image and consolidate Mao’s internal power. The return of the China-
India pairing decades later is something Beijing viscerally detests.

« Just as the Dalai Lama’s flight to India in 1959—and the ready sanctuary he got
there—set the stage for the Chinese military attack, the exiled Tibetan leader, more
than 50 years after his escape, stands as a bigger challenge than ever for China, as
underscored by Beijing’s stepped-up vilification campaign against him and its
admission that it is now locked in a “life and death struggle” over Tibet. With
Beijing now treating the Dalai Lama as its Enemy No. 1, India has come under
greater Chinese pressure to curb his activities and those of his government-in-exile.
The continuing security clampdown in Tibet since the March 2008 Tibetan uprising

parallels the harsh Chinese crackdown in Tibet during 1959-1962.

« The present pattern of cross-frontier incursions and other border incidents as
well as new force deployments and mutual recriminations is redolent of the situation
that prevailed before the 1962 war. When in 1950, the PLA marched hundreds of
miles south to occupy the then-independent Tibet and later nibble at Indian
territories, this supposedly was neither an expansionist strategy nor a forward
policy. But when the ill-equipped and short-staffed Indian army belatedly sought to
set up posts along India’s unmanned Himalayan frontier to try and stop further
Chinese encroachments, Beijing and its friends elsewhere dubbed it a provocative
“forward policy.” In the same vein, the present Indian efforts to beef up defenses in
the face of growing PLA cross-border forays are being labeled “new forward
policy” by Beijing.

« The 1962 war occurred against the backdrop of China instigating and arming
insurgents in India’s northeast. Although such Chinese activities ceased after Mao’s
death, China has come full circle today. with Chinese-made arms increasingly
flowing into guerrilla ranks in northeastern India, including via front organizations
in Myanmar. India says it has taken up this matter with Beijing. While a continuing
14-year-old ceasefire has brought peace to Nagaland, some other Indian states like
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.>wmm5 and Manipur are wracked by multiple insurgencies, allowing Beijing to fish
in troubled waters. In fact, Pakistan-based terrorists targeting India now rely largely
on Chinese arms—from the AK-56 assault rifles to the Type 86 grenades made by
China’s state-owned Norinco firm.

...._.cmﬁ as India had retreated to a defensive position in the border negotiations with
Beijing in the early 1960s after having undermined its leverage through a formal
moom?.m:oo of the “Tibet region of China,” New Delhi similarly has been left in the
unenviable position today of having to fend off ever greater Chinese territorial
aﬁ.sm:%. Little surprise, therefore, the spotlight now is on China’s Tibet-linked
claim to Arunachal Pradesh rather than on Tibet’s status itself.

Internationally, there are at least a couple of factors contributing to China’s
greater mmw.nn?ms.wmm toward India as part of an apparent strategy to prevent the rise
of a peer rival in Asia. First, India’s growing strategic ties with the United States are
more than offset by America’s own rising interdependence with China, to the extent
that U.S. policy gives Beijing a pass on its human-rights abuses and frenetic
E:.:mQ buildup at home and reckless strategic opportunism abroad. America’s Asia
policy is no longer guided by an overarching geopolitical framework as it had been
under George W. Bush; rather it is becoming Sino-centric. That may explain why
P.nm.an:ﬁ Barack Obama’s administration has kept mum on the Sino-Indian border
ﬁm:.m_w:w instead of cautioning Beijing against any attempt to forcibly change
existing frontiers. A second factor is the weakening of China’s Pakistan card against
India. vm_ﬂ.mmﬁm:.w descent into a jihadist dungeon has robbed China of its premier
surrogate instrument against India, necessitating the exercise of direct pressure.

Conclusions

Against this geopolitical background, India can expect no respite from Chinese
_unommﬁ.n. Whether Beijing actually sets out to teach India “the final lesson” by
launching a 1962-style surprise war will depend on several factors, including India’s
defense preparedness to repel such an attack, domestic factors within China—such
as n_oo:oEH and social unrest threatening the Communist hold on power—and the
availability of a propitious international timing of the type the Cuban missile crisis
had provided in 1962. But if India is not to be caught napping again, it has to inject
mﬂmﬂﬂ. realism into its China policy by shedding self-deluding shibboleths, shoring
up its deterrent capabilities, and putting premium on leveraged diplomacy. ,

E a historical revisit to Nehru’s slogan, Hindi-Chini bhai bhai (Indians and
Q:.:omm are brothers), today there are those who trumpet the “Chindia” concept
which—disregarding all historic and current rivalries and antagonisms—attempts 8,
blend the two rising powers together into one. However, the deterioration in China-
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India relations in recent years demonstrates that rapidly expanding trade cannot be a
true measure of progress in bilateral relations. Unless estranged neighbors fix their
political relations, economics alone will not be enough to create goodwill or
stabilize their relationship. Yet, while openly unwilling to accept the territorial
status quo, China has pushed for a free-trade agreement with India. With Western
and Japanese markets wracked by economic troubles, the Chinese export juggernaut
needs a larger market share in India, the world’s second fastest-growing economy.

The problems that divide India and China extend far beyond territorial and trade
disputes to include environmental concerns and limited natural resources. Water is
becoming a key security issue in Sino-Indian relations and a potential source of
enduring discord. China is now pursuing major interbasin and interriver water
transfer projects on the Tibetan plateau that threaten to diminish international river
flows into India and other co-riparian states. The most dangerous idea China is
toying with is the northward rerouting of the Brahmaputra, the world’s highest river
and also one of the fastest-flowing. Diversion of the Brahmaputra’s water to the
parched Yellow River is a project that China rarely discusses in public, because the
project implies environmental devastation of India’s northeastern plains and eastern
Bangladesh, and would thus be akin to a declaration of water war on India and
Bangladesh.”” Nevertheless, an officially blessed book published in 2005, Tibet's
Waters Will Save China, openly championed the northward rerouting of the
Brahmaputra.'®

All of these territorial, trade, political, environmental, and natural resource issues
are a striking reminder that Tibet remains at the heart of the India-China divide. For
centuries, Tibet acted as a buffer state averting potential Sino-Indian tensions.
However, Tibet ceased to be a political buffer when China annexed it more than six
decades ago. But Tibet can still turn into a political bridge between China and India.
For that to happen, two things are needed—a China-initiated process of
reconciliation and healing in Tibet, and a more cooperative Sino-Indian relationship.
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