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the U.s. “Pivot” to Asia: 
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In January 2012, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) released 
a new strategic plan titled, “Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: 
Priorities for 21st Century Defense,”1 putting forward key 
American security goals for the coming decade. While U.S. military 
forces will continue to be involved in security missions around the 
world, the Pentagon document was notable for the assertion that 
the U.S. “will of necessity rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region” 
(italics in original) (p.2). This doctrine has been widely described 
as a U.S. “pivot” toward Asia and within China views about the 
American move have ranged from seeing a fresh U.S. attempt at a 
containment strategy to calling for calm while continuing to pursue 
its national interest.2

The domestic American context of the rebalancing is just as 
significant—the rebalancing is prompted as much by economic 
motives as it is by military ones—and this is something that even 
Chinese commentators have noted.3 The desire to “protect” the 
U.S.’s “economic vitality” (p.1) and the reference to not just the 
“changing geopolitical environment” but also to “changing fiscal 
circumstances” (p.1) in the U.S., underline economic motives as 
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a major underpinning for the “new strategic guidance” (opening 
note, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta). The stress on 
differentiating between “investments that should be made today and 
those that can be deferred,” and on reducing the costs of manpower, 
overhead, and healthcare among other things (p.7) underline the 
seriousness with which American defence planners view their 
country’s economic situation. Indeed, the document puts it quite 
strongly when it says, “[t]he balance between available resources 
and our security needs has never been more delicate” (p.8). 

Further, with the Asia-Pacific region expected to continue as 
the engine of the world’s growth, it also provides the means for the 
U.S. to climb out of its present economic difficulties and hence, it 
makes eminent sense for the U.S. to remain engaged in the security 
realm in the region. Thus, as U.S. President Barack Obama’s speech 
to the Australian parliament in November 2011 and the stationing 
of U.S. troops in Darwin, made clear, budget reductions would not 
come at the expense of the American presence in the Asia-Pacific 
region. If anything, this presence would actually be strengthened.4 
Despite mandated reductions in federal spending, including defense 
spending, it was as Obama put it, his administration’s intent to do 
so “responsibly.”5 

China and the U.S. Rebalancing towards Asia

No examination of the impact of the American strategic guidance 
document on India’s foreign and security policies can be complete 
without also understanding how New Delhi perceives China’s place 
in the document and without examining some major American 
policy pronouncements made previously and taken much note of in 
Indian strategic circles. 

Is China the major factor of the U.S. rebalancing towards Asia? 
One Indian defence analyst has gone so far as to say “China has 
emerged more pointedly and intensely in United States strategic 
cross-hairs.”6 This might be a bit of an exaggeration for there does 
not appear to be a time in the recent past that China was not a 
significant focus of the U.S. security establishment, no matter how 
preoccupied it was with the wars in Iraq or Afghanistan. 
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Indeed, a “pivot” by definition 
is a move of considerable speed and 
such moves at least in major security 
establishments around the world are 
not executed overnight. Rather than 
a “pivot” therefore, “rebalancing” 
would be  the  more  accurate 
expression and it is a move that has 
been in the works for some time. 
Even as the Obama administration 
has sought to engage China and came 
to office with a far less animosity in 

its views of China than the previous George W. Bush administration, 
it has nevertheless, sold arms to Taiwan, conducted naval drills with 
its allies and partners close to Chinese waters, and declared freedom 
and security of navigation and respect for international law in the 
South China Sea, an American “national interest.” 

It was Secretary of State Hillary Clinton that made the last 
statement at an ASEAN meet in Hanoi in July 2010.7 A few 
months later, in a speech in Hawaii in October 2010, she went on to 
confirm that the U.S. aim was “to sustain and strengthen America’s 
leadership in the Asia-Pacific region and to improve security, 
heighten prosperity, and promote [its] values.”8 By definition, “to 
sustain and strengthen” implies that the U.S. is already present in 
the region. However, to highlight the element of “sustain”-ing—
indeed, the title of the January 2012 DoD document itself starts 
with “Sustaining”—also suggests that the U.S. has been facing 
difficulties in continuing its presence or in key areas of operations 
in the region. Multiple reasons such as the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and the global economic crisis of 2008 come to mind. 
In this sense, a “return” to Asia could conceivably be justified in as 
much as it suggested fresh attention to challenges to the U.S. role 
in the region and acknowledgment that Washington needed to do 
something about it. In the American view, the only obvious course 
of action is one of “strengthen”-ing its leadership. 

Clinton also noted that the Obama Administration had from 
the start “been intent on strengthening our leadership, increasing 

A “pivot” by definition 
is a move of considerable 
speed and such moves 
at least in major security 
establishments around 
the world are not 
executed overnight.
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our engagement, and putting into practice new ways of projecting 
our ideas and influence throughout this changing region.”9 Later, 
she would write an article in Foreign Policy unambiguously titled, 
“America’s Pacific Century.”10 Surely, there were enough pointers 
to the coming rebalancing of American priorities towards the Asia-
Pacific. 

Let us examine the DoD document itself. The Defence Secretary 
highlighted six missions “most important” to protecting American 
national interests: “defeating al-Qaeda and its affiliates and 
succeeding in current conflicts; deterring and defeating aggression 
by adversaries, including those seeking to deny our power 
projection; countering weapons of mass destruction; effectively 
operating in cyberspace, space and across all domains; maintaining 
a safe and effective nuclear deterrent; and protecting the homeland” 
(opening note, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta). One could 
argue that, except for the first and the last of these missions, the 
U.S. can read an active challenge of varying degrees on each of the 
other—China is seen as capable of getting North Korea to behave 
more responsibly and to give up its nuclear brinksmanship11; 
Chinese attacks on U.S. installations are frequently highlighted in 
the American media and indeed receive much attention in the new 
document itself; and the U.S. nuclear deterrent is surely no longer 
only primarily aimed at the successor of the Soviet Union but 
certainly takes into account a growing Chinese military capability.12

It is openly stated in the new document that “China’s emergence 
as a regional power will have the potential to affect the U.S. 
economy and our security in a variety of ways” (p.3). It also declares 
that “the growth of China’s military power must be accompanied 
by greater clarity of its strategic intentions in order to avoid causing 
friction in the region” (p.2). There are several suggestions implicit 
in this statement, which are in the same vein as Secretary Clinton’s 
Hanoi statement—that it was China that was creating tensions in 
the region, that it must be prevented from doing so and that the 
U.S. had every interest in preventing China from doing so. 

One of the potential causes of friction as well as one of the “ways” 
that the U.S. will use are both hinted at on the same page when it says 
[t]he United States will continue to lead global efforts with capable 
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allies and partners to assure access to and use of the global commons, 
both by strengthening international norms of responsible behavior 
and by maintaining relevant and interoperable military capabilities 
(italics in the original) (p.3). Later, China is clubbed with Iran, a 
considerably smaller military power, to make the point that U.S. 
adversaries will pursue asymmetric strategies to counter U.S. power 
projection (p. 4). Capabilities to counter anti-access and area denial 
are a major American concern as is evident from the document.

Given its economic travails it is perhaps not surprising that 
the DoD document argues that American deterrence goals might 
be achieved with “a smaller nuclear force” (p.4). Any sustained 
reduction in the number of American nuclear weapons is also 
likely to raise questions and concerns about the size of China’s own 
nuclear arsenal13 and perhaps bring also India, Pakistan and North 
Korea under focused attention in any global disarmament effort.

Meanwhile, at least one Chinese scholar has suggested that the 
U.S. strategy is less about containment than it is “rebalancing” 
itself and really an expression of American smart power or smart 
diplomacy.14 Indeed, Obama himself refers to looking to the 
new strategy document for providing “a smart, strategic set of 
priorities.”15 Another Chinese writer put it that, despite its declared 
intention of “not show[ing] weakness and stand by to watch (sic) 
China expanding its power in Asia…, the United States is neither 
able to conquer China by force of arms nor able to contain and 
blockade China by economic measures.”16

Given its challenging economic circumstances and the difficult 
legacy of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and still continuing 
challenges from the same wider region in the form of Iran and 
Pakistan, it also seems unlikely that the U.S. will go out of its way 
to pick a fight with China. It is also important to remember that 
Chinese Vice-President Xi Jinping was slated for a visit to the U.S. 
in the month following the release of the new strategic guidance 
document and it is unlikely that Washington would deliberately try 
to offend their high-profile visitor by means of the document.17 

Nevertheless, for most Chinese scholars and for the general 
public in the country, the American pivot to Asia easily fits into 
fears and suspicions of American ill-intent towards China. In fact, 
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the references in the DoD document to improving cooperation 
with American allies and partners—“to pool, share, and specialize 
capabilities as needed to meet 21st century challenges” or “Smart 
Defense” (p.3)—actually suggest that American stress on alliance- 
and partnership-building and -strengthening will only increase. 
And since most of these American allies and partners are in China’s 
neighbourhood, it is not surprising that Beijing should worry.

India and the U.S. Rebalancing towards Asia

In the state  of complex 
interdependence that exists 
between China and the U.S., 
New Delhi cannot afford to see 
the American strategy document 
a s  o n l y  a  C h i n a - c e n t r i c 
document. This would risk it 
missing out on key security 
implications—both positive and 
negative—for India. The Indian 
foreign policy establishment 
must  cons ider  we l l  both 
American weaknesses and promises on the one hand and Chinese 
fears and the potential of Sino-Indian concerns on the other. In 
other words, India will interpret the U.S. rebalancing towards Asia 
from the prism of its own national interests. 

For a variety of reasons, India is one of the potential major 
partners that the U.S. requires in order to successfully implement 
the proposals in the strategic guidance document. The DoD 
document talked about “the arc extending from the Western Pacific 
and East Asia into the Indian Ocean region and South Asia” and 
specifically highlighted the fact that “[t]he United States is also 
investing in a long-term strategic partnership with India to support 
its ability to serve as a regional economic anchor and provider of 
security in the broader Indian Ocean region” (p.2). 

However, there are several areas of differences, even potential 
friction between the U.S. and India that cannot be glossed over.

Indian foreign policy 
establishment must  
consider well both American 
weaknesses and promises, 
and Chinese fears and the 
potential of Sino-Indian 
concerns.
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Terrorism
The DoD document identified the “primary loci” of terrorist threats 
as South Asia and the Middle East. However, by being in a hurry to 
quit Afghanistan and having clearly announced 2014 as an exit date, 
the Americans have increased Indian concerns about stability in its 
neighbourhood. The American drawdown has not been designed to 
take into Indian interests and nor can it be said that Indian interests 
or views on the AfPak situation were brought on board by the 
Americans in any significant manner through the duration of their 
stay so far in Afghanistan. Afghanistan remains beset by conflict 
and a weak central government and a return of the Taliban with 
support from Pakistan’s intelligence and military services cannot 
be ruled out. The consequences for India are not likely to be good, 
unless New Delhi itself can adopt the American framework of “good 
Taliban” and “bad Taliban” and open a channel or channels of 
communication with the major sections or factions, as the case may 
be, of the Taliban. Still, it should be obvious to all concerned that 
New Delhi will be in a very difficult situation post the American 
drawdown with both its economic investments in Afghanistan and 
its political investment in the Hamid Karzai government at stake.

Further, the U.S. strategy paper goes on to say that “[f]or the 
foreseeable future, the United States will continue to take an active 
approach to countering these threats by monitoring the activities of 
non-state threats worldwide, working with allies and partners to 
establish control over ungoverned territories, and directly striking 
the most dangerous groups and individuals when necessary” (italics 
in original) (p.1). The question for New Delhi especially is of 
American sensitivity to Indian interests. 

Will the American exit from Afghanistan lead to a possible 
reduction of dependence on Pakistan and will it mean that the U.S. 
will find more avenues of cooperation with India, specifically? 
While the U.S. has become increasingly critical of Pakistan in the 
recent past, this has been largely in response to solid evidence of 
Pakistani complicity in sabotaging American and ISAF operations 
in Afghanistan. Where Pakistani provocations against India 
were concerned, the situation has been by and large been one of 
pressuring India to keep the peace and all through, the Americans 
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have continued to support the Pakistani government and military 
through economic and military aid.18 Further, talking about 
“striking” against its opponents, will the U.S. countenance any 
similar moves by India when the latter’s interests are at stake?

Military Cooperation
The U.S. strategy review also notes that, “[a] reduction in resources 
will require innovative and creative solutions to maintain our 
support for allied and partner interoperability and building partner 
capacity” (pp.4-5). This suggests an emphasis on concluding 
agreements on inter-operability with potential partners and on 
sales of American military equipment. In this context, it is worth 
recalling that in 2010, India refused to sign the Logistics Support 
Agreement (LSA)—allowing the use of each other’s bases—and 
the Communications, Interoperability and Security Memorandum 
of Agreement (CISMOA) with the U.S.. The Indian Ministry of 
Defence and the Indian navy and air force chiefs were adamant that 
there was little to be gained by such agreements with the Americans 
and that they might even offend more important defence partners 
such as the Russians.19

Since the Next Steps in Strategic Partnership (NSSP) initiated 
between India and the U.S. in 2004, defence cooperation has been 
a major part of the agenda of Indo-U.S. relations with American 
defence manufacturers competing and lobbying for a slice of one 
of the fastest growing defence markets in the world.20 While there 
were some major acquisitions through the Foreign Military Sales 
(FMS) process, by and large, India’s Cold War-era suspicions of the 
U.S. run deep in sections of the military, civilian bureaucracy and 
political establishments, recalling the decades of American sanctions 
and unfriendliness. India has therefore, so far refused to invest either 
economically or politically in major defence agreements with the 
Americans. The refusal by India to even include an American aircraft 
in the final shortlist for its Multi-role Medium-Range Combat 
Aircraft (MMRCA) in 2011 is the latest instance of a major letdown 
for the U.S. in terms of its defence industry expectations from India.21

The DoD document’s emphasis on humanitarian and 
disaster relief operations (p.5), however, is potentially a more 
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likely and successful area of cooperation between the U.S. and 
Indian militaries, even if the “other operations” referred to here, 
among which is responding to “mass atrocities” (p.5) might be a 
trickier issue to deal with. Cooperation in this last aspect looks 
inconceivable at least in the short run. Where such incidents might 
occur in India’s immediate neighbourhood, the U.S. might, where 
it has no direct stakes, defer to either Indian interests or to India’s 
own response capabilities.

China
Neither the U.S. nor China should make the mistake of assuming 
that there is a natural Indo-U.S. coordination possible with respect 
to China. Indeed, the U.S. and India have some very different 
reasons to be worried about China. For India, these concerns about 
China are for the moment primarily tied to the boundary dispute, 
the growing trade deficit and the rise of Chinese economic and 
political influence in South Asia. Nevertheless, the understanding 
at least in informed circles in India is that the likelihood of any 
outbreak of conflict with China is extremely low.22 For the U.S., 
the DoD document paints a very different set of priorities vis-à-
vis China. For Washington, the threat of Chinese military action 
especially against U.S. military assets or Chinese anti-access and area 
denial operations that restrict American freedom of operation in the 
Asia-Pacific region appear to be the more important concerns.

Washington has historically paid little attention to the Sino-
Pakistani nuclear weapons and missiles ties which together with 
Pakistan-sponsored terrorism has contributed the most to the 
deterioration of India’s security environment. And it continues 
to pay far too little attention to the Chinese role in propping up 
the Pakistani military—the most important component still of the 
Pakistani state—with aid and weapons sales. The strong Pakistani 
military continues to both undermine civilian authority and hence 
any prospects for democracy in Pakistan as well as continues to 
foster anti-India activity. Indeed, the U.S. itself is complicit in such a 
role as stated above and as long as these trends continue, New Delhi 
will be unwilling to completely trust the U.S. and to side with it 
against China. 
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After all is said and done, China is a near neighbour for India 
while the U.S. can only be a distant partner. No matter, the 
reference to expanding American “networks of cooperation with 
emerging partners throughout the Asia-Pacific to ensure collective 
capability and capacity for securing common interests” (p.2), India 
is well aware that it has to move far more carefully vis-à-vis its 
bilateral relationship with China than the U.S. has to. 

India also remains suspicious of both American and Chinese 
intentions when it comes to issues where the two sides might 
have common interests. New Delhi, is for example, unlikely to 
forget in a hurry the brief talk of a “G-2” early in the Obama 
administration that appeared to suggest that the problems of 
Asia and the world could be jointly managed by the U.S. and 
China.23 Indeed, a foreign policy strategy document released 
early in March 2012, by some Indian intellectuals and strategists 
titled, “Non-Alignment 2.0” hinted that suspicions of the U.S. 
role remained high even as it highlighted methods to deal with a 
Chinese military provocation.24

Meanwhile, on the positive side of the balance for Indo-U.S. 
relations, the implicit suggestion that India is one of the “emerging 
partners” for the U.S. is a useful forward movement from India’s 
point of view. This is because it reiterates the view that India is a 
crucial component of the Asia-Pacific region and by extension 
of East Asia from the American point of view.25 India has been 
particularly unhappy with the Chinese reluctance to allow the 
expansion of the ASEAN+3 to give way to the East Asian Summit 
(EAS) process and American initiative and support would be 
welcome to New Delhi.26 The Chinese position is a particular sore 
spot for India since a JACIK (Japan, ASEAN, China, India and 
Korea) grouping has been shown to a far more trade-creating and 
mutually beneficial grouping than just the ASEAN+3.27 

In her Hawaii speech, in fact, the U.S. Secretary of State 
Clinton had declared the “two core principles that the Obama 
Administration will take in its approach to the EAS—first, 
ASEAN’s central role, and second, our desire to see EAS emerge 
as a forum for substantive engagement on pressing strategic and 
political issues, including nuclear nonproliferation, maritime 
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security, and climate change.” These are areas where India can agree 
wholeheartedly with the U.S..

The American position on respecting international law on the 
high seas represented both in the strategic guidance document and 
Secretary Clinton’s statement in Hanoi in 2010 is also something 
that has strong support from New Delhi. This identity of interests 
was evident during the INS Airavat incident in 2011. The Airavat, 
an Indian Navy vessel returning from a port call in Vietnam, was 
reportedly accosted by a Chinese vessel over radio asking it to leave 
‘Chinese waters.’28 The incident drew much attention in the Indian 
media—perhaps unnecessarily so, for such incidents of rival navies 
tailing each other or making such claims are fairly common on the 
high seas. Nevertheless, it was also an opportunity for New Delhi 
to say its own piece about supporting the freedom of navigation “in 
international waters, including in the South China Sea,” and calling 
for international law to be respected by all parties.29

Ambitions of its Own
India needs the U.S. to be a pivotal player in Asia but not 
necessarily its “pivot.” That role by rights belongs to China and 
India by virtue of their having the largest populations and economies 
in the continent by a considerable distance over other Asian 
nations or even other regional groupings. In other words, India has 
ambitions of its own in Asia with or without any U.S. rebalancing 
towards the region. There are two kinds of possibilities here. 

One, informed by a history of past American unreliability, New 
Delhi will play hardball with the U.S. in matters that are important 
to U.S. economic and security interests—such as the awarding of 
defence contracts, for example. It will also not necessarily believe that 
reliance on the U.S. is good for India’s China policy but rather seek 
to develop its defence policies tailored to its own requirements vis-à-
vis China and to develop an independent dynamic in its engagement 
with the Chinese security and foreign policy establishments. One 
prominent Indian analyst speaking following the announcement of 
the new U.S. strategic review called for an Indian balance-of-power 
arrangement against China in which he suggested that India “be the 
pivot, and the U.S. do its bit as the offshore balancer.”30
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A sustainable Indo-U.S. partnership is unlikely without 
unambiguous American acceptance of key Indian goals such 
as a permanent seat on the UN Security Council and without a 
more open and liberal policy of technology transfer to India. In 
other words, the success of the U.S.’s rebalancing efforts in Asia 
incorporating India will depend on whether Washington can 
inject elements of greater equality in the bilateral relationship and 
sensitivity to Indian security concerns. While India’s patchy record 
on joint naval exercises with the U.S. is likely to improve, these are 
likely to be within limits and unlikely to take an overtly anti-China 
posture even when these exercises might be held in the East China 
or South China Seas. If anything, a greater Indian (and Japanese) 
naval engagement with the U.S. might be necessary to temper any 
American ambitions to “contain” China.

In a second scenario, India could see itself as not just an emerging 
economic power but also as an emerging ideational power capable 
of spreading and promoting democratic ideas and international 
norms like the U.S. has. In its reference to the “Arab Spring,” the 
DoD document hopes that it “may result in governments that, over 
the long term, are more responsive to the legitimate aspirations of 
their people, and are more stable and reliable partners of the United 
States.” Clearly, promoting democracy and partnership with 
governments that share similar values with it are important goals of 
American foreign policy. In his speech to the Australian Parliament, 
Obama had pointed out that “certain rights are universal… These 
are not American rights, or Australian rights, or Western rights. 
These are human rights.”31 As a democracy, India too shares in this 
sentiment and there is hope and expectation on both sides that India 
and the U.S. might use their common political values as the basis of 
a long-term, sustainable and mutually beneficial future relationship. 

However, it is still far from certain if India will ever be 
comfortable with the American brand of ideological posturing and 
of interventionist international politics. As a series of votes in recent 
times at the United Nations—on Libya, Syria and Sri Lanka—
has shown, New Delhi has reservations about the U.S.’s wish to 
“remain the greatest force for freedom and security that the world 
has ever known” (opening note, U.S. President Barack Obama) 
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or about how it goes about remaining that way. There might even 
be differences between the U.S. and India on the definitions of 
“freedom” and “security.” It also remains to be seen if the U.S. itself 
can remember its own rhetoric long enough to be sensitive to Indian 
interests so that a fruitful bilateral relationship based precisely on 
such shared values can be developed instead of privileging its own 
national interest considerations at all times.

Therefore, given its history as a victim of both colonialism and 
Cold War era politics, India is unlikely to follow the methods that 
the U.S. has used. Rather, it could well seek to distinguish itself from 
the U.S. in its approaches which are likely to be far more sensitive 
to developing country concerns of respect for national sovereignty 
and the need for economic development to be prioritized 
simultaneously with political freedoms.32 Thus, as important as the 
Indo-U.S. partnership is to New Delhi, India also takes seriously 
its participation in such international forums and groupings that do 
not involve the U.S. such as the Russia-India-China trilateral or the 
BRICS summit and for which a major rationale is the opposition to 
hegemonic domination by any one power.33

Conclusion

Quoting former U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower, who 
said “each proposal must be weighed in the light of a broader 
consideration: the need to maintain balance in and among national 
programs,” Obama noted that “[a]fter a decade of war, and as we 
rebuild the source of our strength—at home and abroad—it’s time 
to restore that balance.”34 That indeed is the critical issue for the 
U.S.. While pursuing balance at home, however, the U.S. will also 
seek to preserve its global interests and has identified the Asia-
Pacific region as the one most crucial to its foreign policy and 
security interests. It has also begun to believe that its interests are 
best achieved in cooperation and partnership with the countries 
of the region. Such a view does not necessarily exclude China 
and nor need it be seen as one that inevitably targets China—
the U.S. has far too much at stake in economic terms to pursue a 
confrontational strategy with China. 

论文-JH.indd   98 13-1-18   下午5:49



99

Indian Foreign and Security Policies

China can also be reassured by the fact that, if the U.S. relies on 
allies and partners in the region, then those countries—India among 
them—usually have at least as important a relationship with China 
as they do with the U.S. and are even less likely to want a quarrel 
with Beijing. What is more, large and emerging powers like India, 
in addition to maintaining simultaneously good relations with the 
U.S. and China, also seek to leave their own stamp on Asian and 
global affairs and expect Beijing and Washington to be helpful and 
respectful of such ambitions. 

In all instances, therefore, it is only the U.S. and China that have 
the power and influence to complicate matters by being insensitive 
to the interests of their allies/partners/neighbours. And yet, 
neither has the power to then conclude matters decisively in their 
favor. The U.S. rebalancing towards Asia is an acknowledgement 
especially of this latter reality. Despite a tone of assertiveness and 
especially perhaps where China is concerned, the new U.S. strategic 
guidance document is in essence, a holding operation to preserve 
U.S. interests as they are rather than actively expanding them. 

It has often been remarked that China wishes to avoid the fate of 
the Soviet Union. But, between the physical breakup of the Soviet 
Union on the one hand and the fall of its communist regime on the 
other, lies also the reality that a global superpower suddenly ceased 
to exist. For the U.S., that is the lesson—the U.S. might not break 
up physically and nor might its capitalism collapse but it certainly 
can cease to exist as a superpower or as the only superpower with 
China’s rise and also perhaps, the rise of other powers in the future.

The unipolar moment of the U.S. 
is thus surely passing and a multipolar 
and more equitable global order will 
be possible with time. However, this 
demands that China guard against 
overreach even as its global power 
and influence grow. If it does not do 
so, then the U.S. rebalancing allows 
it to be in a stronger position to react 
and also affords American allies and 
partners the opportunity to hedge 

The unipolar moment 
of the U.S. is thus surely 
passing and a multipolar 
and more equitable 
global order will be 
possible with time.
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against China. Given that its neighbours perceive China as having 
becoming increasingly assertive over the last few years, it might well 
be necessary for Beijing too, to achieve a “rebalancing” of its own in 
its relationships in Asia. 

In the whole issue of the American rebalancing towards Asia, the 
perspectives of countries besides China also need to be understood. 
These countries have their own balancing act to follow; and 
India, much more so than most other countries, given that it is a 
strategic partner to both China and the U.S. and has ambitions of 
superpower status itself. While ensuring the growth of its individual 
bilateral relationships with China and the U.S., New Delhi will also 
have to achieve its interests with each country in a manner that does 
not also complicate the Sino-U.S. relationship. It would appear that 
the era of “rebalancing” has only just begun.
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